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C.3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

This appendix details the public involvement and includes all the pertinent correspondence for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project.  

C.3.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Scoping 

A NEPA scoping letter dated 28 June 2016 was mailed to stakeholders soliciting comments for this 
action. The scoping letter was used to invite comments from federal, state, and local agencies, affected 
tribes, and other interested private organizations and individuals. Comments were accepted through 12 
August 2016. A public scoping meeting was held 26 July 2016 in Okeechobee, Florida. A Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to prepare the EIS for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project (LOWP) was published in the 
Federal Register (81 FR 46659) 18 July 2016 (2016-16920). Subsequent to the publication of the NOI in the 
Federal Register, the name of the project was changed to Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 
Project (LOWRP). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is beginning 
preparation of a National Environmental Policy Act assessment for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project. The objectives of the LOW Project are to 
improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee, provide for better management of lake water levels, reduce damaging 
releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries downstream of the lake and 
improve system wide operational flexibility. 

The Everglades ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, encompasses a system 
of diverse wetland landscapes that are hydrologically and ecologically connected across 
more than 200 miles from north to south and across 18,000 square miles of southern 
Florida. In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership 
with the State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) to further protect and restore the 
remaining Everglades ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the 
region. CERP involves modification of the existing network of drainage canals and 
levees that make up the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first 
generation of CERP project modifications already authorized by Congress. These 
include the Picayune Strand Restoration, the Indian River Lagoon South and Site 1 
lmpoundment projects. Congressional authorization has been received for the second 
generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-Phase 1, the 
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and the C-111 Spreader 
Canal Western Project which are already under construction or are operational, and the 
Broward County Water Preserve Areas which is currently being designed. The Central 
Everglades Planning Project is currently awaiting congressional authorization. All of 
these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and the 
specific regional habitats in which they are located. 

One of the next steps for implementation is to identify opportunities to restore the 
quantity, quality, and timing and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LOW 
Project preliminary project area, where placement of features will be considered, covers 
a large portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed north of the lake (Figure 1). 
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Water inflows into Lake Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity, thus many times 
there is too much water within Lake Okeechobee that needs to be released in order to 
ensure integrity of the Herbert Hoover Dike. At other times, there may be too little water 
within Lake Okeechobee. Lake levels that are too high or too low, and inappropriate 
recession and ascension rates, can adversely affect native vegetation, and fish and 
wildlife species that depend upon the lake for foraging and reproduction. The volume 
and frequency of undesirable freshwater releases to the east and west lowers salinity in 
the estuaries, severely impacting oysters, sea grasses, and fish. Additionally, high 
nutrient levels adversely affect in-lake water quality, estuary habitat, and habitat 
throughout the Greater Everglades. 

The Corps and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) will hold a 
public workshop at the Okeechobee Auditorium, 3800 NW 16th Boulevard, Suite A, 
Okeechobee, FL 34972 on July 26th from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. During the workshop, 
Corps and SFWMD staff will describe the project and seek public comments and 
suggestions. The formal portion of the workshop will begin at 7:00 p.m. The LOW 
Project team will be available prior to and after the formal presentation to provide 
information and answer questions about the projects and development of a proposed 
plan. This is the first of a number of public workshops that will be held throughout the 
development and implementation of this project. 

We invite the participation of Federal and State agencies, Native American Tribes, 
local agencies, interested parties and individuals in providing comments and identifying 
any issues or concerns. Please share this notice with any interested party. Send any 
comments you may have to the attention of Gretchen Ehlinger, Ph.D. (904-232-1862) at 
the letter head address or email Gretchen.S.Ehlinger@usace.aFmy.mil no later than 30 
days from the date of this letter. All individuals who respond with comments will be 
included in future mailings. Others may be added to the mailing list by making a written 
request (postcard) to the same address or by email. 

ina Paduano Ralph, 
hief, Environmental Branc 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF JUN 2 4 2016 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

The Honorable James Billie 
Chairman, Seminole Tribe of Florida 
6300 Sterling Road 
Hollywood, FL 33024 

Dear Chairman Billie, 

The purpose of this letter is to invite you and/or your representative to participate on 
the Project Delivery Team (PDT) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project, 
part of the Central and Southern Florida Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
(CERP). The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is beginning 
preparation of a National Environmental Policy Act assessment for the LOW Project. 
The objectives of the LOW Project are to improve the quality, quantity, timing and 
distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee, provide for better management of lake 
water levels, reduce damaging releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries 
downstream of the lake, and improve system wide operational flexibility. 

The Everglades ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, encompasses a system 
of diverse wetland landscapes that are hydrologically and ecologically connected across 
more than 200 miles from north to south and across 18,000 square miles of southern 
Florida. In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership 
with the State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan to further protect and restore the 
remaining Everglades ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the 
region. CERP involves modification of the existing network of drainage canals and 
levees that make up the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

Since 2000, much progress has been made, including construction on the first 
generation of CERP projects authorized by Congress in the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2007. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, the Indian 
River Lagoon South and Site 1 lmpoundment projects. Congressional authorization has 
been provided for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay 
Coastal Wetlands-Phase 1, the Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage 
Reservoir, the C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project, and the Broward County Water 
Preserve Areas. 
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The Central Everglades Planning Project is currently awaiting congressional 
authorization. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to 
the system and the specific regional habitats in which they are located 

One of the next steps for implementation is to identify opportunities to restore the 
quantity, quality, timing , and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LOW 
Project preliminary project area, where placement of features will be considered , covers 
a large portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed north of the lake (Figure 1 ). Water 
inflows into Lake Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity, thus many times there is 
too much water within Lake Okeechobee that needs to be released in order to ensure 
integrity of the Herbert Hoover Dike. At other times, there may be too little water within 
Lake Okeechobee. Lake levels that are too high or too low, and inappropriate recession 
and ascension rates, can adversely affect native vegetation, and fish and wildlife 
species that depend upon the lake for foraging and reproduction . The volume and 
frequency of undesirable freshwater releases to the east and west lowers salinity in the 
estuaries, severely impacting oysters, sea grasses, and fish. Additionally, high nutrient 
levels adversely affect in-lake water quality, estuary habitat, and habitat throughout the 
Greater Everglades. 

The Corps and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) will hold a 
public workshop at the Okeechobee Auditorium , 3800 NW 16th Boulevard, Suite A, 
Okeechobee, FL 34972 on July 261h from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. During the workshop, 
Corps and SFWMD staff will describe the project and seek publ ic comments and 
suggestions. The formal portion of the workshop will begin at 7:00 p.m. The LOW 
Project team will be available prior to and after the formal presentation to provide 
information and answer questions about the projects and development of a proposed 
plan. This is the first of a number of public workshops that will be held throughout the 
development and implementation of this project. 

We intend to pursue an open and public process and recognize the obligations that 
the Corps has to the Seminole Tribe including consultation under the NEPA and Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Pursuant to Executive Order 13175, and 
in consideration of the Corps' Trust Responsibilities and the Burial Resources 
Agreement, I would like to invite the Seminole Tribe to participate in Government-to
Government consultation as part of our obligation for continued coordination . 
Additionally, the Corps would also like to invite you or your designated staff to 
participate on the PDT that will be conducting the technical analyses and evaluations in 
support of plan development and selection. If you elect, please identify the appropriate 
Tribal member(s) or person(s) who could represent the Tribe on the PDT. 
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We understand that there is a need for long-term dialog regarding this project, and 
as the PDT continues to move forward on this project, the Corps will be available to 
consult with you regarding any concerns that the Tribe may have. I, along with select 
staff, would be pleased to meet with you or your representatives directly to discuss the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. 

If you have any questions regarding the information in this letter, please feel free to 
contact me or you may contact our Tribal Liaison, Kim Taplin, at 561-801-0285 or 
Kimberley.A.Taplin@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

rJ:;]rf.
Colonel , U. S. Army 
District Commander 

Enclosure 

Copies Furnished: 

Dr. Paul N. Backhouse, Ph.D., Seminole Tribe of Florida, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer, Ah Tha Thi Ki Museum, 30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004, Clewiston, 
Florida 33440 

Cherise Maples, Director, Environmental Resource Management, Seminole Tribe of 
Florida, 6300 Stirling Road , Hollywood, FL 33024 

Patricia Powers, Bose Public Affairs Group, 2000 M Street, N.W ., Suite 520, 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Cicero Osceola, Big Cypress General Council Office, Council Representative, 31000 
Josie Billie Highway, Clewiston , FL 33440 

Andrew J. Bowers, ESQ. , Brighton Council Representative, Seminole Tribe of Florida 
Brighton Council , 500 Harney Pond Road, Okeechobee, FL 34974 

Joe Frank, Big Cypress Board Representative, Seminole Tribe of Florida , Inc., Big 
Cypress Board Office, 31000 Josie Billie Hwy., Clewiston , FL 33440 

mailto:Kimberley.A.Taplin@usace.army.mil
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Figure 1. Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Preliminary Study Area. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF JUN 2 4 2016 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

The Honorable Billy Cypress 
Chairman, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Post Office Box 440021 , Tamiami Station 
Miami, Florida 33144 

Dear Chairman Cypress, 

The purpose of this letter is to invite you and/or your representative to participate on 
the Project Delivery Team (PDT) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project, 
part of the Central and Southern Florida Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
(CERP). The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is beginning 
preparation of a National Environmental Policy Act assessment for the LOW Project. 
The objectives of the LOW Project are to improve the quality, quantity, timing and 
distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee, provide for better management of lake 
water levels, reduce damaging releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries 
downstream of the lake, and improve system wide operational flexibility. 

The Everglades ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, encompasses a system 
of diverse wetland landscapes that are hydrologically and ecologically connected across 
more than 200 miles from north to south and across 18,000 square miles of southern 
Florida. In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership 
with the State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan to further protect and restore the 
remaining Everglades ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the 
region. CERP involves modification of the existing network of drainage canals and 
levees that make up the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

Since 2000, much progress has been made, including construction on the first 
generation of CERP projects authorized by Congress in the Water Resources 
Development Act of 2007. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, the Indian 
River Lagoon South and Site 1 lmpoundment projects. Congressional authorization has 
been provided for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay 
Coastal Wetlands-Phase 1, the Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage 
Reservoir, the C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project, and the Broward County Water 
Preserve Areas. 
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The Central Everglades Planning Project is currently awaiting congressional 
authorization. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to 
the system and the specific regional habitats in which they are located 

One of the next steps for implementation is to identify opportunities to restore the 
quantity, quality, timing, and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LOW 
Project preliminary project area, where placement of features will be considered, covers 
a large portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed north of the lake (Figure 1 ). Water 
inflows into Lake Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity, thus many times there is 
too much water within Lake Okeechobee that needs to be released in order to ensure 
integrity of the Herbert Hoover Dike. At other times, there may be too little water within 
Lake Okeechobee. Lake levels that are too high or too low, and inappropriate recession 
and ascension rates, can adversely affect native vegetation, and fish and wildlife 
species that depend upon the lake for foraging and reproduction. The volume and 
frequency of undesirable freshwater releases to the east and west lowers salinity in the 
estuaries, severely impacting oysters, sea grasses, and fish. Additionally, high nutrient 
levels adversely affect in-lake water quality, estuary habitat, and habitat throughout the 
Greater Everglades. 

The Corps and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) will hold a 
public workshop at the Okeechobee Auditorium, 3800 NW 16th Boulevard, Suite A, 
Okeechobee, FL 34972 on July 26th from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. During the workshop, 
Corps and SFWMD staff will describe the project and seek public comments and 
suggestions. The formal portion of the workshop will begin at 7:00 p.m. The LOW 
Project team will be available prior to and after the formal presentation to provide 
information and answer questions about the projects and development of a proposed 
plan. This is the first of a number of public workshops that will be held throughout the 
development and implementation of this project. 

We intend to pursue an open and public process and recognize the obligations that 
the Corps has to the Miccosukee Tribe including consultation under the NEPA and 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Pursuant to Executive Order 
13175, and in consideration of the Corps' Trust Responsibilities, I would like to invite the 
Miccosukee Tribe to participate in Government-to-Government consultation as part of 
our obligation for continued coordination. Additionally, the Corps would also like to 
invite you or your designated staff to participate on the PDT that will be conducting the 
technical analyses and evaluations in support of plan development and selection . If you 
elect, please identify the appropriate Tribal member(s) or person(s) who could represent 
the Tribe on the PDT. 
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We understand that there is a need for long-term dialog regarding this project, and 
as the PDT continues to move forward on this project, the Corps will be available to 
consult with you regarding any concerns that the Tribe may have. I, along with select 
staff, would be pleased to meet with you or your representatives directly to discuss the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. 

If you have any questions regarding the information in this letter, please feel free to 
contact me or you may contact our Tribal Liaison, Kim Taplin, at 561 -801-0285 or 
Kimberley.A.Taplin@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, U.S. Army 
District Commander 

Enclosure 

Copies Furnished: 

Fred Dayhoff, NAGPRA Representative, Consultant to Miccosukee Tribe, 
HC 61 SR 68 Old Loop Road , Ochopee, FL 34141 

Gintautas Zavadzkas, Water Resources Department, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of 
Florida, P.O. Box 440021 , Tamiami Station, Miami, FL 33144 

Kevin Donaldson, Real Estate Services, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, 
P.O. Box 440021 , Tamiami Station, Miami, FL 33144 

mailto:Kimberley.A.Taplin@usace.army.mil


Figure 1. Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Preliminary Study Area. 
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committee DFO will log each request to 
make a comment, in the order received, 
and determine whether the subject 
matter of each comment is relevant to 
the panel’s mission and/or the topics to 
be addressed in this public meeting. A 
15-minute period near the end of the 
meeting will be available for verbal 
public comments. Members of the 
public who have requested to make a 
verbal comment and whose comments 
have been deemed relevant under the 
process described in this paragraph, will 
be allotted no more than three (3) 
minutes during this period, and will be 
invited to speak in the order in which 
their requests were received by the DFO. 

Dated: July 13, 2016. 
Aaron Siegel, 
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 2016–16931 Filed 7–15–16; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 5001–06–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army, Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project, 
Okeechobee, Highlands, Charlotte, 
Glades, Martin and St. Lucie Counties, 
Florida 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The Jacksonville District, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is 
beginning preparation of a National 
Environmental Policy Act assessment 
for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project (LOWP). The Everglades 
ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, 
encompasses a system of diverse 
wetland landscapes that are 
hydrologically and ecologically 
connected across more than 200 miles 
from north to south and across 18,000 
square miles of southern Florida. In 
2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the 
Federal government, in partnership with 
the State of Florida, to embark upon a 
multi-decade, multi-billion dollar 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) to further protect and 
restore the remaining Everglades 
ecosystem while providing for other 
water-related needs of the region. CERP 
involves modification of the existing 
network of drainage canals and levees 
that make up the Central and Southern 
Florida Flood Control Project. One of 
the next steps for implementation of 
CERP is to identify opportunities to 

restore the quantity, quality, timing and 
distribution of flows into Lake 
Okeechobee. The LOW Project 
preliminary project area, where 
placement of features will be 
considered, covers a large portion of the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed north of 
the lake. Water inflows into Lake 
Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow 
capacity, thus many times there is too 
much water within Lake Okeechobee 
that needs to be released in order to 
ensure integrity of the Herbert Hoover 
Dike. At other times, there may be too 
little water within Lake Okeechobee. 
Lake levels that are too high or too low, 
and inappropriate recession and 
ascension rates, can adversely affect 
native vegetation, and fish and wildlife 
species that depend upon the lake for 
foraging and reproduction. The volume 
and frequency of undesirable freshwater 
releases to the east and west lowers 
salinity in the estuaries, severely 
impacting oysters, sea grasses, and fish. 
Additionally, high nutrient levels 
adversely affect in-lake water quality, 
estuary habitat, and habitat throughout 
the Greater Everglades. The objectives of 
the LOW Project are to improve the 
quality, quantity, timing and 
distribution of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee, provide for better 
management of lake water levels, reduce 
damaging releases to the Caloosahatchee 
and St. Lucie estuaries downstream of 
the lake and improve system-wide 
operational flexibility. 
ADDRESSES: U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Planning and Policy 
Division, Environmental Branch, P.O. 
Box 4970, Jacksonville, FL 32232–0019. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gretchen Ehlinger at 904–232–1682 or 
email at 
gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil. 
Additional information is also available 
at http://bit.ly/LakeOWatershed. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

a. Since 2000, much progress has been 
made on CERP projects. Construction 
has begun on the first generation of 
CERP project modifications already 
authorized by Congress. These include 
the Picayune Strand Restoration, the 
Indian River Lagoon South and Site 1 
Impoundment Projects. Congressional 
authorization has been received for the 
second generation of CERP projects, 
including Biscayne Bay Coastal 
Wetlands-Phase 1, the Broward County 
Water Preserve Areas, the 
Caloosahatchee River (C–43) West Basin 
Storage Reservoir, and the C–111 
Spreader Canal Western Project which 
are already under construction or are 
operational, and the Broward County 
Water Preserve Areas which is currently 

being designed. The Central Everglades 
Planning Project is currently awaiting 
congressional authorization. All of these 
CERP projects contribute significant 
ecological benefits to the system and the 
specific regional habitats in which they 
are located. 

b. The objectives of the LOWP are to 
improve the quality, quantity, timing 
and distribution of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee, provide for better 
management of lake water levels, reduce 
damaging releases to the Caloosahatchee 
and St. Lucie estuaries downstream of 
the lake and improve system-wide 
operational flexibility. 

c. A scoping letter will be used to 
invite comments from Federal, State, 
and local agencies, affected Indian 
Tribes, and other interested private 
organizations and individuals. 

d. A scoping meeting will be held July 
26th, 2016 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. at the 
Okeechobee Auditorium, 3800 NW., 
16th Boulevard, Suite A, Okeechobee, 
FL 34972. 

e. All alternative plans will be 
reviewed under provisions of 
appropriate laws and regulations, 
including the Endangered Species Act, 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 
Clean Water Act, and Farmland 
Protection Policy Act. 

f. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Assessment is expected to be available 
for public review in late 2017. 

Dated: July 7, 2016. 
Eric P. Summa, 
Chief, Planning and Policy Division. 
[FR Doc. 2016–16920 Filed 7–15–16; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3720–58–P 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

[Docket No.: ED–2016–ICCD–0036] 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission to the Office of 
Management and Budget for Review 
and Approval; Comment Request; 
2017–2018 Free Application for Federal 
Student Aid (FAFSA) 

AGENCY: Department of Education (ED), 
Federal Student Aid (FSA). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is 
proposing a revision of an existing 
information collection. 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before August 
17, 2016. 
ADDRESSES: To access and review all the 
documents related to the information 

mailto:gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil
http://bit.ly/LakeOWatershed
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C.3.1.3 NEPA Scoping Comment Response Matrix 

Table C.3-1 includes all comments received during the NEPA scoping period that occurred from 28 June through 12 August 2016. This table includes 
the comments as well as the responses. 
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Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Table C.3-1. LOWRP NEPA scoping comment response matrix. 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
STATE 

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
FDOT-1 8/12/16 Thank you for providing notice of the Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed (LOW) public meeting and preliminary planning 
stage. Please see the attached Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) and its Guiding Principles as reference 
for on-going coordination with the FDOT in this regard (In 
Appendix). This proposed restoration project appears to fall 
within Highlands, Okeechobee, DeSoto, Glades and Martin 
counties. These counties correspond to FDOT's Districts One 
and Four geographically assigned boundaries. Notable 
highway facilities within the project area include US 441, US 
98, US 27, SR 70, SR 710 and SR 78. 

Thank you for your comment. We understand the MOU 
and will coordinate as required. 
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Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
LOCAL 

Highlands County Parks and Recreation 
Clell Ford (CF) 
- 1 

8/9/16 I have a brief comment on the subject project, specifically 
related to the preliminary project area map. During the first 
set of project delivery team meetings related to the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed project, I believe it was in the 1999 – 
2000 time frame, comments were made about excluding the 
Lake Istokpoga watershed from the project. This 600 square 
mile watershed was then included in the project area. I was 
surprised to see that the preliminary project area map for the 
current effort again excludes the Lake Istokpoga Watershed 
as well as the Kissimmee River and upper Kissimmee Drainage 
basins from the project area. I hope that this can be 
addressed during the project delivery team process. 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
CF-2 8/12/16 Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional 

comments on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project’s 
preliminary plans. As I indicated in the PDT meeting on 
Wednesday, my comments focus on the Project Planning 
Boundary. Thank you for adding the 23,877 acre section 
between Lake Istokpoga and the Kissimmee River, largely 
including the Istokpoga Canal, to the Project Planning 
Boundary. As it was presented in the meeting, this addition 
was largely done because of the presence of SFWMD owned 
lands in this section of the watershed, as well as 
opportunities to improve the hydrologic and ecological 
connection between Lake Istokpoga and the Kissimmee River. 

The project footprint only includes lands downstream of 
Lake Istokpoga and not land upstream or within the lake. 
The inclusion of the lands east of the lake is consistent 
with that footprint. Approximately 1,300 acres of SFWMD 
owned lands are located just north of the Istokpoga Canal 
between Lake Istokpoga and the Kissimmee River. Water 
can be sent either from Lake Istokpoga to the Kissimmee 
River or vice versa. As such this site provides unique 
storage opportunities. While land ownership is not a 
constraint in this process, it is a consideration. Basin 
boundaries from the Watershed Assessment Model 
(WAM) were used to delineate a reasonable expanded 
boundary based on hydrology. 

CF-3 8/12/16 I expressed concerns about not including the 600 square mile 
Lake Istokpoga watershed in the Project Planning Boundary, 
though it was included in the 2002 – 2004 Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed PDT. Briefly, the rationale provided in response to 
my comment at Wednesday’s PDT meeting was that there 
were insufficient opportunities for habitat restoration and 
water storage in this watershed to justify its inclusion. At the 
same time, the planning team has identified having too small 
a water storage component north of Lake Okeechobee 
(250,000 acre-feet) as a project risk. Repeatedly over the past 
decade, the storage needs north of Lake Okeechobee have 
been identified as between 900,000 and 1.25 million acre-
feet 

Lake Istokpoga was originally included in the project 
footprint because the previous LOWP objectives included 
updating the Istokpoga regulation schedule. The project 
area has been revised and this watershed is no longer 
included in the project area because the update of the 
Istokpoga regulation schedule would be better suited in 
the Kissimmee-Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual 
update, which is a separate project occurring after the 
LOWP. Additionally, ecosystem restoration sites within the 
Lake Istokpoga watershed proposed during the previous 
LOWP effort are no longer within the project area and will 
not be carried forward as part of the current planning 
effort. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
CF-4 8/12/16 Lake Istokpoga is the primary source of irrigation water for 

the Indian Prairie System, the only restricted allocation area 
in the lower Kissimmee Basin Planning area (Lower Kissimmee 
River Water Supply plan 2014). This is attributable to the 
limitations of the USACE’s Istokpoga Regulation schedule and 
an absence of water storage upstream. The previous PDT 
effort did recommend the Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule as a project to be incorporated into the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project (Section 8.2.2, Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP – Final, January 2004). 
In order to address storage in the Indian Prairie System, which 
was identified extensively in the first PDT as the location for 
several water storage projects, storage upstream in the Lake 
Istokpoga watershed should be considered. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response in 
CF-1. 

CF-5 8/12/16 Numerous opportunities for a variety of water storage and 
wetland restoration exist within the Lake Istokpoga 
watershed, in partnership with both agricultural lands and 
federal landowners (the Avon Park Air Force Range). 
Ecological restoration in the corridor between Lake Arbuckle 
and Lake Istokpoga was considered during the ecological 
restoration work done for the earlier PDT effort (Section 6.5, 
Preliminary Planning Area Alternatives, Wetland Restoration 
– 2004). A mixture of these efforts would benefit of both local 
concerns and the larger consideration for the timing and 
delivery of water to Lake Okeechobee. Modifying the Lake 
Istokpoga Regulation Schedule also has the potential to 
restore wetland habitat in the lake that is currently degraded 
by the more artificial water regulation necessitated by flood 
protection in the rainy season and water storage in the dry 
season – upstream water storage would provide the capacity 
to supply both needs reflecting a more natural hydrology for 
the system. 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

CF-6 8/12/16 These comments are meant as an overview of justification for 
including the Istokpoga watershed in the Project Planning 
Boundary for this iteration of the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed PDT. I would appreciate consideration of including 
the full Lake Istokpoga watershed in the Project Planning 
Boundary. Please contact me if you have questions about 
these comments and this request 

Please see the response to CF-1. 

Spring Lake Improvement District 
Joe DeCerbo 7/1/16 Our small community of only 1,530 rooftops have been 

extremely proactive in doing our part. We have spent a lot of 
our own funds, as well as received several FDEP matching 
grants and a legislative appropriation. We have received ZERO 
dollars from SFWMD, which is a surprise to no one! 
Attachments 

Thank you for your comments. 

Osceola County 
Rick Baird 7/12/16 Is the LOW project area a federally mandated area, as far as 

projects to “improve quantity, quality, timing and distribution 
of water entering Lake Okeechobee”? Would there be any 
benefit to your efforts to have someone from Osceola 
County, or any benefit to Osceola County to be there, if just 
to hear what the plans are for the LOW project? 

We welcome all to participate in the project meetings. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
Martin County (MC) 

MC-1 7/28/16 On behalf of the Martin County Board of County 
Commissioners, I am writing to express our support for the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) initial scoping session 
for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project to address 
storage and water treatment to the north of the Lake that will 
decrease harmful releases to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee Estuaries. We are encouraged to see the 
USACE and the South Florida Water Management District 
continue to make progress on projects identified in the 
Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS). 

Thank you for your comments. 

MC-2 7/28/16 Martin County supports planning and additional storage north 
of the Lake and recommends that the project boundary be 
expanded west and east to include the western and eastern 
coastal basins of the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, 
respectively. Including these areas may provide important 
opportunities for storage solutions that would otherwise not 
be considered. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 

MC-3 7/28/16 In this early phase of the process we also request that a 
restoration project be considered to create a wetland littoral 
zone on the eastern side of Lake Okeechobee. This project 
would improve fish habitats for the Lake and enhance the 
quality of Lake water that is released through the S-308 
structure to the St. Lucie estuary. 

We are looking in to littoral zone creation on the east side 
of the lake as a management measure for this project. 

MC-4 7/28/16 Martin County has consistently advocated for projects that 
reduce damaging freshwater flows to the estuary and convey 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
clean water south to the Everglades and Florida Bay where it 
is desperately needed. Our intention is not to disrupt the 
planning schedule for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
project (LOW); however, we firmly believe that a parallel 
effort must be initiated. This effort would identify storage and 
conveyance opportunities south of the Lake, in addition to 
the benefits of the Central Everglades Planning Project 
(CEPP). 

process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

MC-5 7/28/16 The Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) has 
always been based on flexibility and has emphasized that 
adaptive management is key to the successful 
implementation of these projects. In light of the devastating 
water conditions along the St. Lucie River, the Indian River 
Lagoon, and the Caloosahatchee Estuary, we continue to rely 
on our state and federal partners to expedite projects listed 
on the IDS to provide creative solutions to this complex 
problem. 

Thank you for your comment. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-432 



      

        
  

 
 

      
          

         
        

         
        

        
        

       
         

      
        

          
 

       
    

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
MC-6 7/28/16 We respectfully request that the current proposed LOW 

project boundary be expanded as described above, and that 
consideration be given to include a component for the 
creation of an eastern littoral zone in the Lake. Additionally, 
we ask that the agencies begin a parallel effort to identify 
additional storage and conveyance features south of the Lake 
that will significantly alleviate excess water to the estuaries. 
The economic and environmental prosperity of Martin County 
and the greater South Florida region depend on a more 
comprehensive approach to Everglades restoration that 
recognizes all additional options for storage and treatment to 
reduce freshwater releases to both the east and west coast 
estuaries. 

Thank you for your comments. See response to MC-2, MC-
3, and MC-4. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
PRIVATE 

Council of the Original Miccosukee Simanolee Nation of Aboriginal Peoples (COMSNAP) 
COMSNAP-1 7/26/16 SABLE TRAIL PIPELINE PROJECT (Document in Appendix) 

Enclosed are documents and information pertaining to the 
Sable Trail Pipeline Project, and letters written by Suwannee 
County, Hamilton County, and Marion County, requesting 
that the US Army Corps of Engineers conduct a supplemental 
environmental impact statement (SEIS) relative to the Sable 
Trail Pipeline Project. Numerous organizations (WWALS 
Watershed Coalition, Our Santa Fe River, Spectra Busters, 
Inc., Suwannee- St. Johns Group Sierra Club, Earth Ethics, Inc. 
Gulf Restoration Network, Environment Florida, Environment 
Georgia, Clean Water Network and others) groups, and 
individuals have also submitted both written and oral 
requests to the Jacksonville Office of the USACOE asking for 
the USACOE to conduct a SEIS. 
We hope that you will take the time to review the enclosed 
documents and information, paying special attention to the 
two geology and hydrology reports that were submitted 
independently. 
It is imperative that the SEIS be done to avoid potential 
catastrophic impacts to our Floridan Aquifer, world treasured 
Springs, Rivers, and Falmouth Cathedral Cave System, and our 
diverse and unique Florida landscape, and critical wildlife 
habitat. 

Thank you for the Sable Trail Pipeline Project documents. 

AUDUBON OF FLORIDA (AF) 
AF-1 8/12/16 On behalf of Audubon Florida, thank you for the opportunity 

to submit input during the scoping period for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). Lake Okeechobee’s 
conservation is a top priority for Audubon, who has had full-
time staff working in and around Lake Okeechobee since 
1936. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
AF-2 8/12/16 The Lake’s challenges are many. We support the stated 

purposes of the LOW project to improve the quality, quantity, 
timing and distribution of water to the Lake. Extreme water 
level fluctuations and excess nutrient loading have created 
untenable problems for the Lake and the systems 
downstream that receive its water. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AF-3 8/12/16 Setting discrete objectives for the LOW 
Objectives for the LOW project include laudable goals such as 
reducing excessive Lake fluctuations and estuary releases, 
restoring wetlands in the watershed, and maintaining water 
supply. For water supply, the goal is discrete and includes 
achieving a 1-in-10 level of service. Yet, no discrete goal exists 
for ecological objectives. In order to determine the success of 
the project, specific goals should be set for the performance 
measures. 
For example, the duration that Lake Okeechobee water levels 
are within the Stage Envelope is a performance measure for 
the LOW project. A specific goal should be set to hold the 
Lake within the Stage Envelope 50% of the time, compared 

During the scoping process the objectives have been fine-
tuned and are: 

• Better manage flows from Lake Okeechobee to 
improve the salinity regime and the quality of oyster 
and SAV habitat in the northern estuaries. 

• Increase aquatic and wildlife habitat within Lake 
Okeechobee (attenuate extreme high and low water 
levels). 

• Increase the spatial extent and functionality of 
wetland habitat in the watershed. 

Performance measures with targets have been developed 
for each objective. 

with about 25% of the time under current conditions. Similar 
discrete goals should be set for important ecological 
measures. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
AF-4 8/12/16 Model north and south storage concurrently 

Lake Okeechobee is the most important single feature of 
south Florida’s water management because it functions as the 
proverbial neck of an hourglass, funneling all the water from 
the 2.6 million acre Northern Everglades to the southern 
regions of Florida. Estimates of storage needs upstream of 
the Lake have ranged from a few hundred thousand acre feet 
in the first LOW Project Delivery Team analysis, to more than 
one million in the Northern Everglades Phase II Construction 
Project (Table 1). In our opinion, the most robust estimates of 
storage needs were developed in the River of Grass exercise 
because it analyzed north and south of the Lake storage at 
one time. Doing this planning concurrently avoids learning 
only how the water enters the Lake, without knowing how 
and where the water goes when it leaves the Lake. The latter 
question is of utmost importance to Florida’s water 
management future, whether the concern is for water supply, 
flood control, or environmental stewardship. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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AF-5 8/12/16 Because LOW modeling must consider outflows from Lake 

Okeechobee, at least in the form of estuary releases, it also 
could include a sub-routine that routes water southward. 

Exercise Approximate 
storage capacity 
north of Lake 
Okeechobee 

Notes 

Lake O Watershed 
Project (~2007) 

286,000 acre-feet Closely followed 
the CERP Restudy 
Plan 

Northern 
Everglades Phase II 
construction project 
(2008) 

900,000-1.3 Million 
acre- feet 

Assumed virtually 
all storage needs 
met north of Lake 

River of Grass 
(~2009) 

At least 450,000 
acre-feet assumed 

This value mostly to 
help meet water 
quality goals 

UF Water Institute 
Report (2015) 

1 million acre-feet 
in some 
combination north 
and south of the 
lake 

Based largely on 
River of Grass 
modeling 

Table 1. Estimated water storage needs north of Lake 
Okeechobee from various planning processes. The wide 
range of values relates to project goals and assumptions about 
matching project components in other regions. 

LOWP modeling will consider water that will move south 
with the CEPP project because it is included in the future 
without condition. 
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AF-6 8/12/16 Model wetland restoration benefits to water management 

The LOW project goals can be reached in many different 
ways, not only through large-scale infrastructure projects. For 
example, many smaller features could be spread throughout 
the watershed to achieve the same goals as a single large 
reservoir. We encourage you to analyze the benefits of 
wetlands restoration projects in addition to more centralized 
approaches to water storage. H 
A precedent was set for such a combined approach in the 
Indian River Lagoon-South project where about 90,000 acres 
of wetland restoration was envisioned to help slow flows to 
tide. This allowed the reservoirs and STAs to be smaller. 
Specifically, the PIR for the project explained: 

Wetland restoration is one of our project objectives and 
one of our management measures. The team will develop 
screening tools and performance measures to evaluate 
potential wetland restoration sites throughout the project 
area. 

Source: Central and Southern Florida Project, Indian River 
Lagoon—south. Final integrated project implementation 
report and environmental impact statement, IRL-S PIR. (Page 
7-4). 
Audubon recommends modeling what benefits could be 
derived from de-centralized approaches to storing water 
across the watershed. 
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AF-7 8/12/16 Expand the scope of the project to include the entire 
watershed 
At 922,108 acres, the study area covers only about one-third 
of the 2.6 million acre upstream watershed. The study area 
also is at the bottom of the watershed, making the project 
incapable of addressing factors from the much larger area 
that is upstream. This makes the study area too small and 
limited in location to effectively address watershed issues. 
As mentioned in the previous section, wetlands restoration 
has the potential to benefit the LOW greatly. But multiple 
projects will be needed to create system-wide benefits. Using 
the entire watershed for evaluation would be essential for a 
robust examination of possible contributions of such 
approaches. 
For example, the Kissimmee River Restoration Project drains 
the one million-acre Kissimmee River Chain of Lakes (KCOL) 
region yet has no storage upstream of Lakes Kissimmee, 
Hatchineha, and Cypress to benefit and protect its hydrology. 
It also has no upstream water quality component. 
Considering both deep storage and wetlands restoration in 
the region could provide multiple benefits in the KCOL, 
Kissimmee River, and other downstream regions. 
The SFWMD and DEP have done extensive work 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 

characterizing the watershed land uses and characteristics as 
part of the Basin Management Action Plan, and other studies, 
creating a large body of detailed work that the LOW could 
build upon. 

environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 
The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 

Audubon recommends the study area be expanded to the 
entire upstream Lake Okeechobee watershed. 

CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
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project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

AF-8 8/12/16 Paradise Run 
Paradise Run is the name for the five miles of the Kissimmee 
River just north of Lake Okeechobee. The original channel of 
the C-38 was dug along the eastern side of the floodplain, 
leaving it largely intact and making it largely restorable by 
restoring flows. Paradise Run was originally part of the 
Kissimmee River Restoration project and was considered in 
the first LOW PDT effort. 
We strongly encourage the PDT to investigate finishing this 
high value project. 

Paradise Run will be evaluated in this project for storage, 
ASR and wetland restoration. 
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Florida Wildlife Federation (FWF) 

FWF-1 8/12/16 We submit these comments regarding the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed project National Environmental Policy (NEPA) 
scoping process on behalf of the Florida Wildlife Federation. 
According to the public notice posted at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecos 
ystem-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project/, 
the aim of the project is to “improve the quality, quantity, 
timing and distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee,” 
provide for “better management of lake water levels,” 
“reduce high-volume releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. 
Lucie estuaries” and “improve system wide operational 
flexibility.” The Corps states that it is seeking to “identify 
opportunities to restore the quantity, quality, and timing and 
distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee.” 

Thank you for your comments. 

FWF-2 8/12/16 We have several concerns regarding the scope of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed project as currently proposed. As 
proposed, the project is only looking at a small portion of the 
Lake Okeechobee watershed, with additional projects to be 
considered piecemeal in the future. Such a piecemeal look at 
a complex system is inadequate under NEPA. Instead, the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) should be 
considering the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee watershed 
for potential projects, as the current issues plaguing the St. 
Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries due to releases from Lake 
Okeechobee are affected by the entire watershed. By 
avoiding a comprehensive look, the Corps is not considering 
all possible actions that can be taken to alleviate the nutrient 
pollution and release issues. As the name “Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed” project implies, the entirety of the Lake 
Okeechobee watershed should be considered. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
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exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 
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FWF-3 8/12/16 Geographic Scope 

Lake Okeechobee has a long, complex history. Over the last 
century, a series of large disruptions to Lake Okeechobee 
have seriously altered the ecological and hydrological 
dynamics of the Lake Okeechobee watershed system. As a 
result of the hurricane of 1928, the Corps led the construction 
of an extensive diking system around Lake Okeechobee, 
isolating it from its historical floodplain, and exacerbating the 
influence of increased nutrient loads upon the lake’s trophic 
dynamics. The implementation of the Central and Southern 
Flood Control Project in the 1950s and 1960s provided water 
control through canals, structures, levees, and pumping 
stations, opening much of the historical Lake Okeechobee 
watershed system floodplain to development and agriculture. 
This destroyed most of the remaining natural relationships 
the lake had with its floodplain (with the exception of 
Fisheating Creek, which is the last free-flowing water body 
into and out of Lake Okeechobee (water can flow out of the 
Lake into the lower part of Fisheating Creek when lake levels 
are elevated)). These projects allowed diversion of water east 
and west of Lake Okeechobee in an effort to ensure 
protection of the 650,000 acre Everglades Agricultural Area 
(EAA) created south and contiguous to the lake. The Central 
and Southern Flood Control Project resulted in one of the 
largest water control efforts in the world, but seriously 
weakened the ability of the Okeechobee watershed system to 
regulate water and nutrient flow internally and to receiving 
estuarine systems to the east, west, and south, while greatly 
altering not only the rate of flow, but the scheduling of flow 
to the southern Everglades. 

Thank you for your comments. These are captured in the 
problem statement for this project. 
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FWF-4 8/12/16 The primary land use in the Lake Okeechobee watershed area 

is agriculture, comprising 51% of the watershed. Attachment 
1 at 8-7. Most of the rest of the watershed includes wetlands, 
upland forests, and waterbodies, with urban areas comprising 
about 10% of the land use. Id. The agricultural land is used for 
improved pasture, for unimproved pasture (for cattle 
grazing), for citrus groves, and for sugarcane production, 
along with sod farms, row crops, and dairy operations. Id.; see 
Figure 1. The Lake Okeechobee watershed is large and 
complex. See Figure 2. 
By contrast, the area proposed by the Corps for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed project is very limited, to an area 
immediately north of Lake Okeechobee. See Figure 3. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 

FWF-5 8/12/16 The proposed Lake Okeechobee Watershed project by the 
Corps thus proposes to completely ignore project possibilities 
for the Lake Istokpoga Basins, the S-65BC and S-65A basins in 
the Northern Lake Okeechobee Basins, and the entirety of the 
Upper Kissimmee Basins, and that is just on the northern side 
of Lake Okeechobee. Just as importantly, the proposed 
project ignores the potential for projects east, west, and 
south of Lake Okeechobee. By defining the proposed project 
in such a narrow geographic area, in a small part of the 
entirety of the Lake Okeechobee watershed system, the 
Corps is too narrowly defining the project scope and will be 
leaving out potential alternatives that could better achieve 
the purposes of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project. 

Please see the response to FWF-2. 
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FWF-6 8/12/16 The data produced by the South Florida Water Management 
in the South Florida Environment report demonstrates the 
necessity of looking at the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed for the Lake Okeechobee watershed project. For 
water year 2015, of the total water release to Lake 
Okeechobee, 15.6% came from the Lake Istokpoga sub-
watershed, 40.9% came from the upper Kissimmee sub-
watershed (of which only S-65D is included in the proposal, a 
small portion of this part of the watershed), and 3.9% came 
from the east, west, and south watersheds. See Attachment 1 
at 8-30. In total, more than 50% of the total water came from 
areas not included in the proposed project area. The 
geographic scope of the proposal is thus missing the area that 
has the majority of impact in terms of water discharge to Lake 
Okeechobee. 
For water year 2015, for total phosphorus loading to Lake 
Okeechobee, 10.3% came from the Lake Istokpoga sub-
watershed, 21.9% came from the upper Kissimmee sub-
watershed (of which only S-65D is included in the proposal, a 
small portion of this part of the watershed), and 5.8% came 
from the east, west, and south watersheds. Id. The 
geographic scope of the proposal is thus missing an area that 
contributes to a third of the total phosphorus loading to Lake 
Okeechobee. 
For water year 2015, for total nitrogen loading to Lake 
Okeechobee, 16.9% came from the Lake Istokpoga sub-
watershed, 32.6% came from the upper Kissimmee sub-
watershed (of which only S-65D is included in the proposal, a 
small portion of this part of the watershed), and 6.5% came 
from the east, west, and south watersheds. Id. at 8-32. The 
geographic scope of the proposal is thus missing an area that 
contributes to the majority of the total nitrogen loading to 
Lake Okeechobee. 
As should be evident, Lake Okeechobee water level and water 
quality issues stem from the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed. The Corps should be directing its attention to the 
entire watershed for solutions – not just a small piece of it. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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Ignoring the source of the majority of the problem will not 
assist the Corps in solving the issues stemming from Lake 
Okeechobee. 
There are additional reasons to include areas south of Lake 
Okeechobee as well. Lake Okeechobee is naturally part of the 
Everglades watershed. Attachment 1 at 8-1. Historically, there 
was a large, natural flow-way between Lake Okeechobee and 
the Everglades located south of Lake Okeechobee. Any 
strategy to alleviate water quality and water quantity issues 
must include looking at the area south of Lake Okeechobee. 

FWF-7 8/12/16 The Proposed Piecemeal Evaluation Is Prohibited Under NEPA 
The Corps acknowledges that it is planning to evaluate other 
areas of the Lake Okeechobee watershed for potential 
projects in subsequent studies. Attachment 2. The Corps also 
admits that it would be willing to expand the current project 
scope to include those other areas if a “non-Federal sponsor” 
could be identified. Id. The project scope should not, and 
cannot, be limited by the Corps’ ability to find a “non-Federal 
sponsor.” Under NEPA, if the project scope should include the 
entirety of the region, the Corps should include the entire 
region in its analysis, and is not excused from doing so based 
on a failure to find a “non-Federal sponsor.” This kind of 
piecemeal evaluation – waiting until 2021 to investigate the 
Everglades Agricultural Area – is anathema to the 
comprehensive look that NEPA demands. See Fla. Wildlife 
Fed. v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 401 F. Supp. 2d 1298, 
1312 (S.D. Fla. 2005) (finding in development case where 
“Corps has conceded that it was aware of plans for future 
development; that it will have jurisdiction over the next 
phases of development; and that it anticipates applications 
for those phases,” the scope of Corps analysis should include 
the entirety of the project, and should not limit that analysis 
to phase 1); see also 33 C.F.R. Part 325, Appx. B §7(B) (where 
there is “a specific activity requiring a Department of the 
Army (DA) permit . . . which is merely one component of a 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility 
The purpose of NEPA is to document potential 
environmental consequences of a Federal Action. The 
USACE has met the intention of Sec. 1502.4 when we did 
the Restudy for all of CERP. In the Yellow Book the USACE 
described the separate projects (i.e. actions) and laid out a 
series of 68 projects that would be needed. The Yellow 
Book includes a programmatic EIS that we are tiering off 
of for this project. The USACE took a holistic approach 
using CERP and now are drilling down on specific projects 
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larger project . . . [t]he district engineer should establish the 
scope of the NEPA document (e.g., the EA or EIS) to address 
the impacts of the . . . entire project over which the district 
engineer has sufficient control and responsibility to warrant 
Federal review”). As the Corps knows that there will be future 
projects in other parts of the Lake Okeechobee region, and 
that it will have jurisdiction over those projects, the entire 
Lake Okeechobee watershed region must be included as part 
of the comprehensive analysis the Corps must complete to 
satisfy NEPA requirements. 

and documenting potential environmental consequences 
of those. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

FWF-8 8/12/16 The Project Should Specifically Consider Water Quality 
Solutions 
Based on the August 10, 2016 Project Delivery Team call, it 
appears that the Corps is considering limiting the scope of the 
proposed project to the consideration of water quantity 
solutions alone, and will only be considering the ancillary 
water quality benefits of such water quantity solutions. Given 
how important water quality is to the estuaries, Lake 
Okeechobee, and the entire Lake Okeechobee watershed 
system, water quality impacts and solutions must be 
considered, especially because water quality improvements is 
one of the project aims. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
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While dealing with water quantity projects alone might be 
simpler, the Lake Okeechobee watershed does not need 
piecemeal, simple solutions that only consider part of the 
water problem. The Lake Okeechobee watershed needs 
comprehensive solutions that address water quantity and 
water quality. 

attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of 
storage north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the 
quantity of freshwater that flows to the estuaries which 
may result in improved salinity and reduced nutrient 
loading to estuarine waters. Thus, better water quality and 
a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that 
are specifically focused on water quality such as the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Basin 
Management Action Plans and the South Florida Water 
Management District’s Lake Okeechobee Protection 
Program which serve as the overarching water quality 
restoration plans for the Northern Everglades including 
Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 
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FWF-9 8/12/16 Conclusion 

The Lake Okeechobee watershed system is a complex, 
interconnected system. NEPA requires a comprehensive look 
at the entire system when work is contemplated to avoid a 
piecemeal approach that will fail to implement the most 
effective economic and environmental strategies. The Corps’ 
proposal to take a piecemeal approach violates NEPA’s 
scoping requirements precisely because the Corps proposes 
to take a piecemeal approach that will miss the big picture – 
and could thus miss the best environmental and economic 
solutions to the current water pollution crises being caused 
by the Corps’ discharges to the estuaries. The St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries continue to be devastated by the 
horrible pollution coming from the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed. Only by addressing the entire watershed in a 
comprehensive fashion will a comprehensive solution be 
found. Failure to do so will mean that the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries will continue to be devastated by 
harmful and toxic algae outbreaks in future years. 

The Yellow Book includes a programmatic EIS that we are 
tiering off of for this project. The USACE took a holistic 
approach using CERP and now are drilling down on specific 
projects and documenting potential environmental 
consequences of those. Under NEPA, management 
measures within the project area will be evaluated as well 
as the effects in the larger study area that includes the 
adjacent estuaries. 

American Sportfish Association (ASA) 
ASA-1 8/12/16 The American Sportfishing Association appreciates the 

opportunity to provide comments and input to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the planning phase of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project. Addressing the 
quantity and quality of flows into Lake Okeechobee (Lake) is 
an important component of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan and critical to reducing the necessity for and 
frequency of releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie 
Rivers and the associated environmental impacts. 

Thank you for your comments. 

ASA-2 8/12/16 We fully support increasing the scope of the project to 
include the area east of Lake Istokpoga and strongly 
encourage further expansion to include additional areas 
extending northward to the Chain of Lakes. Maximizing the 
project planning boundary in this way will provide the 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
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greatest flexibility and benefit when determining options for 
aquifer storage and recovery as well as surface water 
reservoirs. We also fully support wetland improvements, 
particularly as they provide increased and improved habitat 
for fish and wildlife. 

Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
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environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

ASA-3 8/12/16 It is promising that providing greater flexibility in managing 
the overall system is a major goal of the LOW Project. By 
constructing storage options to hold water before it reaches 
the Lake, at least 6 inches in Lake level flexibility will be 
gained. However during the August 10th Project Delivery 
Team meeting, we were extremely disappointed to hear that 
water quality is no longer a primary component of the LOW 
Project and is now only considered an ancillary outcome. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that 
are specifically focused on water quality such as the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Basin 
Management Action Plans and the South Florida Water 
Management District’s Lake Okeechobee Protection 
Program which serve as the overarching water quality 
restoration plans for the Northern Everglades including 
Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 
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ASA-4 8/12/16 Both water quantity and quality are critical to achieving 

meaningful changes in the Lake, and not addressing both with 
this project is a greatly missed opportunity. Regardless of the 
storage achieved by the LOW Project, releases to tide will still 
be necessary during high inflow events thereby ensuring 
continued nutrient-laden discharges to the east and west. In 
addition, the continued inflow of untreated water into the 
Lake merely perpetuates the accumulation of legacy 
nutrients. Without addressing water quality entering the lake, 
we will merely be postponing addressing this important issue 
yet again. While we appreciate the benefits of placing water 
storage components in proximity with state stormwater 
treatment areas, the greatest impact will result from a 
coordinated system designed to address water quantity and 
quality together through the LOW Project. 

Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of 
storage north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the 
quantity of freshwater that flows to the estuaries which 
may result in improved salinity and reduced nutrient 
loading to estuarine waters. Thus, better water quality and 
a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that 
are specifically focused on water quality such as the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Basin 
Management Action Plans and the South Florida Water 
Management District’s Lake Okeechobee Protection 
Program which serve as the overarching water quality 
restoration plans for the Northern Everglades including 
Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 

ASA-5 8/12/16 We understand the constraints of the 3x3x3 Planning Process 
and the $3 million cap on construction and appreciate the 
USACE using this expedited process; however, exceptions to 
the monetary component have been granted in the past and 
should be granted for the LOW Project to undertake water 
quality and quantity issues simultaneously. It is unacceptable 
to miss the opportunity to address water quality before it 
enters the Lake due to a process constraint that could be 
adjusted. 

There is not a $3 million cap on construction. The $3 
million cap is only on the planning study. At this point in 
time the USACE is not planning on requesting a waiver 
from the 3x3x3 timing and funding constraints. Although 
water quality improvement is not a primary project 
objective, ancillary water quality benefits may be achieved 
with wetland restoration and water storage features. 

ASA-6 8/12/16 Finally, we encourage synchronizing LOW planning with EAA 
planning and the continued expediting of all Everglades 
restoration projects, both from a planning and 
implementation perspective. Thank you for the opportunity 
for input on this most important project. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
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focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

Everglades Foundation (EF) 
EF-1 8/12/16 Please accept this as the Everglades Foundation’s 

recommendations regarding scoping for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). The issues raised by 
the public at the scoping meetings were clearly centered 
around identifying land, total potential storage amount and 
estuary benefits. These must be addressed at the outset of 
project planning to maintain public support for this initiative 
particularly given the limited opportunities for public 
engagement anticipated going forward. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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EF-2 8/12/16 The success of this project will be measured in its ability to 

achieve clear goals. The goals for the LOW project have been 
defined as: 

• Improving the quality, quantity, timing and distribution 
of water entering Lake Okeechobee 

• Provide for better management of lake water levels 
• Reduce high-volume discharges to the Caloosahatchee 

and St. Lucie estuaries 
• Improve system wide operational flexibility 

Thank you for your comment. 

EF-3 8/12/16 Agencies have already a clear idea about the parcels of land 
to be used for this project. Therefore, we request that the 
total overall storage amount estimated from this project be 
clearly identified within the next few weeks. The next 
consideration, particularly given the accelerated timeline 
must be to determine feasibility of storage options based on 
type, technology, cost and location. Finally, the project 
delivery team must quantify the reduction in discharges to 
the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries and improvements 
to Lake Okeechobee water levels and water quality from the 
LOW project (during wet and dry years). 

The team is in the process of identifying properties and 
identifying potential reservoir locations and sizes for the 
Alternatives Milestone on 18 October. The screening 
criteria include cost and reductions in flows to the 
estuaries. While land ownership is not a constraint in this 
process, it is a consideration. 

EF-4 8/12/16 We believe you have sufficient tools in the Regional 
Simulation Model to answer these questions prior to the next 
Project Delivery Team meeting. In addition, it is vital to 
evaluate and clearly demonstrate existing and proposed 
changes to habitat values on each of the lands proposed for 
the LOW project. Lastly, we believe that transparency 
regarding the cost per acre-foot of storage is critical to guide 
sound decision-making. 

The team is working on the screening to get to the 
Alternatives Milestone on 18 October. 
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Audubon Florida * Audubon Society of the Everglades Caloosahatchee River Citizens Association (Riverwatch) Center for Biological 

Diversity * Ding Darling Wildlife Society * Everglades Trust Florida Wildlife Federation* Friends of the Everglades National Parks 
Conservation Association * National Wildlife Federation Sierra Club (NGO) 

NGO-1 8/12/16 On behalf of the following organizations dedicated to 
protection and restoration of the Everglades, thank you for 
the opportunity to submit input during the scoping period for 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). 
The LOW project is intended to provide water storage and 
treatment to regulate extreme Lake levels, reduce 
phosphorus to the Lake, and reduce freshwater discharges to 
the east and west coast estuaries. In addition to these stated 
LOW project goals, one of the overarching goals of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan is to expand the 
spatial extent of wetlands and wildlife habitat. As you develop 
the LOW project alternatives, we urge you to seek options 
that do not sacrifice valuable habitat or wetlands, such as 
those intended to be restored by the Kissimmee River 
Restoration project. 

Thank you for your comments. Existing wetlands and 
Kissimmee River Restoration Projects will be used in the 
screening of alternatives. 
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NGO-2 8/12/16 In the midst of the water crisis resulting from prolonged 

discharges from Lake Okeechobee and chronic low freshwater 
flow to Everglades National Park and Florida Bay, proceeding 
under current project schedules will not bring comprehensive 
relief fast enough. As you initiate the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed study, we urge you to also initiate planning for 
water storage, treatment and conveyance options in the 
Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA). We are encouraged by 
recent statements by Secretary Jo-Ellen Darcy, Assistant 
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, expressing willingness 
to initiate such a study quickly. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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NGO-3 8/12/16 The public notice for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project 

notes that “[w]ater inflows into Lake Okeechobee greatly 
exceed outflow capacity.” We assume that the LOW study 
team will model features upstream of Lake Okeechobee to 
determine the impact of high inflows on Lake Okeechobee 
levels and outflows to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee 
estuaries. With concurrent planning for project features in 
the EAA, proposed LOW features can be modeled to 
determine not only the impact on estuary releases, but to 
determine the benefits of different outflow options south of 
the Lake. 

Please see response above. 

Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFB) 
FFB-1 7/27/16 Thank you for providing Florida Farm Bureau Federation the 

opportunity to comment on the initial startup of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project Plan. The Florida Farm 
Bureau has been a longtime supporter of the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and the Comprehensive 
Everglades Planning Process (CEPP). We believe state and 
federal money should be used exclusively to complete 
projects. As such we are supportive of exploring all existing 
opportunities utilizing land already purchased, north, south, 
east, and west within the watershed. We do not support the 
fee simple purchase of any more land. 

Thank you for your comment. Where the non-Federal 
sponsor has already acquired lands, formulation of plans 
using other sites will be minimized if the intended project 
purposes can be achieved and no more cost-effective land 
sites are identified during the plan formulation. 

FFB-2 7/27/16 Within the specific boundaries delineated by the U.S Army 
Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project map we believe there are opportunities to provide 
water storage, water quality, timing, and discharge benefits 
without having to purchase additional lands. 

Thank you for your comment. 

FFB-3 7/27/16 1. The South Florida Water Management District (District) 
owns close to 10,000 acres within the Taylor Creek /Nubbin 
Slough (TCNS) Basin. These lands include Taylor Creek, 
Nubbin Slough, Lakeside Ranch, and Brady Ranch. In addition, 
the District has 2 ASR wells in this Basin. 

We are evaluating those lands for possible management 
measure locations. 
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FFB-4 7/27/16 1a. Completion of projects on these existing lands will 

complement agricultural BMPs that have been implemented 
during the last several decades, including the dairy industry’s 
investment of confinement barns and stormwater water 
systems to capture and recycle nutrients and water within the 
farm. 

Agreed, we are looking to maximize the effectiveness of 
our management measures. 

FFB-5 7/27/16 1b. We encourage more public private partnerships between 
agricultural landowners through more dispersed water 
management throughout the Basin when benefits can be 
obtained by both parties. 

Agreed. Public private partnerships are an important 
component of restoration that are being promoted 
through several programs. For example, the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Plan legislation 
(373.4595 Florida Statutes) directs the coordinating 
agencies to maximize opportunities for partnerships with 
the private sector. Another example are easement 
programs through the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS). 

FFB-6 7/27/16 1c. We support aquifer storage and recovering (ASR) as a 
means to store and treat water thus reducing the need to 
look for more land for storage. 

We are looking at ASR as a storage option for this project. 

FFB-7 7/27/16 2. The District also owns close to 5,000 acres in the Indian 
Prairie Basin that include the Pearce property and properties 
within the Paradise Run area. 

This area is being evaluated as part of this project. 

FFB-8 7/27/16 2a. We encourage maximum utilization of existing lands 
under state and federal ownership within the basin and 
implementation of ASR in support of restoration efforts in the 
Paradise Run area. 

We are looking at these options as we work towards our 
alternatives. While land ownership is not a constraint in 
this process, it is a consideration. Where the non-Federal 
sponsor has already acquired lands, formulation of plans 
using other sites will be minimized if the intended project 
purposes can be achieved and no more cost-effective land 
sites are identified during the plan formulation. 

FFB-9 7/27/16 2b. We encourage public private partnerships between 
agricultural landowners utilizing programs like dispersed 
water management throughout the Basin when benefits can 
be realized by both parties. 

Thank you. Please see response to FFB-5. 
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FFB-10 7/27/16 2c. We encourage exploring water storage and supply 

opportunities with the Seminole Tribe on the Brighton 
Reservation. 

The Seminole Tribe of Florida is a cooperating agency on 
this project. 

FFB-11 7/27/16 3. The Florida Farm Bureau Federation supports existing and 
additional public private partnerships on agricultural lands in 
the Fisheating Creek Basin as well as utilizing lands already in 
state ownership for additional storage and wetland 
restoration. 

We are looking at lands for areas for additional storage 
and wetland restoration. 

FFB-12 7/27/16 4. We encourage coordination of Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project objectives in the S65D and S65E Basins 
with Kissimmee River Restoration efforts in order to provide 
maximum storage opportunities on existing state-owned 
lands. 

LOWP wetland restoration projects located in the S65D 
and S65E basins may provide additional storage within the 
Lake Okeechobee watershed. This storage will be 
calculated as part of a performance measure during the 
alternatives analysis. 

FFB-13 7/27/16 5. We encourage the State and Federal agencies to look at 
possibilities to provide additional storage in Lake Kissimmee 
even if it requires additional facilities to provide upstream 
flood protection. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) 
TCRPC-1 7/26/16 The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council discussed the 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project at their monthly 
meeting on July 15, 2016. Council agreed this is an important 
project, especially as it relates to improving the quality, 
quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
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Okeechobee; and reducing releases to the Caloosahatchee 
and St. Lucie River Estuaries. However, it is not clear why the 
project area does not include all of the sub-watersheds north 
and west of Lake Okeechobee. For example, the Lake 
lstokpoga, Upper Kissimmee, and northern portion of the 
Lower Kissimmee sub-watersheds are not included in the 
project area. Council recommends that these watersheds be 
included in the overall project area. 

Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
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environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 
In the upper portions of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed, 
it is important to note that a monumental river restoration 
project, the Kissimmee River Restoration Project, has been 
underway for several years. This precedent-setting 
restoration efforts is a partnership between the State of 
Florida and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). It 
includes restoring 40 miles of historic river channel and 
almost 25,000 acres of wetlands and implementing 
changes to the Kissimmee headwaters lakes regulation 
schedules to provide water flows necessary to provide 
water needed for the restored portions of the River. These 
regulation changes will also improve littoral habitat within 
lakes Hatchineha, Cypress, and Kissimmee and help 
address other issues in this area. Completion of the 
project is scheduled in 2020. 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council (ECFRPC) 
ECFRPC-1 7/25/16 The Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project is of utmost 

importance to the East Central Florida Regional Planning 
Council, not only because of the Lake's impacts to the Indian 
River Lagoon, but also because our member communities 
discharge into the watershed. Impacts to the watershed 
contributed from the upper basin flow down to the Lake. 
Taking action in source areas is vital to the health and 
integrity of the entire system, not just those projects closest 
to the Lake. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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ECFRPC-2 7/25/16 Communities in the Upper Basin, such as Osceola County and 

Orange County, which impact the water quality and health of 
the basin, should be considered as part of the solution. Focus 
should be regionally based on magnitude and impact, and 
include the entire watershed, not just areas proximate to the 
lake. The Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan 
recognizes that the capture and reduction in nutrients 
upstream can have a beneficial impact to the quality and 
quantity of water released to the lake. 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 
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ECFRPC-3 7/25/16 Therefore, to ensure a complete regional discussion for 

solutions and implementation of these solutions, it is 
necessary to include the Upper Kissimmee Basin Communities 
in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. 

In the upper portions of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed, 
it is important to note that a monumental river restoration 
project, the Kissimmee River Restoration Project, has been 
underway for several years. This precedent-setting 
restoration efforts is a partnership between the State of 
Florida and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). It 
includes restoring 40 miles of historic river channel and 
almost 25,000 acres of wetlands and implementing 
changes to the Kissimmee headwaters lakes regulation 
schedules to provide water flows necessary to provide 
water needed for the restored portions of the River. These 
regulation changes will also improve littoral habitat within 
lakes Hatchineha, Cypress and Kissimmee and help 
address other issues in this area. Completion of the 
project is scheduled in 2020. 

ECFRPC-4 7/25/16 It is the strong recommendation of the ECFRPC Board that 
this project include Osceola County and Orange County in the 
dialogue and as members of the Lake Okeechobee Project 
Team. 

You are invited to be on the LOWP team. The PDT meeting 
dates and information are posted on 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project/ 
The PDT is currently meeting monthly on the second 
Wednesday of the month for a 2-hour teleconference/ 
web meeting at 9:00 AM. The dates and times are subject 
to change and will be posted on the above web page. 
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Florida Crystals Corporation (FCC) 

FCC-1 8/11/16 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
information presented at the scoping meeting for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project (LOWP) held in Okeechobee 
on July 25th 2016. We have been active participants in the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan ("CERP") process 
and the Central Everglades Planning Project ("CEPP"). The 
complexity and scale of the challenges in developing a plan 
for the LOWP make it a fitting subject for a major initiative 
under the CERP umbrella. Recent events have made it 
apparent to all interested parties that improving the quality 
of the water flowing into the Lake and providing a more 
manageable system to hold water upstream are among the 
highest priority elements of the regional ecosystem 
restoration program. 

Thank you for your comments. 

FCC-2 8/11/16 Our company has farms that are directly affected by the 
management of the Lake and the quality of the water that 
flows into it. Farmers in the Lake Okeechobee Service Area 
are dependent on Lake Okeechobee for irrigation during the 
dry months, which provides an effective and positive outlet 
for Lake water that in many years would otherwise have to be 
diverted to the estuaries. In addition, farmers in the 
Everglades Agricultural Area must comply with water quality 
limits to protect the downstream Everglades. Since the Lake is 
also a significant source of water for the Everglades it is 
imperative that this project reduce phosphorus in Lake 
Okeechobee. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration, and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. 
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FCC-3 8/11/16 We would like to offer the following specific comments on 

the presentation made at the meeting on the 25th and on 
other relevant points for this phase of project planning. 
1. The Project Purpose is given as “to improve the quality, 
quantity, timing and distribution of water flowing into Lake 
Okeechobee” yet the first Project Objective is to “reduce 
undesirable discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the 
Caloosahatchee and St Lucie estuaries.” That objective does 
not line up exactly with the Project Purpose. All are worthy 
goals but the recommended plan may be different depending 
on what is really the top priority. This should be clarified as 

The purpose and objectives have been fine-tuned during 
the scoping process. The objectives are: 

• Better manage flows from Lake Okeechobee to 
improve the salinity regime and the quality of oyster 
and SAV habitat in the northern estuaries. 

• Increase aquatic and wildlife habitat within Lake 
Okeechobee (attenuate extreme high and low water 
levels). 

• Increase the spatial extent and functionality of 
wetland habitat in the watershed. 

the study progresses. 
FCC-4 8/11/16 2. Recent discussions of this project at the South Florida 

Water Management District and the Federal Task Force have 
indicated that this iteration of the LOWP will include aquifer 
storage and recovery ("ASR"). Since the ASR pilot project is 
complete and the final report, showing excellent results for 
the LO ASR Pilot, has been accepted, ASR should be an 
integral component of plan formulation. ASR was a major 
feature of the CERP, and has an obvious linkage to this LOWP 
planning process. The presentation on the 25th was silent on 
this topic other than one inconspicuous reference on slide 8. 
ASR could turn out to be the cornerstone of the LOWP and 
should be factored into the analysis from the start. 

Since a lot has been learned since the previous project 
effort and from the ASR Pilot Project, ASR is being 
evaluated as a possible management measure. 
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FCC-5 8/11/16 3. The scoping presentation made no reference to water 

supply other than to list "maintaining existing water supply" 
as a project constraint. This fails to recognize that the context 
of Lake Okeechobee management has changed dramatically 
since CERP was approved in WRDA 2000. LORS 08 has 
resulted in a significant negative impact to agricultural water 
supply and it is unclear that the Corps is committed to 
restoring the previous water supply performance once the 
repairs to the Herbert Hoover Dike are complete. With the 
availability of ASR on a large scale it may be possible to 
restore the water supply performance of previous lake 
schedules without sacrificing the ecological health of the lake. 
This was one of the features that made the original CERP 
framework appear so successful. Enhancing water supply 
should therefore be a project objective in this study, not just 
a constraint. Alternatively, this constraint could be rephrased 
as "maintaining existing water supply present in December 
2000, when the CERP was authorized by Congress." 

LORS 08 is a water control plan change that was not 
implemented under CERP authority and is not required to 
comply with Savings Clause provisions of WRDA 2000. 
There is no obligation to restore water supply to pre-LORS 
08 conditions. However, water supply will be considered 
in the alternatives evaluations and Savings Clause 
requirements will be fully considered for the LOW Project. 

FCC-6 8/11/16 4. Another technology that was not included in the original 
CERP formulation, but that has drawn significant attention 
since, is the use of deep disposal wells as a mechanism to 
reduce the inflow of high nutrient runoff to the Lake, and 
therefore the amount of water that must be released to the 
estuaries. The SFWMD produced a report in 2007 entitled 
"Feasibility Assessment of Deep Well Injection to Assist in 
Management of Surface Water Releases from Lake 
Okeechobee to (the) Estuaries." This report presents useful 
information regarding the cost and effectiveness of this 
technology. A network of strategically placed injection wells 
would provide a way to deal with serious water quality issues 
in the upstream watershed as well as a way to reduce the 
volume of both water and pollutants now released to the 
estuaries and should be part of the plan formulation on this 
project. 

Deep injection wells are being evaluated as a potential 
management measure. 
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FCC-7 8/11/16 5. The ACOE presentation lists the Lake Okeechobee 

Regulation Schedule as a constraint. Surely that is meant as a 
general statement and not a reference to the existing LORS08 
remaining fixed for this planning process. Any significant 
water storage feature upstream of the lake will require 
adjustments to the lake operating rules to achieve the best 
performance. This is definitely the case if ASR or Disposal 
Wells are part of the plan. As with the original CERP, 
framework adjustments to the lake operations were 
necessary to define when water would be stored in the 
aquifer and when it would be released based on the lake 
stage. It would seem that the changes to lake operations 
would be an integral part of any plan that includes storage 
upstream of the lake, whether above ground or in an ASR well 
network. 

Due to the strict schedule and budget in this expedited 
SMART Planning effort, the PIR/EIS will not involve re-
evaluation of regulation schedules. However, if refinement 
opportunities to regulation schedules are identified in the 
process, they will be noted and appropriately considered. 
The current LORS08 regulation schedule will serve as a 
basis for analysis of the LOW Project alternatives, however 
the process to update LORS08 has started with the Lake 
Okeechobee System Operating Manual (LOSOM) effort. 

FCC-8 8/11/16 In general we are supportive of the Corps' 3x3x3 planning 
process because of the discipline and efficiencies that should 
come with it. However, an adequate plan with a scope this 
broad will be difficult to produce in that time frame, 
especially since a large portion of the 3 year allotment will be 
taken up with the federal reviews and approvals after the 
plan itself is complete. It is therefore of utmost importance 
that the necessary resources are provided to the planning 
team both at the Corps as well as the other federal agencies 
that will play a critical role in completing an implementable 
plan in this time frame. 

Thank you for your comment. 

FCC-9 8/11/16 The successful conclusion of this planning effort is very 
important to our company. We intend to be actively, and 
constructively, involved as an affected interest throughout 
the process and will continue to communicate our ideas and 
questions as the NEPA process moves along. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida (SCGCF) 

SCGCF-1 8/12/16 Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida is an interested 
and affected stakeholder in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. 
Our grower-owners farm 75,000 acres south of Lake 
Okeechobee in the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA) and 
rely on Lake Okeechobee for supplemental irrigation water. 
We are long-standing champions of the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and are pleased that you 
have re-started the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project with 
the South Florida Water Management District as the local 
sponsor. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SCGCF-2 8/12/16 Water storage, treatment and conveyance north of Lake 
Okeechobee will provide many benefits to the entire 
ecosystem. The importance of this major initiative has 
become even more evident given the recent events driven by 
the El Nino wet dry-season. The project will help manage lake 
water levels and may provide some relief in making releases 
to the coastal estuaries. ASR wells were a significant 
component in CERP, especially within the Lake Okeechobee 
region. Now that the pilot project and report has been 
completed, we hope these findings are incorporated into this 
planning process. 

Since a lot has been learned since the previous project 
effort and from the ASR Pilot Project, ASR is being 
evaluated as a possible management measure. 
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SCGCF-3 8/12/16 We are encouraged that your stated project purpose, "to 

improve the quality quantity, timing and distribution of water 
flowing into Lake Okeechobee," recognizes the importance of 
planning for the serious water quality challenges in the 
watershed. By staging water upstream, or holding it above or 
below ground, this plan will augment the Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection's Lake Okeechobee Basin 
Management Plan for meeting water quality standards. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration, and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 

SCGCF-4 8/12/16 While planning for this important project there are policy 
issues that must be kept in mind. We are glad to see that your 
presentation recognized that all CERP projects, including this 
one, must meet the Savings Clause requirements embodied in 
WRDA 2000. This means that the level of service for flood 
protection and water supply cannot be diminished from the 
date of enactment of the law. 

Water supply will be considered in the alternatives 
evaluations and Savings Clause requirements will be fully 
considered for the LOW Project. 
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SCGCF-5 8/12/16 We support the geographic boundaries identified in your 

presentation for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Plan since 
storing and treating water north of the lake provides the most 
benefits to the entire Lake Okeechobee/ Everglades 
ecosystem. Based on the presentation in Okeechobee it is not 
clear that you recognize the potential benefits of including a 
series of deep disposal wells in the plan formulation for this 
effort. Significant review of this technology has taken place 
since WRDA 2000 and there is clearly a place for this 
approach in the Lake Okeechobee watershed. 

Deep injection wells are being evaluated as a potential 
management measure. 

United States Sugar Corporation (USSC) 
USSC-1 8/12/16 USSC has long supported restoration of the Everglades 

ecosystem in accordance with CERP's goals and objectives. To 
this end, USSC strongly supports prompt completion of the 
LOW Project feasibility study and environmental impact 
statement. As a stakeholder and agricultural land owner in 
the Lake Okeechobee area, USSC representatives attended 
the public meeting held July 26, 2016 in the City of 
Okeechobee, and we look forward to continued participation 
as USACE implements the expedited, "SMART" Planning 
process for this civil works feasibility study. 

Thank you for your comments. 

USSC-2 As noted on the November, 2015 Integrated Delivery 
Schedule, the LOW Project is the next step toward maximizing 
achievements of the goals and objectives of CERP at the 
earliest possible time. By moving forward with well-crafted 
projects north of Lake Okeechobee, including both above and 
below ground storage as outlined in CERP, many 
opportunities for improving the C&SF Project’s multi-purpose 
operations can be realized. Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
(ASR) projects were a key component of CERP’s formulation; 
the LOW Project should embrace the opportunity to plan for 
including integral CERP features as part of this next 
component. 

Since a lot has been learned since the previous project 
effort and from the ASR Pilot Project, ASR is being 
evaluated as a possible management measure. 
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USSC-3 We recognize the LOW Project is currently at a conceptual 

level. Therefore, no LOW Project details are available yet. The 
process is in the Scoping Phase, geared to formulate 
alternative plans and identify LOW Project priorities and 
issues for evaluation in the federal feasibility study. In light of 
the limited available information, we pledge to remain 
engaged and provide further comments. We discuss 
particular that also need to be within the scope of LOW 
Project in the attached and incorporated Exhibit A; 
referenced documents are attached and incorporated in 
Exhibit B. As the issues are developed, we look forward to 
continued opportunities to comment. 

Thank you for your comments. 

USSC-4 LOW Project Meeting the CERP Savings Clause and Other 
C&SF Project Commitments 
During the July 26, 2016 public meeting on the LOW 
Project, USACE staff indicated the interim 2008 Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (2008 LORS) would be a 
LOW Project planning constraint. If the USACE uses the 
interim 2008 LORS in the project evaluation, we believe this 
reliance is misplaced and may create an inability to meet 
CERP's legal commitments. 
The "Savings Clause" in WRDA 2000 requires that "[u]ntil a 
new source of water supply of comparable quantity and 
quality as that available on the date of enactment of this Act 
[(December 11, 2000)] is available to replace the water to be 
lost as a result of implementation of the Plan, the Secretary 
and the non-Federal sponsor shall not eliminate or transfer 
existing legal sources of water, .... " Public Law 106-541, 114 
Stat. 2688; (WRDA 2000) at §601(h)(5). The "Pre-CERP 
Baseline" developed for the purpose of identifying 2000 
conditions protected by the Savings Clause, assumes that Run 
25 is in existence, and, therefore, water supplies available for 
use assuming such Lake operations would continue to be 
available until replaced from some other comparable source. 

Due to the strict schedule and budget in this expedited 
SMART Planning effort, the PIR/EIS will not involve re-
evaluation of regulation schedules. However, if refinement 
opportunities to regulation schedules are identified in the 
process, they will be noted and appropriately considered. 
Per the IDS, the planning process to update the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS) has started with 
the Lake Okeechobee System Operating Manual (LOSOM) 
effort. The current LORS08 regulation schedule will serve 
as a basis for analysis of the LOW Project alternatives. 
LORS08 is a water control plan change that was not 
implemented under CERP authority and is not required to 
comply with Savings Clause provisions of WRDA 2000. 
There is no obligation to restore water supply to pre-LORS 
conditions. However, water supply will be considered in 
the alternatives evaluations and Savings Clause 
requirements will be fully considered for the LOW Project. 
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As an interim Lake regulation schedule, the 2008 LORS 
temporarily operates Lake Okeechobee at substantially lower 
levels, due primarily to public health and safety concerns 
associated with instability of the Herbert Hoover Dike (HHD), 
and consequently imposes temporary, yet substantial and 
adverse, impacts on the water supply rights of existing legal 
users. Explaining the temporary nature of the 2008 LORS lake 
regulation schedule, the 2008 LORS Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) states: 
Interim Nature of the Selected Plan - A new regulation 
schedule is required to respond to high lake levels that have 
resulted in integrity issues and concerns with the Herbe1i 
Hoover Dike (HHD), high volume releases to the estuaries, 
and impacts to Lake Okeechobee littoral zones. Hence, a new 
Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule was developed. [2008} 
LORS is intended to be an interim schedule. 2008 LORS FSEIS 
at iv. (emphasis added) 
Although 2008 LORS remains in effect today, the USACE 
formally committed to replace this Lake schedule by 2021, 
per the CERP Integrated Delivery Schedule and concurrent 
with the completion of the HHD dike repairs. In fact, USACE 
noted in its HHD Final EIS that model evaluations had been 
conducted demonstrating previous Lake regulation schedules 
could be accommodated by the repaired HHD. See Appendix 
C (USACE response to SFWMD-2) to the HHD DSS FEIS. In the 
CERP planning process, the previous Lake regulation 
schedule, which was based on Run 25, was an integral 
component of the USACE's analysis to develop the 
Comprehensive Plan (D-13R). See Appendix A 4-5 of the C&SF 
Project Comprehensive Review Study, Final Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (April 1999) (the "Restudy"). The Restudy 
contemplates modifications of Run 25 only as necessary to 
implement alternative storage projects in a phased manner to 
reduce discharges to the coastal estuaries. See Section 9.2.1.1 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-472 



      

        
  

 
 

      
        

        
        

         
        

          
         

         
        

         
        

          
        

        
   

         
         

        
       

     
          

         
          
        
        

      
       

          
         

         
        

        
         

        
      

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
"Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (F)" of the Restudy. 
This is indicative of the incremental approach under CERP to 
restore the ecosystem, while meeting other water related 
needs of the system, including water supply. WRDA 2000. To 
the contrary, the temporary use of 2008 LORS, made 
necessary due to the public health and safety issues with the 
HHD, caused an abrupt, extensive reduction in Lake storage. 
Therefore, the use of the interim 2008 LORS as a system 
constraint in the development of the LOW Project effectively 
ignores the nature of the temporary lake schedule and is 
inconsistent with the Savings Clause. Such conditions were 
never assumed in development of CERP and are a dramatic 
departure from it. Nowhere is such a manipulation of the 
Savings Clause protection authorized in WRDA 2000 or 
recognized in CERP. 
If the LOW Project does not recognize the temporary nature 
of 2008 LORS, which will be replaced before the LOW Project 
becomes operational, such invalid assumption will result in 
conflicting and outdated project designs and operations. This 
action would significantly complicate opportunities to 
reconsider the 2008 LORS as committed to by the USACE in 
order to restore water rights to water users upon HHD repair. 
Simply put, embedding the temporary 2008 LORS as a LOW 
Project constraint is not appropriate and should be avoided. 
Instead, the LOW Project scope should embrace this 
opportunity to conduct alternative evaluations that 
incorporate Lake operations not constrained by the condition 
of the HHD. At a minimum, a bracketing analysis based on the 
Run 25 Lake regulation schedule, per CERP, should be 
performed to identify the range of opportunities available in 
designing and operating the LOW Project consistent with a 
higher lake schedule. In addition, the system's constraints 
should be revisited to provide for water supply as envisioned 
by CERP. Performance measures which protect water supply 
availability should be part of this evaluation. 
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USSC-5 2. LOW Project Purpose 

Clear definition of the LOW Project's purpose and objectives 
will be critical to evaluation of alternatives as this planning 
process proceeds. The public meeting materials indicate the 
LOW Project's purpose: " ... is to improve the quality, 
quantity, timing and distribution of water to Lake 
Okeechobee." Several LOW Project objectives were also 
provided and indicate additional objectives, including 
"reducing high-volume discharges to the Caloosahatchee and 
St. Lucie estuaries downstream of the lake." A clear 
understanding of the LOW Project's purpose and objectives 
will lead to meaningful alternative evaluations. 
One such alternative, which could reduce high-volume 
discharges sooner and more economically, is the use of deep 

The purpose and objectives have been fine-tuned during 
the scoping process. The objectives are: 

• Better manage flows from Lake Okeechobee to 
improve the salinity regime and the quality of oyster 
and SAV habitat in the northern estuaries. 

• Increase aquatic and wildlife habitat within Lake 
Okeechobee (attenuate extreme high and low water 
levels). 

• Increase the spatial extent and functionality of 
wetland habitat in the watershed. 

Performance measures with targets are being developed 
for each objective. 
Deep injection wells are being evaluated as a potential 

disposal wells as a component capable of significantly 
improving conditions in the Lake and both coastal estuaries. 
Additionally, clarification as to which CERP purposes will have 
primary focus in this next incremental component is 
necessary. USSC looks forward to providing additional 
comments in this regard. 

management measure. 
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USSC-6 3. Status of 2004 Project Management Plan for the Lake 

Okeechobee Watershed 
In January 2004, a Project Management Plan for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed was developed by USACE and 
SFWMD as a CERP component. See Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project, Project Management Plan - Final (January 
2004) (included in Exhibit B). This material was not referenced 
in the presentation materials. Could the USACE please explain 
what portions of this prior work it intends to rely upon in this 
process? 

There are several major differences in this study and the 
previous study which was stopped in 2007. The PMP is 
being updated to reflect the following changes: 
The previous study formulated for water quality and 
included management measures such as stormwater 
treatment areas (STA’s). We are no longer formulating for 
WQ as the State has programs to address WQ standards. 
Water quality will be evaluated as an ancillary benefit of 
restoration and storage features included in the array of 
alternatives. 
The previous project did not evaluate Aquifer Storage, 
Recharge and Recovery (ASRR) as a means of additional 
storage. Several pilot projects, including the Kissimmee 
River ASR, have been completed since 2007 and will 
provide useful scientific data to evaluate the location and 
effectiveness for implementation of ASR technology with 
the project area. 
The regulatory schedule for Lake Okeechobee has changed 
since the previous study. During the previous study the 
WSE regulation schedule was used to determine 
regulatory flows from Lake Okeechobee (S-77 and S-80 as 
well as the structure releasing water to the south). 
Currently the lake is regulated according to the LORS08 
schedule. This change provides a different downstream 
boundary condition for the LOW Project that may affect 
the evaluation of alternative plans. 
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USSC-7 4. Natural Resources and Listed Species Thank you for your comment. We have begun 

Natural resources and listed species issues are an important 
consideration in the development of the LOW Project. 
Because these issues may affect planning decisions, it would 
be helpful to include these considerations early in the study. 

consultation with USFWS under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. Flexibility in species issues are 
being included in the plan formulation and alternative 
screening. 

The LOW Project presents a unique opportunity to create 
flexibility and incentives in addressing the natural resources 
and species issues. This includes the ability to explore 
additional storage or habitat projects or both north of the 
Lake through public-private partnerships. To assist in creating 
this flexibility, we encourage the agencies to approach these 
topics in a holistic manner, balancing the many benefits of the 
LOW Project, and avoiding single species management. This 
approach is contemplated in CERP and is consistent with the 
C&SF Project's comprehensive operations. Such an approach 
would greatly enhance the success and benefits of the LOW 
Project. 

USSC-8 Index to Documents to Supplement the Record for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project (InAppendix) 

No. Document Description 

2016-02-23 USSC Herbert Hoover Dike Draft EIS 
Comment Letter 

001 

002 2016-07-05 USSC Herbert Hoover Dike Final EIS 
Comment Letter 

003 2016-02-00 CERP Integrated Delivery Schedule 
Placemat 

004 2004-01-00 Final Project Management Plan for Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed 

Exhibits are included in the appendix. 
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Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program (CHNEP) 

CHNEP-1 8/10/16 The Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program (CHNEP) 
attended the July 26, 2016, Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping 
meeting and is pleased to share our comments on the 
proposed project area. 

Thank you for your comments. 

CHNEP-2 8/10/16 The CHNEP applauds the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USACE) implementation of the 3X3X3 strategy for completing 
the NEPA process in a timely manner. Identification, 
development and implementation of watershed restoration 
projects north of Lake Okeechobee will benefit the 
Caloosahatchee Estuary and the greater Charlotte Harbor 
Estuary. 

Thank you for your comments. 

CHNEP-3 8/10/16 The CHNEP urges the USACE to consider the comments of a 
number of attendees regarding the expansion of the project 
boundary. The headwaters of Lake Okeechobee reach into 
Orange County and are not currently included in the project 
boundary. As Dr. Hilary Swain pointed out, the proposed 
project area leaves out almost two-thirds of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed. In addition, staff and officials from 
Osceola County are requesting their lands be included in the 
project boundary. Expansion of the project boundary to 
include the entire Lake Okeechobee Watershed will increase 
the opportunities for restoring natural water quality, 
quantity, timing and distribution while also conducting 
ecosystem restoration. CHNEP concurs with these comments 
and fully supports expansion of the project boundary. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
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operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

CHNEP-4 8/10/16 The CHNEP is a partnership program, created by Section 320 
of the Clean Water Act, to protect and preserve the Charlotte 
Harbor estuary, recognized as an estuary of national 
significance and one of the most productive estuaries in 
Florida. Long term management, preservation and restoration 
activities within the CHNEP are guided by our Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) 2013, developed 
and implemented by our partners. This project implements 
the CHNEP’s CCMP; specifically the following Priority Action: 
HA-1: By 2020, identify, establish and maintain a more natural 
seasonal variation (annual hydrograph) in freshwater flows 
for [the] Caloosahatchee River. 

One of the objectives of this project is to provide for 
better management for flows to northern estuaries. 
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Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) 

CBD-1 8/12/16 On behalf of the staff and members of the Center for 
Biological Diversity, we respectfully submit the following 
scoping comments to the Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) 
regarding the July 18, 2016 Public Notice of Intent to Prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project (“LOWP”). We submit these comments on 
behalf of our organization and its members, including those 
who recreate and live in Martin, St. Lucie, Palm Beach, and 
Lee counties. After listening to the Corps’ presentation at the 
public scoping meeting on July 26, 2016 and reviewing the 
Public Notice and presentation materials, we conclude the 
Corps must expand the scope of the LOWP to include storage 
south of the lake in the Everglades Agricultural Area (“EAA”), 
adjusting the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan’s 
(“CERP”) Integrated Delivery Schedule (“IDS”) so that these 
projects are completed concurrently. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
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wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

CBD-2 8/12/16 I. The best available science shows storage both north and 
south of the Lake developed concurrently is necessary to 
realize the LOWP’s stated objective to reduce undesirable 
discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and 
St. Lucie Estuaries. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 

CBD-3 8/12/16 In response to concerns about Everglades restoration 
projects’ timing and completion, the Florida Senate 
authorized an independent technical review of options to 
reduce the high volume discharges from Lake Okeechobee to 
the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Estuaries, and to move 
more water south to the Everglades. The resulting 2015 study 
from the University of Florida Water Institute (“UF study”) 
focuses on the exact project objectives the Corps has adopted 
for the LOWP, and as such the UF study represents the best 
available science the Corps must employ in its decision-
making. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 
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CBD-4 8/12/16 The UF study recommends: accelerated funding and 

completion of existing approved projects; a substantially 
revised regulation schedule as allowed by Herbert Hoover 
levee rehabilitation and evaluated in the Dam Safety 
Modification Study; and that strategic planning begin for 
north of lake storage and treatment in addition to south of 
lake strategic planning for storage, treatment and conveyance 
already begun under the Central Everglades Planning Project. 
The UF Study did not recommend north of lake storage and 
treatment planning instead of or ahead of the next phase in 
planning for south of lake storage, which requires additional 
land acquisitions between the lake and the Everglades 
Protection Area to be used for combinations of deep and 
shallow storage, flow-ways, stormwater treatment areas, and 
enhanced conveyance. In fact, the UF study makes clear its 
priority in timing for south of lake planning by contemplating 
the U.S. Sugar land purchase option, an option with a rapidly 
approaching expiration date. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 

CBD-5 8/12/16 II. New circumstances and information since the 2015 IDS 
update necessitates a formal re-evaluation of the IDS. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 
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CBD-6 8/12/16 In a letter to Representative Patrick Murphy dated July 26, 

2016, Assistant Secretary of the Army Jo-Ellen Darcy 
expressed the Corps’ willingness to move up the planning 
study timeline for south of lake storage currently scheduled 
to begin in 2021. In its response dated August 3, 2016, the 
South Florida Water Management District (“SFWMD”) 
vehemently opposed any deviation from the IDS, citing the 
public process the schedule underwent during its 2015 
update. The 2015 update occurred prior to the record rainfall 
occurring this past dry season, the sustained maximum 
releases under the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 
2008, and the resulting blue-green algae blooms and state of 
emergencies declared in four Florida counties. Had the IDS 
been updated concurrent with or after these events, the 
public would have had ample opportunity then to provide the 
input now being offered for the LOWP. The SFWMD and the 
Corps ironically state the need for system-wide operational 
flexibility, yet the SFWMD remains rigidly inflexible to a now 
illogical IDS that does not address the emergency conditions 
in the estuaries in a timely fashion. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 

CBD-7 8/12/16 III. Continued CERP implementation delay harms endangered 
species and their habitats, requiring reinitiation of 
Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) consultation. 

ESA consultation has been initiated for this project. 
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CBD-8 8/12/16 Additional south of lake storage, treatment and conveyance is 

critical to CERP implementation and interim system-wide 
operational flexibility, including the management of water 
releases from Water Conservation Area 3A governed by the 
Everglades Restoration Transition Plan (“ERTP”). While 
evaluating impacts to the Cape Sable seaside sparrow 
(“CSSS”) in its July 22, 2016 Biological Opinion for the ERTP, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service expressed concern for project 
implementation delays and the distant timeframes provided 
for project completion: 
Many other components of Everglades CERP restoration such 
as those included in the most recent CEPP are not scheduled 
to be completed until as late as 2030. Considering the current 
status of the CSSS, the timing of these projects and 
uncertainty of the schedules gives reason for concern.2 

Thank you for your comments. 

CBD-9 8/12/16 This concern extends to the snail kite, the manatee, and the 
smalltooth sawfish as well. All four species are either harmed 
by the continued altered hydroperiods that the currently 
proposed LOWP maintains by displacing EAA storage on the 
IDS (snail kite and Cape Sable seaside sparrow) or the reduced 
salinity and blue-green algae promoting conditions provided 
by continued maximum sustained releases to the estuaries 
(manatee and smalltooth sawfish). 

Thank you for your comment. The impacts of the LOWP 
will be evaluated for all endangered species in the study 
area. 

CBD-10 8/12/16 IV. The Corps must conduct additional scoping meetings to 
facilitate public participation. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the 
project area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the 
requirements of NEPA and CERP regulations. This project 
has met the NEPA scoping requirements. We will ensure 
that a larger venue is secured for all future public 
meetings. 
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CBD-11 8/12/16 The public scoping meeting held July 26, 2016 was inadequate 

to fulfill the requirements of both the National Environmental 
Policy Act (“NEPA”) and CERP implementation regulations, 
and the Corps must conduct additional scoping meetings in 
coastal population centers near the Caloosahatchee and St. 
Lucie estuaries. NEPA requires the Corps to use scoping “to 
engage State, local and tribal governments and the public in 
the early identification of concerns, potential impacts, 
relevant effects of past actions and possible alternative 
actions.”3 CERP implementation regulations require “public 
meetings and workshops to be held at such times and 
locations to facilitate participation by the public.”4 

This project has met the NEPA scoping requirements. The 
NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the 
project area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the 
requirements of NEPA and CERP regulations. It is 
important to note that the budgetary ($3 million) and 
schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, 
including the public involvement plan. To meet these 
constraints while still allowing ample opportunity for 
public involvement, key project-specific face-to-face 
meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout the 
project area. The first public workshop was held on the 
east coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The 
first face-to-face Project Delivery Team meeting will be 
held on the west coast. 

CBD-12 8/12/16 The Corps’ scoping meeting and presentation was noticed for 
7:00 pm on July 26, 2016 at the SFWMD office in 
Okeechobee, Florida. However, the project presentation 
began prior to the 7:00 pm notice, at approximately 6:15 pm, 
when according to district staff, the facility reached capacity. 
Thus, when members of the public arrived at 7:00 pm to 
participate in the scoping process, the SFWMD and Corps had 
already presented and were well underway in hearing public 
comments in an at-capacity facility that the 7:00 pm arrivals 
were not allowed to enter for safety reasons. These 
participants had no way of hearing the ongoing public 
comments even once they arrived, as there was no 
concurrent broadcast of the meeting facility into an outside 
waiting area. While the Corps did provide opportunity for the 
on-time arrivals to hear a second presentation followed by a 
second round of public comments, this second meeting did 
not begin until approximately 8:30 pm, by which time many 
would-be participants left in frustration. For those that 
remained, the second set of public comments did not 
conclude until nearly 10:00 pm. 

Due to the over capacity crowds at the NEPA scoping 
meeting we started the first presentation early in order to 
accommodate the large crowd to ensure everyone could 
hear the presentation and provide a public comment. For 
all future public meetings, a larger venue will be secured 
so we do not have to have two shifts. Comments from 
both groups have been posted at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project 
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CBD-13 8/12/16 The SFWMD in Okeechobee is located in a remote area of the 

state, a several-hour drive away from many Floridians 
affected by the proposed project. Conducting a public scoping 
meeting on a Tuesday night in such a remote location and 
late hour does not facilitate public participation as required 
by law, and in fact discourages it. Lake Okeechobee releases 
and blue-green algae impacts have made national news. 
Given the severity of the impacts and the resultant increase in 
public interest the Corps actions, the Corps should have 
anticipated a larger number of public participants than 
projects past, and arranged for an appropriate facility and 
hour. To correct this wrong, the Corps should schedule at 
least two additional scoping meetings in easily accessible 
locations in coastal cities near the affected estuaries. We 
suggest Naples and Stuart. 

This project has met the NEPA scoping requirements. The 
NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the 
project area in Okeechobee, FL in the evening to allow 
people to come after work hours. 

CBD-14 8/12/16 Conclusion 
Please expand the scope of the LOWP to include south of lake 
storage, treatment, and conveyance, or alternatively re-
evaluate and reorder the IDS to begin a planning study for the 
EAA Storage project now. 

Please see the response to your first comment. 

Government Services Trust, Inc. (Trust) 
Trust-1 7/26/16 Proposal for the neutralization and eradication of 

cyanobacteria blue green algae spreading unhindered like a 
plague in south Florida’s waterways. (Full proposal in the 
appendix) 

Thank you for your proposal. Algae blooms are based on 
three factors: water quality, temperature, and light. As 
described above, the creation of storage north of Lake 
Okeechobee will positively affect the quantity of 
freshwater that flows to the estuaries which may result in 
improved salinity and reduced nutrient loading to 
estuarine waters. Thus, better water quality and a 
potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 

Trust-2 7/26/16 Proposal for the removal – recovery – and harvesting of 
phosphorous compounds by electrochemical processing. (Full 
proposal in the appendix) 

Thank you for your proposal. 
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Save Our Creeks, Inc., (SOC) 

SOC-1 8/12/16 Save Our Creeks, Inc., (SOC) is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit that has 
been protecting the natural environment in South Central 
Florida since 1989. A major focus for SOC is protecting 
Fisheating Creek and the surrounding area. SOC is an 
"affected party" pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.6(b)(1) as a 
landowner of property fronting Fisheating Creek and as an 
active organization within the affected watersheds. 

Fisheating Creek is included in the project area and will be 
evaluated as part of the project. 

SOC-2 8/12/16 SOC was present at the USACE (Corps) scoping meeting July 
26, 2016, in Okeechobee and appreciates this opportunity to 
put forth concerns about the proposed project. SOC objects 
to the project as currently drawn, because substantial and 
unnatural changes would have to be made to the four small 
watershed basins of Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, Nubbin 
Slough and Taylor Creek to effect any real solution to the Lake 
Okeechobee (Lake) water quality and discharge problems. 
Without including the greater watershed areas in Osceola and 
Orange counties and the outflow areas to the south, the 
project cannot succeed. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
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requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

SOC-3 8/12/16 SOC believes that there is no “purpose and need” for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project as it is currently proposed (40 
CFR1502.13). Therefore the Corps should cease its current 
NEPA scoping process and conduct additional research to 
establish an underlying purpose for the Project it is proposing. 

During the NEPA scoping period the purpose and need for 
the project has been further defined. The purpose of the 
LOWP is to: 

• Restore wetland habitat within the Fisheating Creek, 
Indian Prairie, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough sub-
watersheds, S-65D and S-65E basins and Lake 
Okeechobee; 

• Improve the quantity and timing of water entering 
Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries; and 

• Improve regional water management operational 
flexibility in context of the overall Everglades 
ecosystem restoration. 

The need for the LOWP is explained in the statement 
below: 
There are numerous operational challenges associated 
with Lake Okeechobee. Water inflows into Lake 
Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity, thus many 
times there is too much water within Lake Okeechobee 
that needs to be released in order to ensure integrity of 
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the Herbert Hoover Dike. Additionally, the outflow 
capacity to the Caloosahatchee River and St. Lucie Canal 
far exceeds the capacity to send water south to the 
conservation areas and the Everglades through the 4 
major canals in the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA), and 
high-volume flows are often made to the northern 
estuaries. 
At other times, there may be too little water within Lake 
Okeechobee. Extreme high and low lake levels combined 
with unsuitable recession and ascension rates can 
adversely affect native vegetation and fish and wildlife 
species that depend upon the lake for foraging and 
reproduction. The volume and frequency of high volume 
freshwater flows to the east and west lowers salinity in 
the estuaries, severely impacting oysters, sea grasses, and 
fish. Additionally, high nutrient levels adversely affect in-
lake water quality, estuary habitat, and habitat 
throughout the Greater Everglades. 
The objectives of the study are: 
1. Improve quantity, timing, and distribution of flows into 
Lake Okeechobee to maintain ecologically desired lake 
stage ranges. 
2. Improve estuary flows from Lake Okeechobee to 
improve the salinity regime and the quality of oyster, SAV, 
and other estuarine community habitats in the northern 
estuaries. 
3. Increase spatial extent and functionality of aquatic and 
wildlife habitat within Lake Okeechobee and 
surrounding watershed. 
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SOC-4 8/12/16 Based on the initial scoping meeting held in Okeechobee, SOC 

believes the Corps has not complied with the most 
fundamental of the NEPA “Purpose” requirement that: 
(b) NEPA procedures must insure that environmental 
information is available to public officials and citizens before 
decisions are made and before actions are taken. The 
information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific 
analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are 
essential to implementing NEPA. Most important, NEPA 
documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing 
needless detail. (40 CFR 1500.1) 

The purpose of NEPA scoping is to let people know that 
we are beginning to look at the project and request 
information from public officials and citizens. As we move 
forward with the project, information will be provided to 
the public before any decisions are made. 

SOC-5 8/12/16 The absence from the project of the greater source of water 
and pollution found in the Kissimmee River Watershed in 
Orange and Osceola counties, and the areas that control the 
flow out of the Lake to the south is glaring. The result will 
likely be partial and piece-meal solutions. Focusing on the 
relatively minor roles of the four (4) adjacent basins cannot 
provide a significant impact on the Lake water quality or 
management without expanding the legacy phosphorus 
problem and significantly disrupting areas that are currently 
in a relatively natural state. The goal to restore and re-
connecting the wetlands in the four adjacent basins may 
bring some small benefit, but not on the scale that is needed. 
Therefore, it is inescapable that these areas will be 
subjugated in ways that are disproportional and unnatural to 
control the continued pollution, spoilage and obstruction of 
the greater Everglades Watershed. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-489 



      

        
  

 
 

      
         

        
         

       
       

      
          
     

     
        

       
         
         

        
        

         
       

      
      

           
         

     
        

        
          

        
        

  

      
        

          
        

     
      

        
       

       
        

        
         

       
         

   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

SOC-6 8/12/16 SOC urges the Corps to drop the Fisheating Creek, Taylor 
Creek, Indian Prairie and Nubbin Slough watersheds from the 
Everglades Watershed Project. The significantly greater 
players--the watershed in Osceola and Orange counties and 
outflow areas to the south--should be added. Alternatively, if 
the four smaller basins remain in the project, their roles 
should be reduced to restoration without loss of their current 
functions, including wildlife habitat and recreational use by 
local populations. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee, and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
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SOC-7 8/12/16 In addition, SOC requests that the USACE comply with the 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance and “ensure 
meaningful public engagement in the decision making 
process.” This means that all public meetings should be held 
in venues where all attendees can participate in the full 
meeting simultaneously, not in shifts. 

Due to the over capacity crowds at the NEPA scoping 
meeting we started the first presentation early in order to 
accommodate the large crowd to ensure everyone could 
hear the presentation and provide a public comment. For 
all future public meetings, a larger venue will be secured 
so we do not have to have two shifts. Comments from 
both groups have been posted at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project 

SOC-8 8/12/16 Finally, SOC should have been invited to participate in the 
initial scoping process as an interested party (40CFR 
1501.7(a)1). SOC is an “affected party” as a landowner and 
active organization within the Fisheating Creek Watershed 
and requests, pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.6(b)1, that it receive 
by mail notices of ALL future meetings with the associated 
agendas and meeting materials and reports (draft, final, and 
supplemental) in order to review the documents and submit 
comments in a timely manner (40 CFR 1506.6). 

Save Our Creeks, Inc. has been added to the mailing list as 
well as the email distribution lists. All meeting agendas 
and read aheads for Project Delivery Team meetings will 
be posted at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project prior to 
each meeting. Public meeting notices and NEPA 
documents sent out for public review will be mailed to 
you. 

Letters from the Public 
Robert 
Norton 
Ecosystem 
Watch Lake 
Okeechobee 
(RN) - 1 

7/11/16 Here we all have a problem due to very poor water 
management by the Corps of Engineers, SFWMD, and FDEP 
due to no enforcement action by any of the above agencies. 

Water management will be improved by creating 
additional storage within the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed. This effort is being fully coordinated with 
enforcement agencies, including FDEP and EPA. 

RN - 2 7/11/16 Due to very poor management of water supplies. Too much 
means poor management of flows, too little due to poor 
water management of flows. 

One of the major purposes of this project is to increase 
operational flexibility within the watershed, which will 
help with better managing water levels within the lake 
and flows to the northern estuaries. 

RN - 3 7/11/16 Please send direction due to new location in Okeechobee of 
the scoping meeting. 

Directions were mailed to Mr. Norton on July 11. 
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RN - 4 7/11/16 What we have had in the present is the lack of action to 

improve our water problems. I have been after State people 
since year 1989 to improve the system. Here we are now, 
year 2016 and we still have a problem. “Come on Man” 

There have been several state and federal efforts 
implemented or being implemented that improve the 
timing and distribution of water throughout the system. 
Currently, both state and federal projects are in various 
phases of implementation, including construction, design, 
and planning. The system is constantly being improved 
with every project that is completed. 

Maggy 7/27/16 CERP is at an impasse. It’s stuck in the mud. If we don’t get CERP is moving forward with several projects under 
Hurchalla unstuck in the next year we’re still going to be in that mud construction including Site 1 Impoundment Phase 1, 
(MH) - 1 hole twenty years from now. Picayune Strand Restoration Project, IRL-S C-44 Reservoir 

and STA, C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project and 
Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands Phase 1. 

MH - 2 7/27/16 A couple of months ago I went to Clewiston to have lunch 
with Bubba Wade and ask why we couldn’t send water south. 
Bubba told me we didn’t need to. He said the folks at 
Everglades National Park had told them that after CEPP was 
complete they didn’t need any more water and didn’t want 
any more water. 
So I went home and called Shannon Estenoz at the Interior 
Department and asked her if that was true. 
She said “No.” 

Additional water is needed after CEPP is complete. CERP 
identifies that additional water is needed in the natural 
system after CEPP is complete. The Western Everglades 
Restoration Project (WERP) is currently considering 
moving additional water to Water Conservation Area 3 
(WCA 3), Everglades National Park (ENP), and Big Cypress 
National Preserve (BCNP). 

MH - 3 7/27/16 It’s not just a difference of opinion between Interior and US 
Sugar. 
Last year we tried desperately to get the SFWMD to exercise 
the smaller option on 40,000 acres of US Sugar land. That was 
an honest attempt at peaceful coexistence. Sugar could 
continue in the EAA and CERP would have an end result that 
saved Everglades National Park, Florida Bay and our coastal 
estuaries. 
We were told by the chairman of the water management 
board that we didn’t understand: “The water can’t go south. 
There are constraints.” 
Instead of exercising the option they unilaterally cancelled it. 

Thank you for your comment. The EAA is outside of the 
LOWP planning boundary. Please see Comment MH – 1. 
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We now get mixed messages and a moving target from state 
officials: 
“You can’t send water south.” 
“You don’t need to.” 
“We’ll think about that after the option expires.” 

MH - 4 7/27/16 I understand that this meeting is about a scoping study for 
storage north of the Lake. 
We know that storage north of the Lake won’t send water 
south. 
We know that fixing the dike won’t save our estuaries from 
Lake discharges. We got clobbered in 1998 when they 
weren’t worried about dike safety. In 1932 when the dike was 
brand new the Martin County Commission sent a resolution 
to Congress saying “Please stop the discharges!” 
I’m here tonight to ask you to stop and get out of the mud 
hole. 

The IDS recognizes the importance of storage south of the 
lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) 
new storage north of the lake (being developed as part of 
the LOW Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed 
east of the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and 
STAs associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-
South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 
3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow 
south of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural 
system wide hydrology within the entire Everglades 
ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. The IDS for 

If the state of Florida gets a 50/50 match from the federal 
government for a bunch of water supply reservoirs and then 
walks away and declares victory, they will have pulled off a 
colossal fraud on the American people. Other states don’t get 
federal money for water supply projects. 
We’re getting federal money for CERP because it’s supposed 
to be about saving the Everglades – the second largest 
wetland in the world. Until we know that we can buy the land 
to make that possible, we need to stop pretending 

implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process 
utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task 
Force, its Working Group and consideration of the best 
science, engineering and economic information available. 
The IDS serves to guide the projects and maximize benefits 
of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
efforts. 
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MH - 5 7/27/16 We need to ask Interior and the Corps and our Governor and 

the SFWMD and US Sugar and Florida Crystals and the Sugar 
Coop and King Ranch to sit down and identify the land we 
need and how we Are going to buy it. 
I’m told that’s not how the process works. 
So, change the process. Go to Congress and ask them to 
partner with the state in the land purchase and guarantee 
that the state will get credit for the money it spends to buy 
the land. Change whatever other rules need to be changed so 
we can be sure our present investments in CERP will end up 
doing what CERP was supposed to do. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

MH - 6 7/27/16 Jo Ellen Darcy, Secretary of the Army for Public Works, told 
Congressman Murphy this week that the Corps will consider 
moving forward on planning to send the water south from the 
Lake IF there is a local sponsor. 
Florida and the SDWMD are supposed to be CERP’s local 
sponsor. If they continue to stonewall against buying land in 
the EAA to send water south, then we can’t make CERP work 
as planned. 

If you can’t make it work, tell South Florida you can’t save the 
coastal estuaries and Miami’s drinking water supply. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS is supported by the SFWMD. The IDS 
serves to guide the projects and maximize benefits of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA 
planning study). Storage south of the lake in combination 
with 1) new storage north of the lake (being developed as 

Tell Floridians and tell the world that you can’t save the 
Everglades. 

part of the LOW Project); 2) storage reservoirs being 
constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir and other 
reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
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We can’t keep pretending. River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 

Reservoir); and 3) completion of additional infrastructure 
to allow flow south of the lake, will serve to restore a 
more natural system wide hydrology within the entire 
Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

MH - 7 7/27/16 This year’s algae blooms make clear that water quality is 
going to be a problem for CERP beyond what we imagined 15 
years ago. 

Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature, and light. As described above, the creation 
of storage north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect 
the quantity of freshwater that flows to the estuaries 
which may result in improved salinity and reduced 
nutrient loading to estuarine waters. Thus, better water 
quality and a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that 
are specifically focused on water quality such as the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Basin 
Management Action Plans which serve as the overarching 
water quality restoration plans for the Northern 
Everglades including Lake Okeechobee and the northern 
estuaries. 

MH - 8 7/27/16 Analysis of ASR’s role will have to consider cyanobacteria. 
What are the consequences of pumping toxins into an ASR 
well? If the wells can’t be used when toxins are present, how 
will that affect their cost effectiveness? 

There was an unprecedented level of water quality 
analyses (including cyanobacteria) and toxicity testing 
conducted at the Kissimmee River ASR pilot site. Toxicity 
results routinely showed little to no toxicity related to 
recharge and recovered water in a variety of test 
organisms. These results are available at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/E 
cosystem-Restoration/Aquifer-Storage-and-Recovery-ASR-
Regional-Study/ 
Cycle test 1 results will serve as an example (1 month 
recharge, 1 month storage, 6 weeks recovery). 
Cyanobacteria were measured and detected during 
recharge week 4 and recovery week 6 at the ASR well and 
monitoring wells. Concurrently, several types of chronic 
and acute toxicity tests that are sensitive to cyanobacteria 
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toxins were conducted on recharge and recovered water. 
Two (2) Ceriodaphnia duba static renewal chronic toxicity 
tests were conducted during cycle 1 recharge. These tests 
showed no toxicity. The No Observable Effects 
Concentration (NOEC) was 100% recharge water, when 
cyanobacteria concentrations >8000 cells/mL were 
detected in recharge water. Four (4) C. duba static 
renewal chronic toxicity tests were conducted during cycle 
1 recovery. One recovered water sample showed a 
cyanobacteria concentration of 36 cells/mL. No toxicity 
was indicated, as the NOEC was 100 percent recovered 
water. However, there was a slight reduction in C. duba 
reproduction. The inhibiting concentration that resulted in 
a 25 percent decrease in C. duba (IC25) was 95 percent 
recovered water. However, because 95 percent recovered 
water composition probably does not relate well to the 
mixtures of surface and recovered water in the receiving 
water basin, this effect may not be observed during 
routine operations. The effect of reproduction inhibition in 
C. duba cannot be attributed to cyanobacteria because 
there are other stressors in recovered water. In all cycle 
test results, there was no indication of toxicity related to 
cyanobacteria, and few toxicity responses overall. 

MH - 9 7/27/16 With climate change and increasing fertilizer, reservoirs all 
over the world are facing cyanobacteria blooms. The Corps is 
not responsible for water quality except in special situations 
where the project redirects water. CERP preliminary planning 
did not foresee STAs as part of the CERP projects north of the 
Lake. If we ignore the problem, the reservoirs may not 
function. It might be possible to create a partnership with the 
state to build STAs with the reservoirs. One way or another, 
the problem needs to be addressed. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration, and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
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reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 

Robert 
Norton (RN) -
1 

8/3/16 I was at the meeting and as far as I could see very poor 
planning site. The Okeechobee Civic Center had more room 
area the Okeechobee Health Department had more room. 
The Old school at Elementary Center Auditorium next to 
Golden Corral had more room. Next time please have 
meeting at Old School Auditorium next to Golder Corral, at 
least the TV crews can get a good meal afterwards. There was 
plenty of room there at Old School Auditorium plenty of seats 
for all of us people. 

Due to the over capacity crowds at the NEPA scoping 
meeting we started the first presentation early in order to 
accommodate the large crowd to ensure everyone could 
hear the presentation and provide a public comment. For 
all future public meetings, a larger venue will be secured 
so we do not have to have two shifts. Comments from 
both groups have been posted at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project 

RN - 2 8/3/16 Summary – Any time I see or hear the word Assume, it is only 
guessing people not “fact” 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 3 8/3/16 Have questions for meeting 26 July 2016 
On SFWMD Letter to me, March 11, 2008 (follow up) 
Phosphorous control in Lake Okeechobee 
Works of the District Permitting Program 
Rule Update 4DE-61-4DE-63 Enforcement 
TMDL failure to meet EPA compliance (year 2015 compliance) 
BMPs agriculture and non-agricultural (enforcement action) 
FDEP-FSCES- rule update contact agencies 
Enforcement action – 40E-61-40E-63 BMPs, BMAP my point 
of view no enforcement actions 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 4 8/3/16 Notes: Elevation drop north to south to Lake Okeechobee is 
36 foot run-off water to lake. TMDL 140 mt – 40 ppb to Lake 
has (State Never Been) in compliance. These locks drop to 
Lake Okeechobee (S-310) (S-77) (S-131) (S-127) (S-65E) (S-

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
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193) must meet TMDL to see any improvement of water 
quality to Lake Okeechobee. 

have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. 
Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing state 
water quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch 
STA, so that stored water released could be sent to the 
water quality facility for treatment before reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will attenuate water and 
filter pollutants. Additionally, preliminary results of 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) indicate a substantial 
reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these 
facilities. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that 
are specifically focused on water quality such as the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Basin 
Management Action Plans which serve as the overarching 
water quality restoration plans for the Northern 
Everglades including Lake Okeechobee and the northern 
estuaries. 

RN – 5 8/3/16 Note: Fisheating Creek is a discharge to Lake Okeechobee is 
uncontrolled and flows south for 32 miles. This must be 
“controlled” to stop excess phosphorous to our Lake 
Okeechobee. Need monitoring site to stop large phosphorous 
and nutrients reaching Lake Okeechobee. 

Please see response to comment RN – 4 above. 

RN – 6 8/3/16 Note: EPA set TMDL and EPA has set date for compliance of 
State TMDL. Clean-up action set back several times from late 
2012 to 2015 for TMDL enforcement action. As of now, 
2016another year later no compliance set TMDL to Lake 
(140mt – 40 ppb). 

Please see response to comment RN – 4 above. 

RN – 7 8/3/16 Note: Taylor Creek-Nubbin Slough there are 5 culverts in this 
basin. The C-7 (removed?) and C-9 (??) and TCC (??) culvert 
are not in use and should be removed. 

We will look at the current structures and the use of 
existing features during plan formulation. 
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RN – 8 8/3/16 Note: All back-pumping from south into Lake Okeechobee 

needs to be stopped. Release water south. Algae bloom due 
to poor water quality to Lake Okeechobee. Must enforce 
TMDL to Lake Okeechobee and must enforce stop 
uncontrolled release to Lake Okeechobee. 

Problems with water quality in the lake, including nutrient 
loads from the EAA, resulted in the operational changes 
described in the Interim Action Plan (IAP)(SFWMD, 1979). 
This plan significantly reduced the volume of water 
pumped into the lake through the southern structures and 
redirected it southward. The IAP reduced average annual 
inflow to Lake Okeechobee by about 190,000 ac-ft.; and 
the WCAs received an increase of this amount. Today 
flood control operation of S-2 and S-3 occurs only when 
southern capacity is not sufficient. 
Also, please see response to comment RN – 4 above. 

RN – 9 8/3/16 Note: FDACS- BMP program directed by the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program (373.4595 
Florida Statutes) which includes Lake Okeechobee. 

Noted. 

RN – 10 8/3/16 Note: Lemkin Creek also is uncontrolled and flows from west 
into Rim Canal under State Road 78 to Taylor Creek locks 
people - heavy ranch run-off water 

Noted. 

RN – 11 8/3/16 Send me information by mail as I do not own or operate a 
computer at all, so all response to my questions must come to 
me by postal mail please. 

Responses will be mailed. 

RN - 12 8/3/16 P.S. I have been after enforcement by State Agency since year 
1989 up to now (2016, 27 years) 

Noted. 
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RN - 13 8/3/16 Note – Add on Subject Matter 

Subject discharge points are not enforces and discharges do 
exceed the set limits. Released water must meet the set 
(TMDL) 140 mt – 40 ppb to Lake Okeechobee. All 
uncontrolled water flows from creeks must stop or meet the 
set TMDL 140 mt – 40 ppb. Creeks such as Fisheating Creek, 
Lemkins Creek must meet set TMDL 140 mt – 40 ppb. 

Please see response to comment RN – 4 above. 

RN - 14 8/3/16 I do not own or operate a computer so all response to my 
questions must come by snail mail from all agencies that have 
to answer my questions. No computer references please, mail 
only. I do not need a computer for references. 

Responses will be mailed. 

Donald Cook 
(DC) - 1 

7/25/16 I live in Port St Lucie, Florida on a waterway. I have been 
traveling on rivers and lakes from Ohio to Florida since 1960, 
at times more than 4000 miles a year. I now have 12 boats, 8 
of them are registered power boats and 1 is a documented 
diesel ocean going vessel. I believe I have a better 
understanding of waterways than many people. I am very 
concerned with the waterways of Florida. Over the last five 
years I have made hundreds of calls to those in control of our 
waterways. They expressed little interest in discussing the 
water problem. They now tell us how upset they are and how 
much they have been working on the problem. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DC - 2 7/25/16 No where have I found waters more poorly managed than 
those in south Florida. We now have a nasty manmade mess 
with our waterways. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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DC - 3 7/25/16 Many highly educated well paid people are in control of our 

waters, and they are doing a wonderful job. The Army Corps 
of Engineers are trying to control the water level of Lake 
Okeechobee to prevent a disastrous break of the dike around 
Lake Okeechobee, the politicians are trying to spend as much 
money as possible on this mess to get publicity and a photo 
opt from it, the scientist, biologist and environmentalist are 
trying to get as much government grant money as possible to 
study the problem and the citizens demand something be 
done now, but they are doing it all wrong. 

Thank you for your comment. 

DC - 4 7/25/16 To resolve this waterway mess we must have an 
understanding of it, as listed below: 
1. Water falls from the sky onto the land, it wants to flow to 
the lowest level, the ocean. Either we give it a way to get 
there or it will make it's own way, we may not like how it 
makes it's own way to the ocean. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DC - 5 7/25/16 2. As water flows through Lake Okeechobee it carries 
materials with it. There is about 5 feet of muck on the floor of 
the lake. The water on the surface has some contamination 
from floating debris, as the debris absorbs water it sinks to 
the bottom. The water below the surface is less 
contaminated, as the surface debris sinks through it to the 
bottom. The most contamination is in the muck at the bottom 
of the water. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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DC - 6 7/25/16 3. As the Army Corps of Engineers drains large amounts of 

water from Lake Okeechobee they flush this contaminated 
muck into the St Lucie Waterway, St Lucie River and 
Caloosahatchee River. This contaminated water and muck 
destroys the vegetation on the floor of the rivers, promotes 
algae growth and kills sea life. The muck should be removed 
from the lake by a materials handling company, allowed to 
dry on the bank and sold as topsoil and fill dirt. The sale of 
this dirt could provide billions of dollars to the state. Dirt sold 
at Home Depot is about 5 dollars for a small bag. You can not 
have a healthy house with 5 inches of human waste and 
animal waste on the floor. We can not have a healthy lake 
with 5 feet of muck on the bottom. Don't believe lake water, 
fertilizer, agriculture run off and septic water is the only cause 
of the contaminated river water and algae growth. Just look 
at any swimming pool at a foreclosed house, where the pool 
has not been taken care of for several months, it will look as 
bad as our river water. 

Previous studies have shown that sediments in the lake 
and the tributaries are generally fluid in nature and 
dredging such sediments would pose substantial practical 
challenges. Because of the highly fluid nature of the 
sediment, dredging by dragline will probably not be 
feasible. It may be necessary to utilize hydraulic dredges. 
This would enable more complete and precise removal of 
the sediment, but at a much higher cost. 
Additionally, the effluent from the disposal areas will have 
very high concentrations of phosphorus that will preclude 
release of untreated water back to the tributary. The 
treatment of such large volumes of water with extremely 
high phosphorus concentrations will require an advanced 
treatment technology such as chemical treatment. 

DC - 7 7/25/16 4. It is very destructive to drain large amounts of water in a 
short period of time from Lake Okeechobee. If the lake level 
should be 12 feet, a spillway should be built at 12 feet. When 
the water level increases above 12 feet water should start to 
flow over the spillway onto a bed of rocks. Water should not 
be stored to a level of 15 feet or more and then drained in 
large quantities. 

This study is focused on developing options for storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee to slow the flow of water into 
the lake, reduce the flow of large quantities of water to 
the northern estuaries and provide water to the 
Everglades system during dry times thus restoring a more 
natural hydrology to the system. This study is not looking 
at designing new outlets from the lake or at modification 
of the current LORS08 regulation schedule. However, a 
revision of LORS has started with the Lake Okeechobee 
System Operating Manual (LOSOM) effort 
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DC - 8 7/25/16 5. Large electric spray pumps, 30 or 40 thousand gallons per 

minute, should be used to spray the water up into the air to 
purify it. The macerator action of the pumps will break up the 
algae spores, the ultraviolet light of the sun will purify the 
water and oxygen will be put into the water. Most ponds and 
lakes have spray pumps for this purpose. These pumps should 
be installed in Lake Okeechobee and in the rivers, especially 
in the wide water west of the Roosevelt Bridge in Stuart. 

Thank you for your comment, however, the LOW Project is 
not formulating to specifically address water quality 
concerns. Solutions for water quality will be passed to the 
responsible state agency. 

DC - 9 7/25/16 6. It is very dangerous to store water in canals and Lake 
Okeechobee. We are in hurricane season, a wet hurricane 
could develop any time, and dump a foot or more of rain 
water over Florida. This could cause over topping and 
destruction of the dike around Lake Okeechobee, resulting in 
disastrous flooding as it did in New Orleans. Those who want 
to store water must accept responsibility for the death and 
devastation it will cause. Storing water will also contribute to 
the sink hole situation we already have. Sink hole damage 
does not need to be increased. 

Providing additional storage options north of Lake 
Okeechobee will provide more operational flexibility in 
light of storm events. Although flood risk reduction is not 
a primary purpose of the project, there may be ancillary 
flood risk benefits associated with increasing water 
storage within the watershed. Detailed analysis of each 
project feature will evaluate the environmental, 
geotechnical and water management risk. Risk will be 
used as a means to evaluate the viability of the proposed 
features and whether features will be carried forward to 
the selected plan. 

DC - 10 7/25/16 7. Buying land south of Lake Okeechobee is very expensive 
and should not be done. We have already contaminated the 
lake and rivers. Now people want to move the contamination 
into the Everglades. The contamination and algae will damage 
the Everglades the same as it has in the rivers. When the land 
is saturated with excessive rain water the Everglades are also 
flooded. The wildlife in the Everglades also needs some dry 
land to survive. If there is no dry land the wildlife will be 
forced out into populated areas, creating another problem. 
This water in the Everglades still wants to return to the ocean. 
It will drain into the south waterways, into Palm Beach, 
Broward and Dade, creating problems there. If someone 
throws up in the bathroom you clean it up there, you don't 
sweep it into the living room and kitchen. The contamination 
and algae should be cleaned where it is, do not spread it all 
over south Florida and waste billions of tax dollars. 

Thank you for your comment, however, the LOW Project is 
not formulating to specifically address water quality 
concerns. Solutions for water quality will be passed to the 
responsible state agency. 
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DC - 11 7/25/16 8. Their should be some discussion with FPL about pumping 

cooling water from the Indian River to the ocean. This will 
bring some cleaner ocean water in the St Lucie and Ft Pierce 
inlets, and take some of the more polluted water from the 
Indian River out to the ocean. 

Thank you for your comment, however, the LOW Project is 
not formulating to specifically address water quality 
concerns. Solutions for water quality will be passed to the 
responsible state agency. 

DC - 12 7/25/16 If this information is followed we will have clean water in lake 
okeechobee, the rivers, the everglades and south florida. We 
will not need to waste billions of dollars making a bigger more 
widespread mess. 

Thank you for your comment, however, the LOW Project is 
not formulating to specifically address water quality 
concerns. Solutions for water quality will be passed to the 
responsible state agency. 

DC - 13 7/25/16 If immediate improvement of the water quality is wanted, 
fireboats could be operated on the waterways to spray water 
to break up the algae and put oxygen into the water. 

Thank you for your comment, however, the LOW Project is 
not formulating to specifically address water quality 
concerns. Solutions for water quality will be passed to the 
responsible state agency. 

DC - 14 7/25/16 Why do we want to: 
1. Put agricultural operations out of business or force them to 
move out of the country. 
2. Put people out of work. 
3. Reduce the tax base. 
4. Flood the everglades with contaminated water and algae. 
5. Create other collateral damage. 
6. Spend billions of dollars. 
When there is a much better and immediate solution for the 
Florida water crisis. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Asmussen 8/7/16 Our office continues to work with regulating agencies and Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a 
Engineering private agricultural producers to design, permit, install and consideration in the process, but not a constraint. Where 
(AE) - 1 utilize comprehensive water storage (and treatment) 

projects, with a dual desire of improving the environment 
(through water quantity and quality improvements) and 
allowing as many agricultural producers (as possible) to 
remain in agricultural. People cause water quantity and 
quality problems and reducing "people pressure", by 
retaining agricultural lands, is the primary way to conserve 
the capability of preserving water (quality and quantity) and 
the only way to preserve the remaining native Florida 
habitat/wildlife. 

the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if 
the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the 
plan formulation. 

AE-2 8/7/16 Preservation of agricultural lands was the primary reason we 
agreed to assist World Wildlife Fund (WWF), starting in 2004, 
to work with the regulatory agencies to develop a program to 
store water (initially on cow-calf operations). The water 
storage "service" was designed to be provided in exchange 
for a payment to the agricultural producer (FRESP). Our office 
designed, permitting and assisted in the construction of the 
first four (4) projects (as Pilot Projects). One of our initial five 
(5) conceptual water storage designs (at the time), was not 
pursed due to the property being purchased for residential 
development (a reminder of why we agreed to participate in 
the first place - to help preserve agricultural lands). 

Thank you for your comment. 

AE-3 8/7/16 Since FRESP, we have designed and permitted a number of 
additional water storage projects (on agricultural lands) under 
two (2) separate South Florida Water Management District 
(SFWMD) solicitations (to store water and/or provide 
phosphorus reduction), as well as, a SFWMD Water Farming 
Pilot Project (at Bull Hammock Ranch). Most of these projects 
continue to provide runoff retention (storage) and water 
quality improvement in their basins. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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AE-4 8/7/16 Based on this experience, we have learned many things. We 

understand these projects provide benefits beyond water 
storage and water quality improvement (private and public 
benefit) including: flora and fauna 
enhancement/restoration/retention; runoff reuse (as 
irrigation); reduced groundwater use, therefore less pressure 
on deep water sources (to meet irrigation demands) 
promoting lower fuel use (cost savings) and reducing the 
likelihood of increasing gradients prompting chloride 
movement; better ranch water management capability (as 
water table control promoting improved flood protection and 
forage yield) and (as eluded to above); promoting the 
preservation of agricultural lands (that remain), by providing 
another income stream to participating agricultural 
producers. 

These projects are beneficial for many purposes and hope 
we can use some of your lessons learned for portions of 
this project. 

AE-5 8/7/16 Collected data supports pursuing additional water storage 
projects on private agricultural lands. These water storage 
projects are much more cost effective than regional projects 
and are much cheaper to operate and maintain once 
constructed. The "payment for services" approach promotes 
these benefits, while promoting the retention of privately 
held agricultural lands. People pressure will continue to build 
and ultimately result in more intensive use of many of these 
agricultural lands. 

Public private partnerships are an important component 
of restoration that are being promoted through several 
programs in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (e.g. 
Dispersed Water Management, National Resources 
Conservation Service easement programs). However, 
storing water on private lands through easements and 
contracts does not fit into the federal planning framework. 

AE-6 8/7/16 Guess you can see we are passionate about this approach to 
help save the remaining agricultural lands from more 
intensive use. Agricultural lands remain our only hope to 
meet established water quality and quantity goals for Lake 
Okeechobee (and downstream water bodies). Equally 
important is preservation of the native flora and fauna, which 
is reduced proportionally to the number of people allowed to 
move to these areas. 

Please see response to AE-5 above. 
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AE-7 8/7/16 Our most recently certified project is a phosphorus reduction 

project at Buck Island Ranch (Highlands County). Excess water 
from the primary system (C-41 Canal) is directed into a series 
of cells (over 189-acres - remnant grove) to produce winter 
forage (presently imported) for beef cattle use. Forage 
produced will remove nutrients (from the water directed into 
the system) and reduce the need to import nutrients to meet 
beef cattle winter feed demands (as pastures are dormant). 
We estimate the "service" will be in excess of 5,000-lbs of 
phosphorus annually (monitoring will be used to determine 
actual benefits). We have designed, permitted, oversaw 
construction and certified three (3) separate projects at Buck 
Island Ranch in an effort to improve water quantity and 
quality in the basin. 

Please see response to AE-5 above. 

AE-8 8/7/16 As an engineer, the meeting of July 26, 2016 provided no 
useful information on how additional water storage will be 
provided (north of the lake). We hope to use our experience 
to assist in this effort. We offer the following 
recommendations: 
• Continue to pursue providing storage on private agricultural 
lands, which has been proven to be effective, in exchange for 
a "service payment". Payments should cover: engineering 
design (including an environmental component, as needed); 
agency permitting; project construction and; an annual 
payment to facilitate project operation, maintenance and a 
"service payment" to the participating agricultural producer. 

Please see response to AE-5 above. 

AE-9 8/7/16 • Try and avoid reducing the coverage of privately held 
agricultural lands. 

Where the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired 
lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be 
achieved and no more cost-effective land sites are 
identified during the plan formulation. Please also 
response to AE-1 above. 
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AE-10 8/7/16 • Might consider looking at past SFWMD solicitation 

responses (not implemented), in the event SFWMD is not 
going to pursue these projects. Some are no longer feasible, 
but some are good projects. 

Please see response to AE-5 above. 

AE-11 8/7/16 • Look at water storage projects implemented on private 
agricultural lands to date (including collected monitoring 
data) to determine which projects work best (provide the 
greatest public/private benefit) considering: site topography; 
soil types; existing water management facilities; site location 
and receiving body (including quality). 

Please see response to AE-5 above. 

AE-12 8/7/16 • Use local engineers (and contractors) who have 
experience/knowledge in the project, know the agricultural 
community and; understand the issues we face. We 
recommend setting up regular meetings with engineers and 
producers who have participated (in water storage projects) 
during the last fifteen (15) years. Significant knowledge can 
be gleaned from those who have designed, permitted, 
constructed and operated water storage projects to date. 
Include individuals from FDACS, NRCS and SFWMD who have 
been involved in water storage on ranchlands_ Discussions 
can focus of what has (and has not) worked and where (and 
how) to provide additional storage (on public and private 
lands). For instance, we have been making a list of water 
storage project possibilities for the last ten (10) years and 
have implemented a number of them. Other engineers must 
have done the same thing. Some of our storage ideas are 
basin-wide, which require private landowners to work 
together with regulating agencies to realize additional 
storage. Our office could provide a partial list of 
knowledgeable and informed professionals who would be 
helpful in this effort. 

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
is a key member of the Project Delivery Team. They have 
also been asked to be a Cooperating Agency in the LOW 
Project. You and others are welcome to participate in the 
project through the various public involvement 
opportunities which include venues, such as Task Force 
Working Group, Water Resources Advisory Council, and 
SFWMD Governing Board meetings, Task Force Sponsored 
public workshops/public meetings at key decision points, 
NEPA public meetings, Project Delivery Team meetings. 
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AE-13 8/7/16 • Discuss water storage with other relevant agencies (FDACS, 

NRCS, SFWMD, SJWMD, FDEP, etc.) and determine who 
proposes to pursue additional water storage on private lands. 
If the corps wants to focus on water storage on public lands 
or acquiring private land for public projects, point that out 
sooner rather than later. 

Pease see responses to AE-5 and AE-9 above. 

AE-14 8/7/16 • Include the upper chain of lakes and all counties who 
contribute runoff to Lake Okeechobee in the project area. The 
cumulative effect of many small water storage projects can 
result in a significant storage. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
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future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

AE-15 8/7/16 • Look at the lake operation schedule and the operation of 
the primary system, as additional storage may lurk there. 
Small changes in water elevation, translate to significant 
water storage. 

Due to the strict schedule and budget in this expedited 
SMART Planning effort, the PIR/EIS will not involve re-
evaluation of regulation schedules. However, if refinement 
opportunities to regulation schedules are identified in the 
process, they will be noted and appropriately considered. 
Per the IDS, the planning process to update the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS) has started with 
the Lake Okeechobee System Operating Manual (LOSOM) 
effort. The current LORS08 regulation schedule will serve 
as a basis for analysis of the LOW Project alternatives. 

AE-16 8/7/16 Generally, agricultural producers do not implement water 
storage measures (optimizing their ability to manage runoff, 
as water table management for maximum yield), due to costs 
(including engineering, permitting, materials and 
construction). Cost share monies have proven effective at 
getting these services implemented to the benefit of the 
agricultural producer and the public. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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E. Allen 8/9/16 I have been involved with the State and Federal efforts to Thank you for your comments. 
Stewart III, restore water quality within Lake Okeechobee since the 
P.E. (AS) - 1 implementation of the Interim Action Plan in 1979-1980 as a 

consulting professional engineer in the private sector, a 
biologist, and a Florida citizen. While I provided input over 
this time, I was never a member the Lake Okeechobee 
Technical Advisory Committee (LOTAC) or any other 
institutional group associated with development of a 
protection or restoration plan for Lake Okeechobee. In 1987 I 
wrote a letter to Dan Thayer who was I believe at that time 
working in Aquatic Weed Control for the South Florida Water 
Management District. This letter was made available to 
LOTAC. A copy is attached to this correspondence. 
(Attachment in Appendix) 

AS – 2 8/9/16 The general intent of this letter was to draw attention to the 
importance of sediment born phosphorus within the lake, and 
the need to address management of this phosphorus as a key 
component of any protection or restoration plan. This 
concern regarding sediments stems from a basic 
understanding of lake ecology and trophic dynamics, as first 
described by Lindeman in 1942[1]. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-511 



      

        
  

 
 

      
              

       
         

         
      

         
         

           
          

         
       
          

       
  

     

               
         
         

        
       

        
        

        
       

         
          
          

         
        

       
         
       
         

        
        

    

       
       

      
       

        
       

         
       

        
       
         

        
     

     
       

       
       
          

         
     

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
AS – 3 8/9/16 Since 1987, there has occurred a general decline in water 

quality within the lake, with phosphorus concentrations 
increasing from about 40-50 ppb in the early seventies, to 
about 120 ppb today. It is now recognized that these 
sediment-held loads, now called legacy phosphorus, amount 
to more than 32,000 metric tons (mt), and are contributing 
phosphorus at a rate about equal to or greater than the 
internal loads, which are presently about 442 mt yr-1 as a 5 
year rolling average. Note that in spite of efforts by the 
District and their cooperators, the external loads have not 
really decreased significantly since the inception of LOTAC, 
which has led to the saturation of the sediments and soils, 
and the consequential increase in internal phosphorus 
loading. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AS – 4 8/9/16 A review of basic science must lead to the conclusion that 
Lake Okeechobee cannot be restored, nor can the impacts of 
loads diverted to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Rivers be 
expected to be attenuated, without either the actual removal 
and recovery of this legacy phosphorus commensurate with 
actual removal of internal loads, or somehow assuring long 
term sequestration of this legacy phosphorus. While the 
institutional position appears to be that dredging or other 
means of mechanical removal, or possibly in-lake alum 
treatment are the only options available to remove or 
sequester legacy phosphorus, and that on a long term basis 
no-action is recommended, in hopes that once the TMDL is 
met the sediments will stabilize[2], it is presumptuous to 
suggest that the no-action alternative will be effective, and 
the scientific evidence supporting this presumption would 
need close scrutiny prior to blanket acceptance. In addition, 
there is considerable concern that in-lake alum treatment 
would not provide sequestration over the long term, and 
could be attendant with problems associated with the 
changes within the impacted sediments. Dredging is long 
term and very costly. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
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AS – 5 8/9/16 I suggest sediment stabilization could also be done through a 

series of kidney type surface water treatment systems around 
the lake. Such an approach was contemplated for Lake 
Apopka years ago, although the project was never 
implemented because of engineering issues related to 
isolation of a test area within the lake. The concept however 
is scientifically reasonable, and should be actively pursued by 
the USACOE and SFWMD. 

Thank you for your comment. 

AS – 6 8/9/16 There are technologies available for removal and recovery of 
legacy phosphorus, including Managed Aquatic Plant Systems 
(MAPS), which have been demonstrated on a few occasions 
within the region, and are presently being used by Indian 
River County to help meet their TMDL removal allocations. 
MAPS involves cultivation of aquatic plants which take up 
phosphorus at rates far exceeding 0.8 g m-2 yr-1, the rate 
typically associated with STA’s, with cultivation meaning 
production within an engineered platform; removal of 
nutrients and general quality enhancement within the water 
column of the targeted surface water; frequent harvesting 
and recovery of solids and plant biomass; conversion of the 
biomass and solids into usable and marketable products; and 
the subsequent distribution of the product. As this is a form 
of agriculture, it could be implemented such that it is 
compatible with many of the farming enterprises within the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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AS – 7 8/9/16 It is uncertain exactly how and what rate the sediments will 

respond as the nutrients are extracted from them using this 
approach, and only large-scale demonstration projects would 
allow this to be determined. Obviously some sediment 
removal will occur through capture of suspended solids 
within the MAPS units, and these could be incorporated into 
products associated with crop harvesting. The remaining 
sediments within the lake will likely change as nutrient 
content is reduced. It is reasonable to assume that as highly 
oxygenated (super saturated) effluent is returned to the lake 
from these MAPS “kidney” units, some oxidation of organic 
sediments will occur, and the mineral content and bulk 
density increased accordingly. This would reduce the extent 
of resuspension, as well as the overall sediment volume, 
while also reducing labile nutrients within the sediments. 
Demonstration projects, as mentioned, would facilitate 
objective quantification of the rate and nature of change 
within the sediments and the extent of stabilization. 

Thank you for your comments and suggestions. 

AS – 8 8/9/16 There are of course other technologies being developed 
which might also result in removal, recovery and reuse of 
legacy phosphorus using this “kidney” approach, including 
chemical precipitation, electrolysis, and managed STA’s. 
Regardless of the technologies applied, it cannot be 
emphasized enough that without management of legacy 
phosphorus through actual removal from the lake itself (or 
long term sequestration) and reduction of external loads, it is 
scientifically unreasonable and irrational to expect Lake 
Okeechobee to ever be restored to an acceptable dynamic 
equilibrium, and that diversion of the lake’s waters to any 
receiving water body, whether it is an estuary, a new 
reservoir/impoundment, or the Everglades will result in water 
quality degradation, and will increase the chances of 
damaging cyanobacteria blooms similar to those experienced 
this summer. 

Thank you for your comments and suggestions. 

Emails from the Public 
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Kristie and 7/11/16 Please consider having a second meeting accessible to the The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the 
Wilton public for this important issue. We understand the one project area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the 
Anders scheduled for the east coast is closed to the public. Since the 

lower west coast is also a stakeholder and Okeechobee is 
over a three hour drive on a Tuesday night, we respectfully 
request another meeting in which the public may be informed 
about future plans. 

requirements of NEPA and CERP regulations. It is 
important to note that the budgetary ($3 million) and 
schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, 
including the public involvement plan. To meet these 
constraints while still allowing ample opportunity for 
public involvement, key project specific face to face 
meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout the 
project area. The first public workshop was held on the 
east coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The 
first face-to-face Project Delivery Team meeting will be 
held on the west coast. 

Sheryll 7/11/16 Agriculture, and primarily SUGAR, has determined the policy 
for the distribution of water from Lake Okeechobee for 
decades-- as long as I can remember! It seems that the 
damage these discharges are causing to the ecosystems and 
economy of the east and west coasts of Florida are finally 
having enough of an impact to turn a few heads. That water 
NEEDS to go south! The lack of water flow to the Everglades is 
killing that ecosystem. The water that should be going south 
is being dumped along with all its agricultural pollutants into 
the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Rivers and straight into salt 
water lagoons and oceans. If anyone involved in this decision 
making process has not seen or lived with the results of this 
disaster, then you need to talk to someone who has. AND 
LISTEN. AND DO SOMETHING. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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LaMont E. 
Albertson 
(LA) - 1 

7/11/16 Please, you are aware of the damage the Lake Okeechobee 
discharge is doing to the estuaries, businesses and property 
values, not to mention the mental hygiene of our residents 
and communities. This problem has existed for long enough 
for the Army Corps of Engineers to realize that it is monied, 
political interests which are blocking the exercise of an 
already amply researched common sense solution to this 
problem. 

Thank you for your comment. 

LA - 2 7/11/16 Again, it is an example in American political history of an 
influential minority of business interests hurting the interests 
and health, mental and physical, of individuals, families, 
businesses, communities, and nature itself. There are 
workable plans in place to address the challenges obvious 
from Lake Okeechobee's man made, marginalized natural 
southern flow of water. Please take steps to implement them. 
Thank you for the role you are playing in putting our concerns 
forward. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Michael 
Walters 

7/14/16 With regards to you Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project and 
the July 26 meeting, what public documents are available for 
review at this time? 

Since it is the NEPA Scoping Meeting on July 26, we will be 
presenting the scope of the study and asking for 
comments on the scope of the study. Since the project is 
just kicking off we do not have any documents for review 
at this time. 
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Kristie Anders 7/14/16 Please consider scheduling more than one meeting for this 

important issue. I understand the one scheduled for the east 
coast is closed to the public. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the 
project area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the 
requirements of NEPA and CERP regulations. It is 
important to note that the budgetary ($3 million) and 
schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, 
including the public involvement plan. To meet these 
constraints while still allowing ample opportunity for 
public involvement, key project specific face to face 
meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout the 
project area. The first public workshop was held on the 
east coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The 
first face-to-face Project Delivery Team meeting will be 
held on the west coast. 

Jean Publiee 7/17/16 After the lousy way the USACE built the work around New 
Orleans, it’s clear to all that they cannot be trusted to work 
with water. 
I don’t have any confidence in this agency being involved in 
multi billion dollars work. I think we may as well leave the site 
alone as get them in to do damage. Their skill level appears to 
be negative. I have zero confidence as to most who saw what 
happened to New Orleans. I believe this work should be 
stopped. No American dollars should be spent on it. I do not 
think it has a chance at success. This comment is for the 
public record. I note having followed other activities of the 
USACE how anti-environmental their actions always are. They 
give exemptions to enviro laws about l00% of the time for 
developers. That doesn’t help America or the American 

Thank you for your comments. The purpose and objectives 
have been fine-tuned during the scoping process. The 
objectives are: 

• Better manage flows from Lake Okeechobee to 
improve the salinity regime and the quality of oyster 
and SAV habitat in the northern estuaries. 

• Increase aquatic and wildlife habitat within Lake 
Okeechobee (attenuate extreme high and low water 
levels). 

• Increase the spatial extent and functionality of 
wetland habitat in the watershed. 

Performance measures with targets are being developed 
for each objective. 

people. This comment is for the public record. 
Peter Merritt 7/12/16 I received the notice of the workshop on July 26th concerning 

the LOW Project. I am wondering why the study area does 
not include the Lake Istokpoga and all of the Upper and Lower 
Kissimmee sub-watersheds. Any insights would be 
appreciated. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
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Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive 
review of the operations of structures within the 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may 
exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the C&SF Project, to provide more natural 
fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system for 
environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The 
current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near 
future and would be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational 
study does not fit within the SMART Planning constraints 
when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. The 
Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the 
Yellow Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule 
must be examined within the context of the overall system 
operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
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environmental and water supply requirements of the 
entire system continue to be met. 

Matt Gordon 
Jr. 

7/29/16 As per a public comment request you may want to look at 
what Indian River County did. 
http://www.ircgov.com/departments/public_works/Stormwa 
ter_Section/fertilizer.htm 

We will look into the project. 

Steve 7/28/16 I am not sure of the solutions. I am, however sure of the While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
Edmonds source and the problem. After observing the discharges all of 

my life and then seriously studying them for the last 3 years, I 
believe the problem to be storm water run-off and the 
multitude of various pollutants it carries with it. In 2013 over 
760 Thousand Acre Feet of water was pushed through the 
Kissimmee Basin into the Kissimmee River and the ultimately 
into Lake Okeechobee. This is just one of 6 Basins that Lake O 
receives water from. The majority of the water has been 
proven to come from the Central Florida region. We need to 
capture, clean and redistribute that water. There are a few 
technologies that can do this. I am aware of one that 
estimates it can clean 1.2 million acre feet of water on a 1500 
acre facility in 365 days. The technology is scalable so perhaps 
it would be best to have multiple facilities in the areas of the 
most storm water collection. Once the water is cleaned better 
than rain water then it could be distributed to several uses 
throughout the state. While you are building the 
infrastructure for that transport of clean water the existing 
deep well injections systems could be utilized to put clean 
water back into the ground and aquifer system. My goal is to 
stop the discharges and the only way to do that is to keep the 
water out of the lake. I have years of research. I am working 
with a team on the prototype of the technology I just 
described. And I have a plan to pay for it. I am available at 
your request. 

formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
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Sarah 7/27/17 Scientific studies tell us that to truly restore the Everglades The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Rogozinski we MUST address the water issues north and south of Lake 

Okeechobee. Plans for comprehensive and long-term 
solutions must also include south of the Lake, in the EAA. I 
demand for SFWMD and USACE to also start NOW the 
planning of storage, treatment and movement of water south 
of Lake Okeechobee in the EAA. We need EAA planning NOW, 
not in 2020. 

Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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David Urich 7/19/16 Attached is a map and an email that I sent yesterday to Rep 

Heather Fitzenhagen regarding the lack of usage of the 
existing FOUR South Lake "O" water gates. While I know that 
the Water Conservation Areas are full of water - it seems that 
somehow there could be significant flow sent to the 
Everglades, thus allowing MORE water to go SOUTH to the 
Everglades and thus to salty Florida Bay. Thus some more 
water could go SOUTH from Lake "O" within existing 
resources, as I see it. I know that the ACE is in charge of the 
Dike, but am not sure about the South discharge gates. I know 
that there is a called ACE meeting next week on the 26th at 7 
PM in Okeechobee. I am not at all sure that I can make that 
meeting, so am sending this, now. 

Lake Okeechobee flows to the south are governed by the 
2008 Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule. The decision-
making process for Lake Okeechobee water management 
operations considers all congressionally authorized project 
purposes. The decision-making process to determine 
quantity, timing, and duration of the potential flow from 
Lake Okeechobee includes consideration of various 
information related to water management. This 
information includes but is not necessarily limited to: 
C&SF Project conditions, historical lake levels, estuary 
conditions/needs, lake ecology conditions/needs, WCA 
water levels, STA available capacity, current climate 
conditions, climate forecasts, hydrologic outlooks, 
projected lake level rise/recession, and water supply 
conditions/needs. 

Mary 7/27/16 Clean and repair head waters here. Fertilizer run off is a huge The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Shabbott culprit. 

Send water south. 
Governor needs to help. 
Big Sugar needs to comply with previous agreement. 

Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
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available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

Amelia Grant 7/27/16 Thanks for going forward with this project to help our 
watershed. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Dustin Wood 7/27/16 Building more storage north of the lake doesn't seem like a Storage north of Lake Okeechobee is essential to support 
(DW) - 1 long term solution as this would not be a step towards 

restoring the natural hydrologic landscape that once existed. 
Lake Okeechobee and overall Everglades restoration. It is 
supported by several agency and independent planning 
and technical analyses including, but not limited to: 
Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) 
River of Grass Planning 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed Phase II Technical Plan 
through the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection 
Program (373.4595 Florida Statutes) 
2014 senate authorized University of Florida Water 
Institute independent technical review 
Therefore, planning for the LOW Project was prioritized in 
the Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS). The IDS is the tool 
used to prioritize and sequence South Florida Ecosystem 
Restoration Program Projects which are cost shared 
between the USACE and the SFWMD. The IDS is developed 
and updated based on technical input through an open 
public process. 

DW - 2 7/27/16 Please tell me, after all this proposed storage fills up during a 
'really' wet season how would this reduce peak discharges 
east and west from the lake? 

We are looking at management measures that include 
reservoirs, aquifer storage and recovery well and deep 
injection wells, as well as wetland restoration that will 
help us address the issue of flows from the lake during a 
‘really’ wet season. 

DW - 3 7/27/16 Stop burying your head in the sand and face the facts, water 
used to flood south of lake O and now it doesn't. The C&SF 
planning project has left us with an environmental 
catastrophe. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
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project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

Sean 7/26/16 One question: why is it called "water storage", other bodies Wetlands have a specific hydrology, inundation patterns 
Atkinson of water are called "wetlands". Are these deep water storage 

areas devoid of life like some flooded quarries? 
and specific vegetation. Reservoirs can vary from shallow 
to deep, some containing vegetation, but not the 
hydrology of a wetland. 

Hal Wulff 8/1/16 I am a resident and owner in Jensen Beach, Florida and I am The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
(HW) - 1 one of those affected by the polluted water coming from Lake 

O. To be extremely brief and blunt - our state officials are 
irresponsible with respect to doing what needs to be done -
land south of the Lake needs to be purchased , condemned 
and water allowed to flow south again. That is the way it was 

Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-524 



      

        
  

 
 

      
              

   
        

       
        

        
         

       
         

   
      

        
       

         
      

         
     

       
       

       
          
           

       
         

       
         

       
        

        
   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
before Lake O was created and that is the way it needs to be 
in the future. 

Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 
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HW - 2 8/1/16 The Army Corps of Engineers should be putting additional 

pressure on the state leaders (wrong term: non leaders) and 
maybe even federal lawmakers to make this happen. Under 
the current parameters the Corps has no choice but to 
discharge water east and west. However, previous band aid 
solutions have been discussed and some implemented over 
past decades and the problem only gets worse. The time has 
come to implement Plan 6 and get the water headed in the 
natural direction: south. That needs to be done NOW! 

Thank you for your comment. 

HW - 3 8/1/16 While it might not matter to you personally or the Corps, but 
myself and many others I know will not vote for any 
candidates who are not progressively and aggressively 
supporting the southern flow of Lake O water. The 
destruction of our local economies and reduced property 
values means that the voters need to replace the current 
lawmakers in order to progress with the only sensible 
solution. The Army Corps of Engineers needs to play an active 
role in creating an immediate natural southerly flow of Lake O 
water. 

Thank you for your comment. 

HW - 4 8/1/16 Thank you for your anticipated efforts to bring about some 
relief and a more realistic and permanent solution. We have 
run out of time and band aids. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Rick 7/5/16 In a former life I worked for U.S. Sugar in their research The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration 
Armstrong department. All of the farm fields on their property are dug 

for water conveyance to facilitate irrigation of crops 
throughout the EAA. Why not purchase lands south of the 
EAA and work out a deal with the farmers to improve the 
water conveyance ability through the EAA to the lands south 
where the water can be cleaned before moving towards the 
Everglades. Accomplish moving water south by using lots of 
smaller canals instead of one big one. 

activities has been developed through an extensive public 
process utilizing the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
Task Force, its Working Group and consideration of the 
best science, engineering and economic information 
available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the 
importance of storage south of the lake which is 
scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning study). Storage 
south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW 
Project); 2) storage reservoirs being constructed east of 
the lake (C-44 reservoir and other reservoirs and STAs 
associated with the approved Indian River Lagoon-South 
Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); and 3) 
completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south 
of the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system 
wide hydrology within the entire Everglades ecosystem as 
envisioned by CERP. 

James Colgan 8/5/16 The major water problem for the lake starts at Disney World The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
(JC) - 1 and the Orlando area. 

You need to start up there and make that area retain more of 
their water and stop the fast large volume of water from 
getting started. 

Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
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JC - 2 8/5/16 I know several large landowners in Osceola county who want 
to be given the opportunity to store water on their land for 
money but they aren’t being given the same offer that the 
people south of them are. 

Why isn’t the offer being given to everybody along the river? 

The project area, approximately 950,000 acres, did not 
extend that far north because: 
1) The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. Conceptual storage and 
restoration features defined in the 1999 Yellow Book were 
envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the 
LOW Project. 
2) Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both 
north and in close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is 
anticipated to yield greater benefits and lower cost 
features due to the availability of water and increased 
operational flexibility. 
3) While it is recognized that there is a need for a 
comprehensive review of the operations of structures 
within the Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and 
that opportunities for additional storage and restoration 
may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing 
operations, and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service 
provided by the Central & Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
to provide more natural fluctuation of lake levels and 
flows within the system for environmental benefit and 
maintain current water supply requirements, is a complex, 
time-intensive endeavor. The current Kissimmee River -
Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is anticipated to 
be updated in the near future and will be able to consider 
operational/regulation schedule changes that provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefits. 
The LOW Project is one of several restoration efforts in the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed. Other efforts and 
opportunities include: 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Lake 
Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan and other 
activities 
Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program 
(373.4595 Florida Statutes) 
SFWMD’s district-wide Cooperative Funding Program 
Kissimmee River Restoration Project is scheduled to be 
complete in 2020, and will restore more than square miles 
of river-floodplain ecosystem, including almost 25,000 
acres of wetlands and 40 miles of historic river channel. 

JC - 3 8/5/16 Again if you can slow the water and store more from the start 
at Disney all the way to the lake it would do nothing but help. 
The State needs to use their own property (5.5 million acres) 
for water retention and filtration before they buy any more 
land. It hurts the counties when the State buys the land 
because it is taken off the tax rolls. 

Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a significant 
consideration in the process, but not a constraint. Where 
the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if 
the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the 
plan formulation. 

JC - 4 8/5/16 Lastly, Go to the coast and make them to do more to clean up 
their own drainage basins. The problem on the coast (west 
and east) is still there even without the lake water. The lake 
water just adds to the problem by reducing the salinity but 
the high level of fecal material and such is still present. I do 
not want to get near any of that water because the thought 
of swimming in a septic doesn’t sound too appealing. 
The algae bloom is a result of several factors combing but the 
fecal matter is still present with the lake water, that is really 
disturbing. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, there will be opportunities to improve water 
quality. Many of the management measures being 
evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration and reservoirs) will 
have ancillary water quality benefits. For example, storage 
of water in reservoirs and the associated attenuation of 
peak flows resulting in increased residence time will lead 
to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to 
existing state water quality treatment facilities, such as 
Lakeside Ranch STA, so that stored water released could 
be sent to the water quality facility for treatment before 
reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a 
substantial reduction in nutrients from water recovered 
from these facilities. Furthermore, holding more water 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
north of the lake may result in improved salinity regimes 
in the northern estuaries and less nutrient loading from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of 
storage north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the 
quantity of freshwater that flows to the estuaries which 
may result in improved salinity and reduced nutrient 
loading to estuarine waters. Thus, better water quality and 
a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 

Audra Corson 8/5/16 I just wanted to contribute my comments on the Army Corps 
plan for the Lake Okeechobee Restoration. My comments are: 
1. Water storage needs to be done north of the proposed 
boundary. Storage options should be looked in the northern 
chain of lakes (Lower and Upper Kissimmee sub-watersheds). 
2. Additionally, no more agriculture land should be purchased 
to be managed by the government. Producers in this area 
have been bombarded by SFWMD, FWC, Audubon, etc. to 
purchase land. Many of the SFWMD properties would be 
perfect for storage projects due to their proximity to local 
waterbodies. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a 
consideration in the process, but not a constraint. Where 
the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if 
the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the 
plan formulation. 
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Dowling 8/5/16 1. Use lands already owned by SFWMD or ACE. Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a 
Waterford 2. If private land needed, use land conservation easements or 

"water farming". 
3. Accept Osceola County's suggestion of including them in 
program area. 
4. Do not take any resources from CERP or other programs 
already in the integrated schedule. 
5. Be sure to consider effect on agriculture. 

consideration in the process, but not a constraint. Where 
the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if 
the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the 
plan formulation. 
The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the 
CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland 
restoration sites in various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 
1999 Yellow Book were envisioned within three main 
counties: Glades, Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the 
focus area for the LOW Project. Furthermore, limiting the 
project to areas both north and in close proximity to Lake 
Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and 
lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
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Table C.3-2. NEPA Scoping Comment Response Matrix for comments received during the NEPA Scoping Meeting held 26 July 2016 in 
Okeechobee, Florida. 

Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
Tracy Campbell Stuart businesses are suffering on many levels. Thank you for your comment. 
Clarissa Hall I live on the Kissimmee River and I am very concerned about 

changes to the river and lake, 
Thank you for your comment. 

Sean Atkinson (SA) -
1 

I drove 2 hours to get here. This is an organizational failure. The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
area in Okeechobee, FL. The first public workshop was held on the 
east coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-
face Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 

SA - 2 I am here to assign blame, Lake Okeechobee is being treated 
like a sewer. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Rep. Gayle Harrell Very disappointed that the meeting as not held at a larger 
location so that all participants could attend. 

Due to the over capacity crowds at the NEPA scoping meeting we 
have posted comments from both sessions at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-
Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project. For all future 
public meetings, a larger venue will be secured so we do not have to 
have two shifts. 

Ramon Iglesias, 
(Roland and Mary 
Martin Marina, 
Clewiston, FL) 

We're in support of this program, we just wish that 3/3/3 
might turn into a 1/1/1. It's been a big issue for many years, 
it's important that we clean the water before it leaves Lake 
Okeechobee. Storing it north of the Lake is what we need 
and what we're looking for, too. So if you can maybe speed 
up the progress, I don't know how you do that on the 
political scene, everybody wants to get involved. But it's time 
to move it forward. 

Thank you for your comment. We will be moving this project 
forward as fast as possible. 

Captain Don Boss, 
One Florida 
Foundation 

I appreciate that we're looking at cleaning the water before 
it gets to Lake Okeechobee and comes to our estuaries. I 
appreciate that you're slowing down the water. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Paul Carlisle, County 
Administration for 
Glades County, 
Florida (PC) - 1 

We're one of the two counties that the Corps is looking at to 
develop this Watershed. We would ask the Corps a few 
items. One is can you expand that program further up the 
Chain of Lakes that captures the water that is coming out of 
the Orlando area that is affecting the Lake. And if you're 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
going to utilize lands, utilize lands that the State already 
owns first before you start taking more lands off our tax roll. 
It's very important to us; when you start taking lands off the 
tax roll, its jobs. You cannot bankrupt the internal counties 
because of what's happening in the coastal and the Orlando 
regions. 

Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 

PC - 2 So work with us, we'll work with you all. We all know that 
clean water is good for the entire state. So if you're going to 
take more lands off the tax roll in our counties, please 
compensate us for it. If it's good for the entire state, we 
should be compensated and we should look at lands outside 
of this area and we should look at lands regulating where 
development goes as they encroach on the urban areas into 
the agricultural areas and their discharges that they put into 
the watersheds. 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan formulation, 
there will be opportunities to improve water quality. Many of the 
management measures being evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration 
and reservoirs) will have ancillary water quality benefits. For 
example, storage of water in reservoirs and the associated 
attenuation of peak flows resulting in increased residence time will 
lead to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. 
Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing state water 
quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch STA, so that 
stored water released could be sent to the water quality facility for 
treatment before reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored wetlands will 
attenuate water and filter pollutants. Additionally, preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) indicate a substantial 
reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these facilities. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that are 
specifically focused on water quality such as the Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection’s Basin Management Action Plans 
which serve as the overarching water quality restoration plans for 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
the Northern Everglades including Lake Okeechobee and the 
northern estuaries. 
Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 
There are development regulations in place, such as the 
Environmental Resources Permitting and Wetland Resource 
Permitting under Chapter 62 Florida Administrative Code, that 
regulate such activities. 

Newton Cook (NC) -
1 

Number one, we've been through this rodeo once before. 
The reason we can raise water in the Kissimmee chain is that 
the District has already purchased the easements and the 
land. A number of years ago we raised two feet for the very 
same purpose, to hold it back, keep it out of the Lake and to 
clean the water. Unfortunately a storm came along called 
Fay, the Corps decided that if they had had two feet of extra 
water through the system, downtowns of most cities along 
the Okeechobee Lake would have flooded. So that has kind 
of gone away, and now it's come back. And it's a very good 
thing, but you have to remember there's consequences 
when you start holding water. Back in those days ten years 
ago, Lake Okeechobee racked. We asked the Corps the 
question "How many acre-feet new would be stored when 
we raise this system?" And I spoke with Lisa and the folks 
here today, and the number is right at about the same, its 
295,000, let's say 300,000 acre-feet for the new storage. And 
this is where you folks in the estuaries, because you hear me 
say all the time "Please tell these people the truth." That's 
eight inches off the Lake. It's nothing. The Lake today is 20 
inches too high. Eight inches would have been gone in 
January. This is a very good project. It's very important. But 
it's not going to help the estuaries that much. 

Consequences to storing water (i.e. “holding water back”) will be 
considered. There are several constraints to the project including 
the savings clause. Initial modeling results used for screening show 
that the alternatives being considered for detailed design 
substantially reduce the months of estuary high flow events from 
Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries and minimize the annual 
frequency of events reducing the possibility of sequential event 
years (i.e. back-to-back annual events). This will be further 
evaluated in detailed design. 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
NC - 2 The second problem that's coming up is the Endangered 

Species Act out there. The snail kite is suddenly becoming 
much more popular among the endangered species folks. 
And if the snail kites stops the movement of the water up 
and down from the KCOL like the Cape Sable seaside sparrow 
has stopped the movement under the Tamiami Trail, then 
you folks in the estuaries will be bombed every time there's a 
rainstorm and the snail kites are nesting and they can't find 
their nest. There are two very crucial things happening here. 
There is no way to move water south. The bottom of the 
Lake, max 4- to 6,000 CFS. That's all that can go out of the 
bottom. Coming in just this last January, 18,000 CFS. Why do 
you think it goes out the estuaries? There's only three way it 
can go; C-43, C-44, south to Florida Bay. You cannot send it 
south today. There is no structure at the bottom of the Lake 
that will do 18,000 CFS. There's no flow-way to get to the 
Tamiami Trail, but if you had it, guess what? It's a dead stop 
because of the Cape Sable seaside sparrow. 

We have begun consultation under the Endangered Species Act with 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service for this project. 

Hugh Haring And we would like to see the effort moved further to the 
north so that it includes the area that is draining into the 
Lake itself. We would also work with the counties and cities 
that are involved around the Lake. And one of the things that 
we think would be very helpful would be if the counties and 
DOT would set up check-downs in their ditch sections so that 
they would hold the water back and then discharge it. 
There's – those type of dams are used all over the State of 
Florida and if you were able to hold six inches of water back 
in the upland areas over the time period that we're talking 
about, a lot of the controls that you're looking for would be 
helped significantly. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 
We are coordinating with DOT on this project. 

Maria Bolton- I'm up here -- or down here, rather, from Orange County. So The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Joubert (MBJ) -1 I'm here today to demand that now -- now the State, the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers start planning of the storage, the 
treatment and movement of water south of Lake 
Okeechobee in the EAA. We need the EAA planning now and 
not in 2020. We have a problem here. This is a Statewide 
problem. All 67 counties need to be concerned and take 
ownership of this issue. The Everglades and Lake O belongs 
to all of us, not just the counties surrounding the Lake. I live 
in Orange County, Florida, and yeah, a portion of my county, 
our water flows into Shingle Creek, into the Kissimmee River 
and down here into the Everglades. We're all connected to 
what is happening. I still want the State to purchase the land 
south of Lake Okeechobee. 

Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

(MBJ) - 2 I want that in order for there to be built a deep water 
reservoir to help restore the Everglades. We need to do this. 
Big Sugar needs to comply. I also want to incentives created 
throughout our state in order to help folks update their 
septic systems, because we all know that is expensive. I am 
also concerned with what has happened to our Amendment 
1 money that 75 percent of the voters voted on. I will say 
this: Local elections matter. I encourage everyone to look up 
who is running for their August 30th election, the primary, 
and who is running on the ballot for the November 8th 

Presidential ballot. The deadline to register, by the way, is in 
a couple days for the August 30th election. You can actually 
get that information, its public record, you can look up who 
contributed to each and every one of these candidates. And 
I'm tired of people being bought out by big business in this 
state. They do not represent the people then. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see response to MBJ-1 above. 

(MBJ) - 3 And I am talking to some people that are in this room and I 
do not care. I am tired of what has been happening to our 
state and we need to take it back. We need representation 
and we live in a democracy. Again, finally, if you need help, 
you can Google search it, you just insert your county. For 
example, where I live, you can Google search "Orange 
County Supervisor of Elections," there's a list of candidates, 
and they have to file quarterly and all of these different time 
periods with their expenditures and their contributions. I 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
encourage everybody, look and see who is bought and paid 
for. It's public record, share it all over social media. Enough is 
enough. 

Chris Nolan I would like to just share something with you, because I'm a 
proponent of a lot of education. There's a lot of bits and 
pieces here, a lot of suggestions and recommendations. I'm 
going to ask, if you have a pen and paper, write this down. 
I'm going to give you a website: wwwAlgaeWheel.com. As 
bizarre and counterintuitive as it sounds, one of the things 
that we absolutely know -- I, by the way, am a consultant for 
a company called One Water Group, and what I do is I 
identify the top scientific solutions worldwide for various 
problems in the environment. The very top solution I 
contend is at AlgaeWheel.com. It will solve many of the 
problems outlined here tonight. I would like to share more 
information, obviously I'm limited on time. Matt, you're on 
the right track with the reservoirs north of the lake. You got 
to take it a little step further. And if any of you are 
interested, we would love to speak with you about it, 
because you have solutions which are as simple as daylight 
and green algae. You say "Algae solves algae?" Yes, it does. 
And we have the system to do it. We created it for Disney 
ten years ago, we created it for the Brookfield Zoo, now 
we're doing it all over the world. Florida needs 
AlgaeWheel.com. I would like you to look at it and then any 
of you people that are leaders in this particular – in any of 
these organizations, you're free to come and sit down with 
our scientists and share with you the solutions that you're 
looking for. 

Thank you for the information and comments. 

Gina Labruno Hi. I just want to point out that three years ago, August 1st 
makes three years that Governor Scott and Senator Mark 
Rubio were here addressing the same issue. He promised --
well, first he blamed the Feds for what has been occurring. 
He promised 40 million to resolve the issues. Yet here we are 
today. So I just wonder when the Army Corps and the people 
running this state are going to heed towards the issues that 

Thank you for your comment. 
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we continue to have. There's a lot of broken promises going 
on, being led by our Governor. And I'm not ashamed to say it 
either, it is embarrassing. And that's pretty much all I have to 
say. It's a sad situation and we have to keep Florida waters 
safe. For us, we have to keep it safe. 

Ron Hamel I would like to commend the Corps and everybody for 
coming out for this -- this meeting tonight because I think 
that storage throughout the system is extremely important, 
but I think the more we look north, all the statistics are 
pointing to storage north of the Lake and -- throughout the 
system, but predominantly north of the Lake to allow for 
more flexibility. They did a very good factual overview, I 
believe the South Florida Water Management District did it 
in conjunction with the Corps, and I would urge all of y'all to 
pick that up and read it and look at the details. And that's --
we look forward to participating and, you know, I wish you 
could speed this up. You know, this has been going on, the 
process, for over twenty years. And some of us were around 
when you started putting the Everglades Restoration 
Program together and developed the yellow book. And 
there's a lot of elements in that yellow book that are -- that 
obviously technology won't -- won't allow for all of those, but 
storage, I think everybody agrees storage is really key. And 
the more we can put north to keep it from moving into the 
Lake, I think statistically is the way to go. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Lisa Interlandi (LI) - 1 I want to thank the Corps for providing this opportunity for 
comment. I would urge you to possibly consider additional 
scoping meetings closer to the coast, because I think that 
there's a lot of people, to the extent that this project is 
intended to provide benefits from Lake Okeechobee 
discharges, I think there's a lot of people on the coast who 
might choose to weigh in if there were meetings that were 
more conveniently located. So I would urge you to perhaps 
schedule additional meetings in areas that are convenient to 
the areas that are supposed to be benefited. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the requirements of NEPA and 
CERP regulations. It is important to note that the budgetary ($3 
million) and schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, including 
the public involvement plan. To meet these constraints while still 
allowing ample opportunity for public involvement, key project 
specific face to face meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout 
the project area. The first public workshop was held on the east 
coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-face 
Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 
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LI - 2 I would like to second the suggestion that this project -- the 

scope of this project be expanded to include storage south of 
the Lake. The EAA reservoir project has been languishing and 
while a Project Implementation Report and an EIS was 
actually completed back in 2006, the project has not moved 
forward and in fact has been delayed, with planning not 
proposed to start until 2021. So we urge you to move that 
project forward. Our estuaries cannot afford to wait 
additional time for storage. You know, the University of 
Florida study did recommend storage north of the Lake. It 
also recommended storage within the Everglades 
Agricultural Area. In fact, significant quantities of storage, 
much more storage than is currently planned in the south. So 
in order to stop the discharges, we need storage north of the 
Lake, we need storage south of the Lake. You know, for every 
bit of water that is stored and treated north of the Lake 
before it's discharged, it has to be sent south. And once it's 
sent south and left -- and it leaves the Lake, it has to be 
cleaned again before it can be sent to the Everglades. So we 
need a place within the Everglades Agricultural Area where 
we can store water and treat it so that it can be sent south, 
clean water to the Everglades. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Allen Stewart Many of you remember the Interim Action Plan in 1979. 
Well, I've been with it ever since. And one of the things I 
want to bring out -- by the way, I have no financial interest in 
any of the technologies I'm going to mention. But one of the 
things that I've been involved in over the years is the 
development of systems we call "managed aquatic plants" 
where we use algae, water hyacinths, other aquatic plants to 

Thank you for the information and comments. 
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remove and recover and reuse nutrients in Lake 
Okeechobee. This is important and we've done several 
projects with the District and this technology is presently 
being used in Indian River County to help meet their TMDL 
requirements. The reason this is important is because we 
have huge stores of phosphorus in the Lake, in the sediment 
and in soils, and a lot of the aquatic plants that are sprayed 
every year and drip down to the bottom. In a recent 
presentation in Orlando where Dr. David Demoska (phonetic) 
presented the facts related to this and said that you could 
remove all of the loads coming into Lake Okeechobee in both 
phosphorus and sediments, and this legacy phosphorus will 
continue to send pollution to the estuaries and south. It is 
important and critical that we not just remove phosphorus 
and store it in places like STA's or in BMP's, we have to 
recover that phosphorus, we need to recycle it and we need 
to reuse it. This would be a new ag. Industry where aquatic 
plants would be a crop, it could create jobs and over the long 
term it could remove not only the incoming phosphorus, but 
also the legacy phosphorus. If you don't remove legacy 
phosphorus, the disruption to our estuaries is going to 
continue. I wrote a letter in 1987 that said this, and I would 
be happy to give y'all a copy of that if you want it, but it 
continues to be true. 

Gary Ritter (GR) - 1 Number one, the Florida Farm Bureau Federation has been 
and continues to be very supportive of the Everglades 
Restoration Project and this Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project. Number two, we are in favor of completing projects 
within the planning area and looking for opportunities on 
existing State and Federally owned lands. We support 
partnerships with agriculture whenever possible, including 
conservation easements, disbursed water management, 
water farming opportunities, in addition to addressing BMP's 
in the Watershed that we've been doing for decades now. 

Where the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if the 
intended project purposes can be achieved and no more cost-
effective land sites are identified during the plan formulation. 

GR - 2 I would like to also point out that, you know, this planning 
area -- the map is not up there, but it covers Okeechobee, 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
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Highlands and Glades County. One of the things that has 
really not been discussed is what are the opportunities in the 
Upper Chain of Lakes. And we would like to see more 
information, more scoping and planning in the Upper Chain 
of Lakes to see if there are possible storage opportunities up 
there. To my knowledge, as long as I've been involved in the 
process, I have never, you know, seen a plan going on in the 
Upper Chain of Lakes with the exception of the Kissimmee 
Restoration Project. 

scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

GR - 3 Lastly, and I know this one is not going to be popular, but I'm 
going to say it anyways. We do not support additional land 
acquisition, especially that results in more losses of our state 

Thank you for your comments. Utilizing lands that are in District 
ownership is a consideration in the process, but not a constraint. 
Where the non-Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, 
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and country’s food supply. I think that’s very, very critical. It’s 
very important. And we really need to take this into 
consideration when we're doing this planning process. 

formulation of plans using other sites will be minimized if the 
intended project purposes can be achieved and no more cost-
effective land sites are identified during the plan formulation. 

Ben Butler I'm going to echo Gary Ritter's comments. I'm also a member 
of the Okeechobee County Farm Bureau and we understand 
the importance of agriculture. And for 30 years, what 
agriculture has done in the Northern Everglades with our 
BMP's and the many projects, the many personal dollars, 
including my family, that have been put into these projects, 
in addition to public assistance, has taken a toll on 
agriculture. And I'm thankful that -- thankful that we are still 
here and still able to produce food for the rest of everybody 
else in the State of Florida. Again, I'll echo Gary's comments 
on the importance of agriculture and the importance of farm 
land, and what good farms can do to help clean the water, 
especially in the Northern Everglades. 

Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 

Dr. Hilary Swain I, first of all, appreciate the fact that there is renewed 
emphasis on looking at the headwaters of the Northern 
Everglades. So we're glad to be back in the eye again, good 
to be back engaged in the process. I think what I would really 
encourage you is looking back at the U.S. data, looking back 
at your own work, you know, looking at this headwaters 
Watershed is not the 922,000 acres that you've designated, 
but really the 2.6 million acres that are in this Watershed, 
you know, including 17 percent of it is the ancient sand 
ridges on the west of the Watershed, ranches, rivers, ridge-
to-ranch-to-river in this Watershed. And I think we're making 
a mistake thinking of the Watershed again as a five-gallon 
bucket of water and we're just messing around with the 
bottom two gallons. We have to look at the whole five 
gallons. We're not as compartmentalized as south of the 
Lake. You know, the lines on these maps are at best fuzzy. 
They're not straight lines that allow easy 
compartmentalization of the hydrology. And I think the other 
extraordinary thing about this Watershed is ownership of 
lands lying south of the lake. Only 22 percent of this 

Thank you for your comments. The Central and Southern Florida 
(C&SF) Project Comprehensive Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is 
the CERP guiding document. The scope of the LOW Project is 
defined in the Yellow Book as including the following locations: 
Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, Okeechobee and Highland 
Counties, and wetland restoration sites in various wetlands north of 
the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
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Watershed is either in public or conservation private lands. 
So we're going to have to think very differently about our 
strategies north of the Lake, because we don't have the same 
opportunities that we have south of the Lake, with multiple -
- many of them agricultural. And I think it's -- it gives us a 
chance to be very different and very imaginative north of the 
Lake. So I'm looking forward to the suggestions you have and 
I'll direct a few of our own. 

developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

Keith Pearce And I just read a recent report that was released by James 
Madison Institute. Five and a half million acres already 
belong to Government agencies in South Florida alone. 
Another three-quarters of a million acres is under 
conservation easements. My question would be why are we 
looking at purchasing more land? We need to be looking at 
utilizing funds to utilize the existing properties that are 
already in Government ownership. 

Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 

Betty Osceola (BO) -
1 

A lot of my statements are going to come in written letter 
with the organization that I'm a part of. But for myself as an 
individual who was able to grow up in the Everglades, my 
family has been here before Florida was Florida, and also it's 
very sad to hear a lot of people talking about ownership of 
the land. You do not own this land. Mother Earth does. You 
created us. You're only leasing it. And it needs to be taken 
care of by everyone. And remember, our people say "When 
you point your finger, you have four coming right back at 
you." It's not just the Corps, it's not just the Government, it's 

Thank you for your comment. 
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everybody who is counting on that production and who is 
living here, breathing this air. 

BO - 2 Also you need to remember, and the lady -- one of the ladies 
before me mentioned it -- she kind of got it a little bit. You 
are dealing with a living system. Just like you breathe, live 
and die, it does the same thing. The water is not dead. The 
land is not dead. Your farmers know that. And you should 
know that. You are not going to control what the Creator 
does and what this water does. And the better you realize 
that, the more you can understand it. If you live and breathe 
it, you understand how this water works, you understand 
how the environment works. You're not going to learn it out 
of a book. You have to live it. And right now, a lot of the 
projects that I see, all you're -- to me, all you're doing is 
moving your crap to somebody else. That's basically what 
you're doing. And just like Mr. Stewart said, you have to 
remove that crap, otherwise it's going to stay there and your 
septic tank that you're using the environment for is going to 
get full. That's all I have to say. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Dowling Watford I would just like to say I support your projects here. I would 
like for you to consider a couple things, and Gary touched on 
them, and Ben touched on them. First of all, you need to 
consider the economy, and I'm sure you will, and the 
agricultural land. Agriculture is very important to us, 
particularly here in Okeechobee. It's important to us all 
because we all eat. So it's very, very important to us. I would 
also like for you to strongly consider the conservation 
easements and water farming. I think that is the way to go 
rather than purchasing land. So I would appreciate it if you 
would consider those. Anything you do -- and I'm kind of like 
Gary, I don't know that I'm in favor of purchasing more land 
south of the Lake. And Jacqui hates to hear that, but I don't 
know that I am. I would encourage you, encourage all of us 
to support the CERP projects that are currently -- what is it 
called, the Integrated Delivery Schedule? That needs to be 
done. And we don't need to take the focus off of that. 

Thank you for your comments. 
Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 
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Unfortunately, the recent water quality problems on the 
coast have kind of taken the focus off that. But we need to 
stay focused on that. And if we all worked as hard getting 
those projects funded as we do complaining about 
everything else, we would be a lot further along in that 
process. I also want to strongly encourage you to consider 
the health of the dike, the Herbert Hoover Dike. Very 
important to all the communities around the Lake. And I 
know you will, but I want you to strongly consider that. 

Al Perry And I want you to commend you folks for finally focusing on 
north of the Lake. You know, I want to remind some of the 
people in the audience that we hosted a peaceful rally about 
three years ago in Clewiston about the water releases and 
we were singing that song loud and clear and didn't get any 
traction. And whoever is responsible for getting that traction 
out there, thank you. So the water storage north of the Lake 
is very important to us. And I just want to say one thing. The 
quality of the Lake is very important to us, too, maintaining 
proper Lake levels, and the reason for that is our local 
economy, our fishing economy is just as important to us as 
yours is to you on the coast. And it's just at a different level, 
but it's just as important to us as yours is to you. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Paul Seaver (…) we're distributors of electric chemistry equipment. And 
we can help clean up the phosphorus before it ever gets into 
Lake Okeechobee without any chemicals, without any 
(inaudible) and we can take it out of the soil. So anyway, we 
can take it out of the water, we can also kill the 
cyanobacteria at the same time and do it without any 
chemicals. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Steve Weir (SW) - 1 Paul Seaver just identified a major problem that you have at 
this moment with the Lake that seems to be ignored here in 
this room. And that is there is a major plague of the green 
algae bloom spreading. It's not only on the Lake, but it's 
spreading to all the estuaries and its spreading north and its 
spreading south. If you don't kill off the bacteria and do it 
soon, the whole Lake will be full of it and you'll be flooded 

Thank you for your comment. 
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with it. Right now it's a plague. And everyone is talking about 
storing water here and storing it there. This last gentleman 
just identified that they have equipment that will kill off that 
cyanobacteria. If you ever put your hand in it, you'll see the 
rash that you will get from it. The ability to kill off the 
bacteria, technology exists, it's being used all over the world 
except for here. It's a hundred percent organic, it's natural, 
they just change -- temporarily change the molecular 
structure of the water which kills off the bacteria. And after 
the bacteria is killed off, the water is pumped back into the 
Lake absolutely pure. 

SW - 2 In addition to that, the same equipment with a slight 
alteration also mines the phosphorus that is in the water, the 
legacy phosphorus that has been there for years and years 
and been deposited for a lifetime. And that legacy 
phosphorus will always plague the Lake unless it's removed. 
Right now it can be removed by electrolysis. All they do is 
mount this on big barges, they only take them about a foot 
of water, and as they go into one foot of water or less even 
or into the deeper water, they actually mine this 
phosphorus. Electronically phosphorus has magnetic 
qualities and those qualities will attach to their equipment by 
magnet. It's a magnetism that they grab whatever is on the 
bottom, plus they could do it at the headwaters. So you can 
stop the phosphorus from coming into the Lake to begin 
with. You can mine and remove the phosphorus and then re-
sell it. It will mix in with the soil. It's got phosphate in it, but 
it's a different kind of technology. When you have 
phosphorus being mined on a dry open land pit, that's one 
thing. But when it's in the water, it entails a different aspect 
of the science of removing phosphorus. This product and the 
technology is used all over the world except here in the 
United States for some reason. It was just never introduced, 
it was never -- never caught on here. But they're now 
starting to use it in California. And Florida is the ideal place 
for it. Right here in Florida, you've got to get rid of that 

Thank you for the information. 
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plague because it's spreading. You can store all the water 
you want, but all that water will be contaminated. You can't 
help it, it will be automatically contaminated. And here they 
have a product and a piece of equipment and a technology 
that is a hundred percent organic. 

Shannon Larsen (SL) 
- 1 

I'm neither for or against this project. I'm stating that 
because I don't think enough details have been given where 
the land is going to be and all the other questions I have 
going on in my mind. But I think for this project it's essential 
that they create a citizens watchdog committee over this 
entire project so we know where the money comes in and 
where it goes out and what it's being used for. We've all seen 
the Everglades restoration money, it ends up on study after 
study after study after study and nothing ever happens. I 
don't want to see that happen again. We need to take 
control over this and watch it. I think it should involve a lot of 
local input, people that live in the areas that are going to be 
affected. I don't want to see -- I think on-site visits must be 
done by the Corps, not just looking at the computers and 
saying "Well, this can be here or that can be there or that 
can be there, that can be there." That's what they do. That's 
what their studies do. They need to get out there and make 
sure that this system is going to work before they even try to 
implement it or we're just going to be another twenty years 
behind. 

The project team did a field visit on July 26, 2016 and will continue 
to conduct site visits throughout the planning process. The planning 
process is transparent and all information is available at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-
Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project 

SL - 2 I think this whole thing can go a lot quicker. They have 
studies. They have material already. It can be shortened 
down to one-to-one, I think. I also feel that they need to get 
out of their STA boxes. There are other systems that have 
been mentioned today that are far better than the STA's. So 
they need to look at more innovative and systems that really 
work in times that we're living in today. They're talking about 
they're going to do scoping more with the people. I certainly 
hope that they really do this and include the indigenous 
people also all the way through this. They're notoriously, 
especially independents, left out of the system and I don't 

Thank you for your comments. The NEPA scoping meeting was held 
in the footprint of the project area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill 
the requirements of NEPA and CERP regulations. It is important to 
note that the budgetary ($3 million) and schedule (3 years) 
constraints of the SMART planning process must be considered with 
all aspects of the project, including the public involvement plan. To 
meet these constraints while still allowing ample opportunity for 
public involvement, key project specific face to face 
meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout the project area. 
The first public workshop was held on the east coast in Jensen 
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want to see that happen either this time. I think when the 
citizens are involved, we can identify the problems as they're 
occurring. You see them, everybody knew in the beginning 
that that Lake didn't need to be dammed. Many people 
spoke out about that, yet they did it anyway. People 
shouldn't be living there in the first place. 

Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-face Project Delivery 
Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 

Irene Gomes Ya’ll are worried about agriculture, I'm worried about the 
Florida economy and we're based on tourism. And it's 
hurting, and it's hurting bad. Over the 4th of July, during that 
week I lost several thousand dollars. I'm also concerned 
about the quality of life. I have children and grandchildren, 
I'm concerned about what we're leaving the next generation. 
The Everglades needs water, Florida Bay needs water. I 
mean, we need to get water moved south. I don't 
understand all this stuff where people are -- I mean, isn't that 
obvious, the Everglades needs water? It also provides 
drinking water. You know, I -- I don't know, I get so upset 
when I talk about this because this has been my whole life, 
since I was seven years old on the Indian River Lagoon. Like I 
said, the most biodiverse estuary in North America and it's 
dying. And you need to care. You need to do something 
about it. We need to do something to save it before it dies, 
please. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Anna Bergalis I just want to give you this photo. It actually looks like poop, 
but it's not, it's cyanobacteria. It's coming onto my property 
and it reduces the value of my property. Not only that, it's a 
cyanobacteria, you know, this blue-green algae which is 
really cyano -- it's a bacteria. Forget about the plant, it's 
more a bacteria. And when I have friends coming down from 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, they're going to look at this 
and they're going to think it's poop, they're not going to 
think it's blue-green algae. And also, too, you say restore the 
estuaries? Here, I'll give you this photo, you can give it to the 
Governor, if you would. When you're -- you're saying 
"restore," you have to have salt to restore. You can't have 
fresh water. I don't care if you clean it up a hundred times, 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan formulation, 
there will be opportunities to improve water quality. Many of the 
management measures being evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration 
and reservoirs) will have ancillary water quality benefits. For 
example, storage of water in reservoirs and the associated 
attenuation of peak flows resulting in increased residence time will 
lead to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing 
state water quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch STA, 
so that stored water released could be sent to the water quality 
facility for treatment before reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored 
wetlands will attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a substantial 
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you're dumping fresh water on us. What is it doing? It's 
killing our seagrasses. Why do we say seagrasses? Seagrasses 
are salty. Salty. And that acts as a little nursery for our fish. 
And by killing those grasses, what you do is you're going to 
be putting more phosphates and nitrates in your water and 
you're going to start it all over. The cycle goes on and on. 
And how long has this cycle been going on? Forty, 50 years? 
A hundred? You know. I mean, it's ridiculous. And I always 
say it's God's -- God's salty water, it's man's hell, 
Okeechobee. So restore. 

reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these facilities. 
Furthermore, holding more water north of the lake may result in 
improved salinity regimes in the northern estuaries and less nutrient 
loading from Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 

Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the quantity of 
freshwater that flows to the estuaries which may result in improved 
salinity and reduced nutrient loading to estuarine waters. Thus, 
better water quality and a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 

Kim Streiber I very much appreciate the agriculture and farming here as 
much as the coastal estuaries. It is all what makes Florida 
such an amazing place. I agree that slowing and cleaning 
water coming into the Lake is necessary, but that is not going 
to stop the discharges east and west. Only a flow-way south 
will do that. I want to make one thing very clear to 
everybody here tonight. The people and organizations taking 
part in the movement to purchase Everglades agricultural 
land are not doing it with the intention of putting farmers or 
ranchers around the Lake out of business. Nor is it our 
intention to displace the residents of Belle Glade, Clewiston, 
South Bay, or any other community currently in place south 
of Lake Okeechobee. What we are fighting for is to restore 
the natural flow of clean water south to the River of Grass. It 
needs to replenish the aquifer. We only need a small portion 
of EAA land to clean and convey water south. A contract was 
signed in 2008 that allowed the State to purchase land at fair 
market value. Funds exist due to the passing of Amendment 
One. The contract expires in 2020. That's why they want to 
hold off until 2021. What we need is the political will to get 
that done before the contract is up. We all have to work 
together and do our part to clean our water, but so do our 
State leaders and governing boards. Did you know the DEP 
and ERC, both Governor appointed, approved higher levels of 
carcinogens in our ground water today? They will now allow 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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higher levels of benzene and other chemicals used in the 
fracking industry. Is that what you want for your 
grandchildren? It's not what I want. 

Bobby Billie It looks so sad to see the people rely on the money, not by 
life, and you can't eat money. You can't drink money. And 
you can't create the food. But people manipulate so long and 
they think it's God now. And we really do need to wake up 
before it's too late. It's already too late. What things we see, 
the Mother Earth we call, we understand it, indigenous 
people understand that God create us and that's why we call 
it the Mother Earth. When you cut yourself, it bleeds. So 
when you cut canals, it bleeds. It's simple. It's not difficult. 
You don't have to be a scientist to understand that. You're 
killing yourself. You're killing your future generations. We 
talk about water, we tell them, the Water Management and 
Army Corps of Engineers and anybody else, developers, all 
those people, they need to cover up those ditches. You can't 
live in the wetlands complaining that we're underwater. You 
have brain. The way that God had gave you, simple: Build 
your home on the higher land. Simple. Be human. Be human 
beings. Take care for your future generations, their survival. 
That's what -- we all need to understand that right now, 
we're killing our future generations. Wake up. Tell Water 
Management, Army Corps of Engineers and the Army "Cover 
all the ditches, plant the grass." It's the reason that God plant 
the grass in the water. It cleans the water. That's what 
they're for. It's the reason why that God create the trees, to 
renew the air. This concrete, it don't create the air. It don't 
regenerate anything, it just pollute and make pollution. In 
Florida we don't used to have mountains. But now it's 
everywhere. Dumps the size 150 feet high now everywhere. 
Think about all of these. People needs to slow down, if you 
want to live on God's creation. It's given to us to take care of 
it so we can pass it on to the next generation. Think about 
that. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Ira Cor We did not expect to have only two minutes, we have 

brought tangible plans, some to kill the cyanobacteria, some 
to harvest the phosphorus, some to clean up the 
environment, as well as -- and all, 100 percent, as Mrs. 
Osceola was pointing out, 100 percent holistically pure, no 
chemistry, just good thinking, good brain power, cost 
effective, and we're hopeful that we can find a way to 
present this, not in this forum because it's not fair to 
everyone that wants a chance to speak. But what we -- we 
have spent the time to do is assemble real programs from 
real places -- and it's proven, it's not pies in the sky. So we 
would like to know where we can present this information. Is 
it Mrs. Ehlinger? --- No, I understand that, I'm just trying --
I'm trying to cut my part short so everyone can speak. But I 
want to be sure that we want to know where the focal point 
is. --- That's enough? Then I'll shut up. 

Thank you for the information and your comments. 

Daniel Andrews Our estuaries are suffering right now in the Caloosahatchee 
River, the St. Lucie River, and Florida Bay. It's sad to me; I 
always try to leave the environment, my office, better than 
when I found it. But at this point it's dying way faster than I 
ever imagined it would. The oyster bars and the grass slots 
where I grew up fishing no longer exist. Massive fresh water 
discharges to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Rivers have 
destroyed what I thought was going to be the office for the 
rest of my career. Going down and seeing Florida Bay where 
50,000 acres of seagrass has died, that's an unbelievable 
amount of biodiversity removed. That takes decades to 
recover; not weeks, not months, not a season. I have a quote 
from the University of Florida Water Institute Study that I'm 
going to leave you with. "The River of Grass planning process 
demonstrated that there are several possible options 
involving combinations of deep and shallow storage, wet and 
dry flow-ways, coupled with STA's and enhanced conveyance 
that could provide significant benefit for both the estuaries 
and the Everglades, far beyond the benefits provided by the 
Kissimmee River Restoration, Indian River Lagoon South, C-

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
While water quality is not a primary objective of plan formulation, 
there will be opportunities to improve water quality. Many of the 
management measures being evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration 
and reservoirs) will have ancillary water quality benefits. For 
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43, Restoration Strategies and CEPP projects. Achieving 
substantial reduction in Lake-triggered discharges to the 
estuaries and substantial improvement toward the dry 
season Everglades demand target will require additional land 
between the Lake and the Everglades Protection Area." I 
would ask the Army Corps of Engineers and the South Florida 
Water Management District to keep that in mind when 
planning for storage north and south of the Lake. 

example, storage of water in reservoirs and the associated 
attenuation of peak flows resulting in increased residence time will 
lead to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing 
state water quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch STA, 
so that stored water released could be sent to the water quality 
facility for treatment before reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored 
wetlands will attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a substantial 
reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these facilities. 
Furthermore, holding more water north of the lake may result in 
improved salinity regimes in the northern estuaries and less nutrient 
loading from Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the quantity of 
freshwater that flows to the estuaries which may result in improved 
salinity and reduced nutrient loading to estuarine waters. Thus, 
better water quality and a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 

Dr. Julie Bjornson You're all talking about the water stopping at the Everglades. 
It doesn't stop at the Everglades. I grew up in the Keys. I 
walked the sandbars, I snorkeled the reefs, the reefs were 
beautiful, the fish were beautiful. It was wonderful. The reefs 
are dying out. The reefs are breached. That means they're 
dying. The fish are dying. We set up -- I used to -- my mother 
and I created a Florida Keys shell exhibit. They don't exist 
anymore. So the shell exhibit exists in Marathon. You can go 
and see it, it's at the Natural History Museum. But I'm really 
concerned about water quality. The reefs wouldn't be dying 
if the chemicals didn't have a half life. If they just were --
they would biodegrade when they tell you they're going to. 
But they don't. Those chemicals go right out into the ocean 
and they're destroying our reefs. They're destroying our 
water, they're destroying our way of life. I'm concerned 
about water quality. Lisa Aley mentioned low Lake levels 
increase aquatic and invasive plants. Public records show 

An Invasive and Exotic Species Management Plan will be included as 
part of the Project Implementation Report for this project. That 
management plan will include all treatment protocols and 
substances that will be used if necessary. 
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high quantities of pesticides and herbicides are introduced 
into our water system to control these plants. They don't 
biodegrade, they have half-lifes. Long half-lifes. With the 
development of more storage areas, will aquatic and invasive 
plants be a problem? And if so, will you -- how will you 
manage these plants and how will you treat them? I would 
like to know where can I find information on the chemicals 
used, the amounts used, and your treatment schedule. I am 
concerned. I am very concerned about what is happening 
with the amount of chemicals that are going in our water 
system. You talk about clean water. It doesn't mean -- you 
might take the phosphates out, but are you taking all the 
other chemicals out? We need to look at that. It is affecting 
our health. These chemicals -- I'm involved in restoring citrus 
groves naturally. They're coming back. We have harvest now, 
we're reversing citrus greening naturally. These chemicals, 
we need to stop it. We need to have healthy food for our 
children so they can grow, develop and learn and become 
productive citizens. 

Patricia Wallace I am concerned that enough local people are at the table of 
decisions. If you don't live where I live, you don't know the 
impact of what your studies are doing to the residents of City 
of Pahokee. I know that we live off the farm land and farming 
is very important to our livelihood. To see a next generation 
of my children and grandchildren survive, you will impact us 
when water start flowing. So I heard one young lady say they 
have no intent of displacing people. Can we get a statement 
from the Federal Government, from South Florida 
Management, from the Corps of Engineers that any land they 
purchase, any water they release will not replace, displace 
residents in Pahokee, Belle Glade, South Bay, Okeechobee, 
Clewiston, Moore Haven, around the Lake? We touch the 
Lake. I can walk out of my back door across the dike levy and 
I'm in the Lake. So to get water to a southern part of the 
land, you mean you have to sweep me away. Don't sweep 
me away. The Storm of '28 was enough upset for us. We had 

Thank you for your comments. The Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project is planning for storage north of the lake and does not include 
land in the area of Pahokee, Belle Glade, South Bay, Clewiston, or 
Moore Haven. Additionally, the Project Delivery team includes a 
large group of technical experts, including local and county 
representatives who are very familiar with the project area. Utilizing 
lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the process, 
but not a constraint. 
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enough impact from that. So whatever decisions this body 
make, please bring local people to the table. Bring young 
people to the table. Take the advice of some of these people 
who have products that will work. It seems that we have not 
tried what works. So do it -- if the money is there, use the 
money on what work and stop researching things that you 
know are not going to work and going to delay the process. I 
pray that you will move forward, use research that has been 
tested, and do not displace people with the releasing of 
water. 

Mali Soto Gardner I would like to thank you for that. And also Mr. Collins, I don't 
know if he's here tonight still or if he's left, but I wanted to 
thank the Water Management District for sharing the facts, 
for publishing the facts. I also wanted to thank them for 
Resolution #2016-0711, which really asks for the Federal 
Government to complete the work of the Herbert Hoover 
Dike. It is critical for our community. I'm not sure if -- I know 
you mentioned it, but my name is Mali Gardner and I am a 
Clewiston City Commissioner. And I'm concerned. Over the 
years I've seen our community tossed to and fro by every 
single statement that's made about Lake Okeechobee, by 
every single demand for "Flood these communities," every 
single demand to "Take the land." It has to stop. We're all in 
this together. We love our communities, we love our 
farmers, we love living on the tips of Lake Okeechobee. Just 
like this Reverend just said, I can walk out my door and go up 
on the levy and see sunrise and sunset on Lake Okeechobee. 
And you don't think we're proud of our Lake? We are proud 
of our Lake. And that's why tonight I am here. I want to 
please, please encourage the Corps of Engineers to continue 
with this project and look at the land north of Lake 
Okeechobee. It is important for water quality, it is important 
for water storage, it is important to save Lake Okeechobee. 
And it is critical, critical that the funding be used to complete 
the projects that have already been approved by the State 
and Federal Government and get the projects done so that 

Thank you for your comment. It is recognized that there is a need 
for a comprehensive review of the operations of structures within 
the Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga Basin and that 
opportunities for additional storage and restoration may exist in the 
area north of the LOW Project area. Undertaking a comprehensive 
review of existing operations and developing optimized operational 
strategies to meet the flood control level of service provided by the 
C&SF Project, to provide more natural fluctuation of lake levels and 
flows within the system for environmental benefit and maintain 
current water supply requirements is a complex time intensive 
endeavor. The current Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System 
Operating Manual is anticipated to be updated in the near future 
and would be able to consider operational/regulation schedule 
changes which provide flexibility to address the needs for additional 
storage and environmental benefit. The scope of such an 
operational study does not fit within the SMART Planning 
constraints when coupled with the other LOW Project objectives. 
The Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule was identified in the Yellow 
Book, however, changes in the regulation schedule must be 
examined within the context of the overall system operating criteria 
to ensure that the flood control, environmental and water supply 
requirements of the entire system continue to be met. 
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we can have a cohesive system in the north, the south, the 
east and the west. It needs to be done, and it needs to be 
done quickly. Quit wasting money, and I agree with you, quit 
wasting money on other things; focus on the projects and get 
it done. 

Karson Turner (KT) -
1 

You know, a lot of comments and a lot of things I disagree 
with being stated here tonight, a handful of things I do agree 
with. I'll tell you, for me, you know, buying land is not an 
option. It's something that should be taken off the table, it's 
asinine, it's going to delay a tremendous amount of projects 
that are on the books that are going -- that are going to 
create, you know, the releases, the issues that we have, 
those deluges that we have. I've gone to D.C. the last four 
years in a row now with a handful of Commissioners from 
across the entire state from Orlando south, we've asked our 
senators and our congressional leaders to pass a water bill. 
We were fortunate enough to get one done three years ago, 
I believe it was. There was a seven-year gap. I would ask 
everyone in this room to please reach out to their 
congressional and senatorial leaders and try to get a water 
bill acted on. We need to revisit LORS right now. The current 
plan for the Corps of Engineers is to wait until 2020. I don't 
know what forecast that, you know, they couldn't model 
with the past few years that we've had, the past ten years. 
Go back and look. We've had crazy weather. You know, 
we've been in these rooms where the temperature has been 
hot, no pun intended, where everybody is pointing fingers, 
and we've seen this happen time and time again. Corps of 
Engineers, I challenge you, don't wait until 2020. Move that 
ball down the field, get it going. Look at LORS right now, 
there's movement in there to store on the Lake. 

Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 
Due to the strict schedule and budget in this expedited SMART 
Planning effort, the PIR/EIS will not involve re-evaluation of 
regulation schedules. However, if refinement opportunities to 
regulation schedules are identified in the process, they will be noted 
and appropriately considered. 
Per the IDS, the planning process to update the Lake Okeechobee 
Regulation Schedule (LORS) has started with the Lake Okeechobee 
System Operating Manual (LOSOM) effort. The current LORS08 
regulation schedule will serve as a basis for analysis of the LOW 
Project alternatives. 

KT - 2 You know, Commissioner Grieb from Osceola County, she 
and I serve on the Lake O Coalition together. You know, she's 
a champion. I'm excited to hear about looking at possibilities 
up on the northern end of the Lake -- excuse me, the Chain 
of Lakes. And I think that Osceola County is a willing partner. 

Utilizing lands that are in District ownership is a consideration in the 
process, but not a constraint. Where the non-Federal sponsor has 
already acquired lands, formulation of plans using other sites will be 
minimized if the intended project purposes can be achieved and no 
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Terry Torrens is here tonight and she's going to speak to that 
as well. But that's a definite option that needs to be vetted. 
And, you know, I just want to -- I just want to say that 
revisiting -- excuse me, buying land south, not an option. It 
takes our eyes off the prize of getting projects done. 
Economy to scale, y'all -- when you come out to Lake 
Okeechobee, I challenge you to come to visit with me in 
Clewiston, America's sweetest town. You know, I was born in 
Pahokee. You know, come on with it, come down. We'll go 
on horseback, we'll go on an airboat, we'll go on a flats boat, 
whatever you want to do, and we'll talk about it until the 
cows come home literally. And we'll feed the Brahmans the 
longer you're out there and you'll see what we're about. And 
we're the best conservationists on the planet. Look at the 
water that's coming off of our fields, look at what's 
happening. And I say "we" collective; I don't grow cane, 
okay? It's not how I make my living, I make my living on 
bridges that go up and down with the Florida Department of 
Transportation, but I'm here on my dime tonight and I 
challenge y'all to come down to Clewiston, Pahokee, Belle 
Glade, check us out sometime, you'll be amazed at the 
people and what we’re about. 

more cost-effective land sites are identified during the plan 
formulation. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

Terry Torrens I came down tonight with my Commissioner, Cheryl Greib, to 
talk about looking at the project area and being possibly 
included in the solution. We're really glad to see that the 
Corps and the Water Management District are getting 
together to address the problems that we currently are 
having with Lake Okeechobee and the water releases. 
Osceola County and the Upper Chain of Lakes isn't included 
in the project footprint in terms of the study and scoping. So 
we're just here saying that we're interested, we're willing 
partners, we think we have potential options up in the Upper 
Kissimmee basin and we would just like to be part of the 
plan. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
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benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

Cheryl Greib And I would first like to thank the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and South Florida Water Management for hosting 
this public comment opportunity on this most important 
project. I've already submitted a letter, so I won't bore you 
through that, but I wanted to say a couple other things. The 
headwaters, as most of you know, start in Orange County 
and flow through Osceola County, but these northern areas 
unfortunately are not included in the project boundary and 
planning areas. We understand that the water in our county 
flows south and its quantity and its quality are part of the 
overall problem. However, Osceola County is also willing to 
be part of that solution. Aquifer storage and recovery would 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
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be a great fit in the Upper Kissimmee Watershed, it would be 
seen as favorable in the Central Florida Water Initiative to 
increase capacity in an area with limited water supply. We 
have large agricultural tracts that will be suitable in both 
location and function in our southern portions of our county 
that could house large storage facilities. We're not asking for 
priority, we would just like to be included in the feasibility 
study and the project boundary. The purpose of this project 
is to improve quality, quantity, timing and delivering of 
water. It's been stated that we need to have storage north of 
the Lake as part of the solution, and I could not agree more. 
It has been stated that this project is a system-wide project, 
yet it excludes the Upper Kissimmee basin. Osceola County 
can be part of the solution if we are invited to be part of the 
process. Please allow us this opportunity. 

benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

Heather Fitzenhagen 
(HF) - 1 

I represent Lee County, Fort Myers, and my community is 
suffering with the water releases and the discharges from 
Lake Okeechobee and that's why I'm here today. Folks, we 
are in a crisis. We're in a crisis of economics, we're in an 
environmental crisis, and now in a health crisis as a result of 
what's happening with discharges from the Lake. But I am 
not here to play the blame game. I am here to be open to 
any kind of solutions, but I have to say that what we're doing 
now isn't fast enough and it isn't enough. All these things 
discussed are great ideas and I think we should follow 
through with them. But it's not happening quickly enough 
and it is not including a flow-way south through the EAA, 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
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which I believe we need and I believe the science supports 
that from the University of Florida study. 

River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

HF - 2 So we need to find a way to do that. Now, people talk about 
"We can't afford it, we don't have the money." Well, 
Amendment 1 money was designated for that, number one. 
And number two, who is to say that the money -- I mean that 
the land might not be donated? Maybe somebody wants to 
donate some land that's south of the lake or maybe they 
would like to swap some land with some other land in 
another area of Florida to try to find a solution. I don't think 
we should take any solutions off the table, but we need to 
resolve this now, because people in this room won't even be 
alive by the time we get through with some of these 
projects. We will not be alive to see the results. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Dennis Duke (DD) - 1 I applaud the efforts of the Water Management District and 
the Corps of Engineers in hosting this public meeting to start 
gathering information for this process. We look forward to 
working with them to address some of those problems that 
Newton Cook raised earlier regarding endangered species. 
Yes, we do have those, we don't want to wipe out our 
species as we try our restoration. But we believe the 
restoration will lead to the betterment of all those species, 
as well as the human environment. And just backing up for a 
moment, I don't want to do this too long, but when 
somebody said that somebody promised 40 million dollars 
for this, look at the table that Matt went through a while ago 
of the projects that are currently underway. I mean, we've 
got the Kissimmee River Restoration, it's three-quarters of a 
billion project, billion-dollar project that's going to capture 
some of the water and slow it down before it gets to the 
Lake. This project is another piece. Somebody was talking 
about how small, you know, the effect of this is. Keep in 
mind that all of these projects are designed and planned to 
work together. We've got this project coming on to provide 

Thank you for your comment. 
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storage to help capture and slow the water down coming 
into Lake Okeechobee and clean it up before it actually gets 
into the Lake. Because you're right, we have a huge legacy 
phosphorus problem and nutrient load in the Lake that 
needs to be addressed. That's in part of the planning down 
the road someplace. 

DD - 2 On the East and West Coast, we have the C-43 reservoir and 
the C-44 reservoir, both under construction by the Corps and 
the Water Management District. Going south, we have the 
Central Everglades project, 1.9-billion-dollar project that's 
awaiting authorization in Congress to start moving that 
water south. We have the Tamiami Trail Next Steps, the 
Mod. Water project. Each of those nearly half a billion dollars 
or more to help provide a flow-way to get the water south. 
We appreciate this. This is just another piece of that overall 
puzzle. And we really appreciate adding aquifer storage and 
recovery to this project. Before, my history with this has 
been mainly focused on surface storage and STA's. They 
consume land. With aquifer storage and recovery, we can 
reduce the footprint of those projects and store the water 
underground. We need lots of storage. So we strongly 
support this and look forward to working with you to help 
improve these issues with endangered species and other 
issues that crop up as we go. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Gayle Harrell (GH) -
1 

As you know, the releases from Lake Okeechobee has been 
just devastating to our community, to Martin and St. Lucie 
Counties, and I can't tell you what we've been experiencing 
with the blue-green algae. This has been extremely difficult 
on our community. As far as the Corps' responsibility in this, I 
have several suggestions I would like to make on that, and 
then I would like to talk a little bit about the Watershed. First 
of all, I think we really need about a two-week hiatus from 
the releases from Lake Okeechobee. We need a little bit of a 
break. Fortunately, you've reduced some of the releases 
recently, but we need to make sure that -- if you could give 
us two weeks at least to flush our estuary, I think that would 

While water quality is not a primary objective of plan formulation, 
there will be opportunities to improve water quality. Many of the 
management measures being evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration 
and reservoirs) will have ancillary water quality benefits. For 
example, storage of water in reservoirs and the associated 
attenuation of peak flows resulting in increased residence time will 
lead to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing 
state water quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch STA, 
so that stored water released could be sent to the water quality 
facility for treatment before reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored 
wetlands will attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
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be extremely helpful for us. Also we want to expedite the 
planning and the rehabilitation of the dike. That is key. The 
more -- the faster you can do that, the better it will be. Also I 
think what we really need to do as well is to re-address the 
Integrated Delivery Schedule you just put up there. We really 
need to be able to plan north of the Lake, which is what 
you're doing now, as well as south of the Lake. 

results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a substantial 
reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these facilities. 
Furthermore, holding more water north of the lake may result in 
improved salinity regimes in the northern estuaries and less nutrient 
loading from Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the quantity of 
freshwater that flows to the estuaries which may result in improved 
salinity and reduced nutrient loading to estuarine waters. Thus, 
better water quality and a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

GH - 2 I think the University of Florida study was very clear in that 
there is a need for additional land north of the Lake, very 
much so, but also south of the Lake. So as you do that 
integrated planning, please do that together. Look both 
north of the Lake -- your study right now, what you're doing 
now, is only addressing north of the Lake. We need to 
address south of the Lake as well. I think the study from the 
University of Florida was very well done. Thank you, Joe 
Negron, Senator Joe Negron, who really expedited that. But I 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
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think it really indicates that we need to look south of the 
Lake, we need to move the water south and make sure that 
it gets down to -- gets down to the Everglades. It's a 
complicated process, I know that. We've been at this for 
many, many years. And the State of Florida has stepped up 
to the plate with Legacy Florida. I think the funds are there at 
the State level. We have over the next 19 years four to five 
billion dollars. So the Federal Government, the Army Corps 
needs to do your share. So please, as you move forward with 
this, look across the whole area, expedite things, restore the 
dike, let's look at the south side of the Lake as well as the 
north side of the Lake, so that as you go into that Integrated 
Delivery Schedule we really address purchasing land south of 
the Lake. 

Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Jennifer Hecker (JH) 
- 1 

First I just wanted to say that the project purpose was 
described as improving the quality, quantity, timing and 
distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee. We would 
ask that it be expanded to talk about water entering and 
exiting Lake Okeechobee. 

During the scoping process the objectives have been fine-tuned and 
are: 

• Better manage flows from Lake Okeechobee to improve the 
salinity regime and the quality of oyster and SAV habitat in the 
northern estuaries. 

• Increase aquatic and wildlife habitat within Lake Okeechobee 
(attenuate extreme high and low water levels). 

• Increase the spatial extent and functionality of wetland 
habitat in the watershed. 

Performance measures with targets have been developed for each 
objective. 

JH - 2 The scope should be also expanded to look at both north and 
south of the Lake concurrently. The UF Water Institute study 
shows that both are required and they're interrelated to one 
another, so they should be looked at simultaneously. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
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Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

JH - 3 There should also be a scoping meeting in Fort Myers where 
those stakeholders can be able to directly give input. Having 
it here in a remote location hours away on a weekday 
evening is just not sufficient to allow them to be able to be 
heard. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the requirements of NEPA and 
CERP regulations. It is important to note that the budgetary ($3 
million) and schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, including 
the public involvement plan. To meet these constraints while still 
allowing ample opportunity for public involvement, key project 
specific face to face meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout 
the project area. The first public workshop was held on the east 
coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-face 
Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 
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JH - 4 The EAA is the missing piece of the puzzle. Yes, we need 

CERP. Yes, we need watershed plans -- plans and projects. 
We need more storage north, west and east of the Lake. But 
the science shows that we cannot fix the estuaries and the 
Everglades without the EAA. In the Caloosahatchee, 61 
percent of our pollution is coming from Lake O releases. So in 
order to treat it, we need to have a place to divert that 
pollution, where it can be captured, cleansed and conveyed 
back to where it historically flowed and belongs, and that's 
the Everglades and Florida Bay through what is now the 
Everglades Agricultural Area. The District's Deputy Director in 
2008 said it best when he said that acquiring EAA lands 
would, quote, "clean the water before it reaches the 
Everglades and store enough water to minimize harmful 
discharges," and, quote, "will work to build upon and 
enhance the Federal/State partnership of CERP." It doesn't 
detract from CERP, it enhances CERP. 

Please see response to JH-2 above. 

JH - 5 Also more storage, treatment and conveyance in the EAA is 
going to allow for continued expansive agriculture to 
continue on surrounding lands, more flood protection, and 
maintaining safe Lake levels for the communities around the 
Lake by providing a larger relief outlet and, again, diverting 
pollution and excess water away from the northern estuaries 
back to the Everglades and Florida Bay which desperately 
need this water. Finally, it's a false choice to say it's food or 
clean water, it's the safety of inland communities or the 
safety of coastal communities. The bottom line is that EAA 
storage would improve conditions for all of South Florida's 
communities and natural systems. Some want to pit us 
against one another, but we cannot let them. We ask you to 
move forward with EAA storage planning concurrently with 
north of the Lake storage planning and so that we can sit 
down and work with all the other stakeholders to find 
solutions that benefit us all. 

Please see the response to JH-2 above. 
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Donna Melzer We have a disaster on our hands. You've heard the 

consequences in terms of environment, our economy and 
our health. When it rains this summer, the toxic discharges 
will continue. You're facing an angry, frustrated public, but 
with lots of knowledge. Fixing the dike won't fix the -- our 
problem. The water from Lake Okeechobee has to be 
cleaned up and sent south where it is needed. Yet because of 
the way the system works, tonight is about north of the Lake. 
Residents from the coastal estuaries to Florida Bay will tell 
you that won't work. CERP is supposed to be a partnership of 
the Federal Government and the State of Florida. The Corps 
now has a reluctant partner. The State is willing to take 
Federal money and spend Amendment 1 money to build 
storage reservoirs for water supply. Florida officials have 
made it clear, however, that they are not willing to finish the 
job and plan for the key piece in the puzzle that sends clean 
water south. Without that piece, CERP is not comprehensive, 
CERP will not restore Everglades National Park, and create a 
functioning water management system for South Florida. We 
don't know how to tell you to solve this problem, but please 
find a way. Going forward with blinders on to plan for the 
north while ignoring what needs to happen next is not 
rational or defensible. If the State is unwilling to be a full 
partner in CERP, CERP will become a costly lesson in how to 
destroy the environment instead of restoring it. The two 
speakers ahead of me give me hope. Let's move in the right 
direction. I have now Everglades petitions if anybody hasn't 
already had them already. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Cara Capp We 61 members of the Everglades Coalition are dissatisfied 
and very frustrated with the scope of this project. We have 
contacted Secretary Darcy and Governor Scott more recently 
asking very specifically that we move up the IDS program to 
plan for storage, treatment and conveyance south of Lake 
Okeechobee beginning this year. I understand that as 
recently as today, Secretary Darcy expressed her willingness 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
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for the Corps to begin planning south of Lake Okeechobee in 
the EAA as soon as a local sponsor becomes available. So I 
hope that the Water Management District, especially given 
Rick Scott's declaration of the state of emergency in four of 
the 16 counties of this region, will work with the Federal 
partners to move forward with EAA planning now. 
Something has to happen in the EAA. People are afraid. 
There's an ecological crisis. There's a community crisis. 
People north, south, east and west don't know what is going 
to happen. This is the time to pull everybody together, to 
bring all the stakeholders to look at all the different 
objectives and take in all of this input and set forth a plan 
that does the most good for the most people. The Everglades 
Coalition stands for -- that the most important thing is health 
and human safety for all of the communities around our 
region. And we look forward to being an active partner as we 
move forward planning for our storage south and north of 
the Lake concurrently this year. 

Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Rae Ann Wessel Basically Everglades restoration depends on two solutions: It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
(RAW) - 1 Storage and a third outlet out of Lake Okeechobee. Storage 

is needed north as well as south. I think there was a good 
suggestion here about adding an opportunity for Osceola 
County to be more involved with that northern storage. 

the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
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flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

RAW - 2 Simply put, we can do what we can north of the Lake, but 
any water that falls in the Lake falls in the Lake's Watershed 
or falls south of the Lake in the EAA isn't going to be stored 
north of the Lake. There needs to be storage, treatment and 
conveyance south of the Lake. Our planning efforts of three 
years are too long, even at -- improvements from ten years, 
but they're too long. And to think about the fact that you'd 
do a north planning effort and then sequentially do a south 
planning effort means we're decades away from getting any 
kind of resolution. We talk a lot about holistic planning, and 
that's what we're asking you to do. If you're going to start 
this planning process for north of the Lake, include south of 
the Lake because they really can't be parsed apart, they are 
two parts of a whole. As was mentioned, Jo-Ellen Darcy has 
indicated her willingness to move the EAA storage project up 
on the IDS schedule. Now it's up to the local sponsors. So 
let's see what the State can bring here. The River of Grass 
planning process gave us a tremendous amount of 
information. We're not starting from scratch on south of the 
Lake storage. So there's a tremendous amount of 
information there, in the CERP plan, and the UF study, all of 
which document the need for storage, treatment and 
conveyance south of the Lake. We all want and need the 
process to be expedited and we can't wait another four years 
for the process to begin. So we urge you to start that now 
coincidentally with the north of the Lake planning process to 
plan for south. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
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the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Paul Gray (PG) - 1 I actually worked on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project the first time we did it about ten years ago with some 
people here. And that took five years. And so three years is a 
better time frame. And I actually don't joke about that; I 
think it's good you guys are trying to speed this up and the 
River of Grass or the CEPP exercise will show that you can do 
it -- it's hard, but we can do it. But with that in mind, when 
we did the first Lake Okeechobee Watershed project, they 
came up with some reservoirs and STA's and it stored about 
300,000 acre-feet of water and it cleaned eighty or a 
hundred tons of phosphorus. But it didn't really meet all the 
goals for the Lake. And so when they read the models, it 
wasn't very satisfying; it didn't fix the Lake very much, it 
didn't fix the estuary releases, and so I complained to the 
study team, they said "Well, we're going to do an ASR around 
the Lake and that's going to take care of part of the problem 
and we're going to have a big reservoir in the EAA and that's 
going to take care of it. When we're done with all these 
things, then it will add up." But that's kind of the problem of 
doing a project in isolation, is you don't really know what 
else is going to go on. And an ASR no longer is what it used to 
be, we don't think it can do as much. We don't have the 
storage reservoir in the EAA right now. And was mentioned, 
Secretary Darcy wrote a letter to Representative Murphy 
today and said that the Corps is ready to move ahead with 
planning for an EAA reservoir if they can get a local sponsor. 
And it's really an opportunity for us -- you know, north and 
south have to fit together, they're part of the same jigsaw 
puzzle. So if we can plan those together in this effort, that's 
really an opportunity to give us a better answer than just 
what we do up north. Because it kind of gives you an isolated 
answer and you're not really sure if you've got the right 
answer if you just model part of the Watershed. So we hope 
you guys will be able to find a way to link that together. 

We are looking at ASR as a storage option for this project. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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PG - 2 And in that same sense, we want to rehydrate this 

Watershed. This is a very natural watershed. It's got all kinds 
of branches with wetlands and it's not pristine, but it's semi-
natural, has a lot of value for a lot of wildlife. So recovering 
its big features is kind of a concern to us. What we like to do 
is ideally wet the Watershed as much as we can and restore 
as many wetlands, do as many projects like that as we can, 
and then find out how much that changes the Lake and the 
estuary response and then when you build a reservoir, you 
could build one that will be the right size and response as we 
did in the Watershed. I'm not sure how that would work. I 
don't envy you guys, because this is going to be hard to 
figure these questions out. But we hope we can take a stab 
at it. What else are we going to do with this Watershed is 
going to add to whatever this project is to see if we're 
getting the right final answer. 

Wetland restoration is one of the management measures for the 
project. We are using a lot of the wetland sites used in the original 
project effort as well as looking at land use changes. 

PG - 3 In a similar note, also the study area is the southern part of 
the Watershed. It's not even half the Watershed. And we 
hope we can expand it to the whole Watershed. Because 
there's a lot of stuff upstream of what we're looking at that 
may go some way to (inaudible). So thank you very much. 
We're going to submit written comments, you can't get it all 
in in two minutes. 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
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environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

Dr. Thomas Van Lent We'll be presenting written comments because I know the The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
(TVL) - 1 time is short here, so I'll just summarize by saying we urge 

the Corps and District to expand the scope of this project to 
include storage in the EAA as well as north of Lake 
Okeechobee. Since Secretary Darcy has indicated her 
willingness to do so, I guess the comment is really directed to 
the District and I think -- they were here. --- I think there's a 
couple really -- very important reasons for that. One, it's very 
urgent. The turnout at this meeting is unlike anything I've 
seen in 32 years of Everglades restorations. This is 
astonishing. Clearly indicating that this is a concern of very 
high priority to the public. The second thing is storage 
matters. Where you put the storage matters. You need to 
look comprehensively at how the storage interacts and what 
benefits are provided. It is true, for example, a north of Lake 
Okeechobee reservoir could provide real water supply 
benefits to Lake Okeechobee, but according to the Florida 
Legacy Act sponsored by Representative Harrell and 
Representative Fitzenhagen, who was here earlier, the State 
has to prioritize those projects that decrease damaging 
releases to the estuaries. And these -- this project may not 
be the one that maximizes the discharges -- benefits to the 
estuaries. So you have other things to think about here. And 
expanding the scope is the only way to really address that. 

Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

TVL - 2 Lastly, I would say you should very -- look very closely to 
expedite this 3/3/3 planning process to look at the past Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed PIR, this isn't the first time you've 
looked at this; there were some really key issues that came 

There are several major differences in this study and the previous 
study which was stopped in 2007. 
The previous study formulated for water quality and included 
management measures such as stormwater treatment areas (STA’s). 
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out of that, some policy, some technical. For example, a 
policy question that I think should be answered in the 
scoping process are things like is the Corps willing to cost 
share a project that's primarily to benefit the State -- to meet 
State water quality standards. Other things like what are the 
habitat effects for the siting. What -- lay those things out 
clearly so we know what the criteria you're going to use to 
address these questions. So with that, I'll say we'll submit our 
written comments. 

We are no longer formulating for WQ as the State has programs to 
address WQ standards. Water quality will be evaluated as an 
ancillary benefit of restoration and storage features included in the 
array of alternatives. 
The previous project did not evaluate Aquifer Storage, Recharge and 
Recovery (ASRR) as a means of additional storage. Several pilot 
projects, including the Kissimmee River ASR, have been completed 
since 2007 and will provide useful scientific data to evaluate the 
location and effectiveness for implementation of ASR technology 
with the project area. 
The regulatory schedule for Lake Okeechobee has changed since the 
previous study. During the previous study the WSE regulation 
schedule was used to determine regulatory flows from Lake 
Okeechobee (S-77 and S-80 as well as the structure releasing water 
to the south). Currently the lake is regulated according to the LORS 
schedule. This change provides a different downstream boundary 
condition for the LOW Project that may affect the evaluation of 
alternative plans. 
Much of the information from the previous project effort is being 
used in the reformulation of the project. Wetland restoration is one 
of the management measures for the project. We are using a lot of 
the wetland sites used in the original project effort as well as looking 
at land use changes. 

Maggy Hurchalla CERP is at an impasse. We're stuck in the mud. If we do not The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
(MH) - 1 get out of that mud hole in the next year, we'll be in the 

same mud hole twenty years from now. I -- quite recently I 
went over to talk to Bubba Wade and I asked him why we 
couldn't send water south. And he said they don't need it. 
When CEPP is done, the National Park does not want more 
water and can't use more water. So I called Shannon Estenoz 
of the Interior, and I said "Is that true?" And she said "No." 
Well, this is not just a problem of Interior versus U.S. Sugar, 
and we went to Water Management District meetings last 
year and desperately begged them to exercise the 40,000-
acre option. And the Chairman of the Water Management 
District Board told us we didn't understand, there were 

Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
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constraints, and you couldn't move the water south. I was 
dismayed to hear that somebody might have misinterpreted 
the introductory comments to this meeting as meaning that 
when CEPP was complete and northern storage was 
complete, we were done. That's not what CERP says. I was 
there in the beginning. We need to move the water south. If 
we are not going to move the water south, if a local sponsor 
is going to get a bunch of reservoirs to make water supply 
and get 50/50 Federal matching funds for that and then walk 
away and declare victory, they will have pulled off a colossal 
fraud on the people of the United States. CERP was about 
saving the Everglades. 

benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

MH - 2 CERP was about sending the water south from Lake 
Okeechobee. If we do not get the local sponsor, the Federal 
Government, and the landowners together in the next year 
before the option expires, we are not going to be able to 
finish CERP and we're not going to be able to finish what 
CERP was supposed to be all about. If we can't do that, if we 
can't actually sit them down -- and I'm told that's not the 
process. The Corps can't do that process, life is complicated. 
Change the process, then. Go to Congress, tell them we want 
a joint purchase of land now south of the Lake so we can 
show we can finish CERP. If you're not going to finish it, don't 
waste money building a lot of water supply things. If you're 
not going to be able to finish CERP, if you're not going to own 
the land that will allow you to finish CERP and move the 
water south, then tell the people on the coastal estuaries 
that their estuaries are going to die. Tell Miami they're going 
to lose their water supply. And tell the nation and the world 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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that you're going to kill Everglades National Park and Florida 
Bay. We can't keep pretending. 

Steve Davis I don't think I could say it much better than Maggy just spoke 
to y'all. But I would like to point out that, you know, not to 
diminish the crisis that we're seeing in Stuart, the situation in 
the Caloosahatchee with these massive discharge events and 
the effects that that's had on those communities, but we also 
have a situation in Florida Bay with a lack of fresh water to 
the south. We know that when you incorporate 
consideration of storage to the south of Lake Okeechobee, 
and we're confident that you view the significance of this 
and consider that in your planning process, that not only will 
you see the value of that particular project and reducing the 
discharges to the east and west, but it also provides that 
outlet to the south. I agree with Matt Morrison, there's no 
single project that's going to restore the Everglades 
ecosystem. So we should be looking at projects that provide 
the biggest overall benefits, the most bang for the buck. We 
know Everglades restoration is worth it. We've done the 
economic studies, we've also seen the impacts of the way 
water is currently managed in the system and the impacts 
that that's had on our economies in South Florida. We know 
that if we can flow this water to the south, we get the 
benefits to the estuaries, we also get the benefits at the 
southern end of the system. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Alisa Coe (AC) - 1 As we all know, there's been some big mistakes made in 
trying to re-engineer the Lake Okeechobee Watershed and 
the Everglades and by failing to control the fertilizer, manure 
and sewage pollution that is fouling our waters. You know, 
we need to clean the pollution up, not just move it around. 
We have a system that is in critical condition and Band-Aids 
are just not going to work anymore. It's time for a 
comprehensive solution to this problem and that requires 
planning south. You know, there's an old saying that says 
"The best time to plant a tree is 20 years ago and the second 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
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best time is today." We can't wait any longer. We need to and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
start looking at the whole problem and including the south. River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 

and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

AC - 2 And as a last remark, I would just say, you know, we saw 
today the kind of turnout that happened by the public. And 
that that should show you guys how important it is to have 
more of these meetings, to have them around the region and 
to include as many citizens as possible. These are important 
voices and we need to make sure that they're all heard. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
area in Okeechobee, FL. The first public workshop was held on the 
east coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-
face Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 

Sean Atkinson Okay. The overall impression -- to summarize a lot of the 
comments that I saw before, the thing I would like to say is 
that the needs of the many outweigh the needs of the few. 
And while the concerns of the local farmers are extremely 
valid and I would love to be living here, it's great here, 
nobody I imagine is envisioning taking over anybody's lands 
without paying for them. That's just not what the U.S. 
Government does. So I don't see exactly what the concern is. 
Everybody that -- makes out pretty well when a road goes by 
and they need to take your land because they want to widen 
the road, you make out pretty well with that. Nobody goes to 
the poor house after that transaction. So I thought that was 
one thing that was worth mentioning; nobody is being 
robbed of their lifestyle without due compensation. The 
other thing that I thought about was it's a well-known legal 
precedent that upstream communities do not get to 
unilaterally defile a body of water for downstream 
communities to suffer. More dramatically, an upstream 
community does not get to unilaterally dam and divert the 
river. I realize this was done many, many years ago, but it's 
still what happened. The river was dammed and diverted. 
And we need to undo that, it's as simple as that. I'm not sure 
why the most reasonable thing to do, which is to refresh the 
Southern Everglades, is resisted so passionately, but it is a 
fairly straightforward idea. There is just no fresh water in the 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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Southern Everglades and a lot of the fresh water that they're 
talking about -- I forget what the term is exactly, but 
containing and in the north part of Lake Okeechobee is water 
that is going to be very much needed and has been needed 
now for years in the Southern Everglades where it's 
completely parched. If the grass, the seagrass is dying in the 
east and the west side of our state due to too much fresh 
water, it's also dying in the southern part of the state due to 
too much salt water. The whole thing is out of whack. That 
needs to be restored. That's it basically. 

Zachariah Cosner First I would like to echo calls to have additional scoping The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
(ZC) - 1 meetings held in places closer to the coastal estuaries, such 

as Fort Myers. It's impossible to expect that the full range of 
stakeholders are actually going to have their voices heard 
here if, you know, they have to go an hour and a half to 
three hours just to go to a single scoping meeting on a 
weeknight. I myself had to leave work early just to arrive late 
to this meeting, but I made the trip anyway because, simply 
put, this is an issue that affects every citizen of South Florida. 

area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the requirements of NEPA and 
CERP regulations. It is important to note that the budgetary ($3 
million) and schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, including 
the public involvement plan. To meet these constraints while still 
allowing ample opportunity for public involvement, key project 
specific face to face meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout 
the project area. The first public workshop was held on the east 
coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-face 
Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 

ZC - 2 Now, if I had a darker sense of humor, I would find it 
absolutely funny that at the same time that our coastal 
estuaries are being hammered by an excess of fresh water, 
the seagrass beds of Florida Bay are facing the greatest die-
out they've seen since 1980. The culprit being too little fresh 
water. It's ridiculous. And simply put, we need to send more 
water south. It seems like a sick joke, but it's not a joke at all. 
It's a very sad reality, the legacy of decades of half measures 
and insufficient solutions. We can't rely on half measures any 
more. The population of Florida is expected to increase by 22 
percent by the year 2030. Just as salt water intrusion driven 
by sea level rise threatens our -- the aquifers upon which 80 
percent of us here in South Florida rely, we cannot allow the 
well to run dry. I've heard it said by wiser men than myself 
that people don't really appreciate the value of fresh water 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
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until the well is dry. Well, right now we're lucky enough to 
have some water left. We need to make sure that we plan 
for the future of our state. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Mark Perry (MP) - 1 But you know what? We're planning to today -- and I know 
the project boundary talks about 922,000 acres, but the 
study area of the whole 2.6 or 3.6 million acres needs to 
really be in place. And the technical reports and all of them 
look at the scope of the Upper Chain of Lakes needs to be 
included in the planning effort as well because it's part of the 
study area, but also south of the Lake. 

It is recognized that there is a need for a comprehensive review of 
the operations of structures within the Kissimmee River and Lake 
Istokpoga Basin and that opportunities for additional storage and 
restoration may exist in the area north of the LOW Project area. 
Undertaking a comprehensive review of existing operations and 
developing optimized operational strategies to meet the flood 
control level of service provided by the C&SF Project, to provide 
more natural fluctuation of lake levels and flows within the system 
for environmental benefit and maintain current water supply 
requirements is a complex time intensive endeavor. The current 
Kissimmee River - Istokpoga Basin System Operating Manual is 
anticipated to be updated in the near future and would be able to 
consider operational/regulation schedule changes which provide 
flexibility to address the needs for additional storage and 
environmental benefit. The scope of such an operational study does 
not fit within the SMART Planning constraints when coupled with 
the other LOW Project objectives. The Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule was identified in the Yellow Book, however, changes in the 
regulation schedule must be examined within the context of the 
overall system operating criteria to ensure that the flood control, 
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environmental and water supply requirements of the entire system 
continue to be met. 

MP - 2 As we've been mentioning before, the coastal estuaries were 
never attached, the northern estuaries were never attached 
to the Everglades, the River of Grass, from the Upper Chain 
all the way down to the tip of Florida. And that timing is what 
we have lost. We've lost that timing. And that -- you talk 
about quality, quantity, timing and distribution. Well, we've 
lost the timing. The six or eight months that used to meander 
down the Kissimmee, finally get there, now it's taking two to 
three days. And we get about 1.6 million acre-feet a year 
coming down into Lake Okeechobee from the Watershed, 
including 346 metric tons of phosphorus a year at 172 parts 
per billion. And we set a total maximum daily load back in 
August of 2001 for Lake Okeechobee at 105 metric tons a 
year and 40 parts per billion. And those of us on the East 
Coast and the West Coast have set our TMDL's and they're 
dependent on the TMDL for the Lake. So in the Watershed --
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project, you need to find 
every bit of storage, attenuation of flow and everything you 
can, including Lake Okeechobee -- you know, projects all 
around the Lake. And if you do that through distribution, 
management, storage or other kinds of storage or restoring 
wetland storage up in the Upper Kissimmee Valley, that's 
what needs to be done. Moving more water north. But it has 
to include the discussion of going south with the water the 
way the River of Grass flowed. The gentleman that spoke 
about that river flowing south one mile every four days, it 
used to take 16 months to get to the tip of Florida. And it 
doesn't do that now. We shunt it out, we shunt it east and 
west, and we don't put it south and so the EAA storage has 
to happen. We have to move that discussion up like 
Secretary Darcy suggested, to right now in July start 
discussing north and south of the Lake to move that water 
south through the EAA storage reservoir. And that needs to 
happen. That discussion needs to come back on line again. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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And that's what -- we're not going to put farmers out of 
business, we don't want people to get out of business. It's 
not going to flood people south of the Lake either, it's going 
to really provide that storage and quantity of -- conveyance 
and storage and treatment of water we need to move south 
to stop the damaging discharges to the coastal estuaries. 

Martha Musgrove The Florida Wildlife Federation has taken a great interest in 
Lake Okeechobee for many, many years and funded much of 
the research that led to the various Lake Okeechobee 
protection plans and to the Kissimmee restoration because 
the Kissimmee restoration was impacting Lake Okeechobee 
very adversely. So I welcome this Watershed study. Because I 
think we've reached a point here on -- the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan properly reflects the 
connections between the Kissimmee, Lake Okeechobee and 
Everglades systems. And it is a -- it was historically a flow-
through system and it must become another flow-through 
system, not a flow-out system. The flow-through system, and 
that requires a good deal of integration, not only between 
the projects, the separate projects, 68 projects are a lot of 
projects to deal with, but each one has a function and each 
one is integral to another one and they must remain 
connected. And we have seen the division that happens 
because of the way we fund it project-by-project and the 
way we treat them planning project-by-project, we leave out 
the connection. Such as in South Dade, we have lost the 
contract -- I mean we were delayed because of the contract, 
eight was never implemented. It is now being constructed. It 
will work. All of the tests have shown it will work. And that's 
the same situation that you reach in the Northern 
Everglades, in the Kissimmee Valley; that we have the 
Kissimmee River restoration that is not quite connected, 
integrally connected to the rest of the Everglades program. 
So we have too much fresh water here, we have too little 
fresh water in Florida Bay, integrating the system both 
project-wise and schedule-wise, the regulatory operation 

Thank you for your comments. 
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schedules become much more important. We will submit 
some written comments on your proposal. 

Sarah Mucha First off, I would like to thank you for allowing public 
comment tonight. That is very important, that citizens are 
able to get involved. I think that it's important that we have a 
voice as well. In Florida we have a very unique and very 
fragile group of ecosystems ranging from our estuaries, our 
seagrasses, and all the way out to our sea, our coral reefs. 
This is very important to us Floridians and to all of the other 
residents of the United States, and even outside of the 
country that come here to vacation. We're in a crisis. And we 
are damaging these valuable resources. And that will affect 
our health, our livelihood, and also our tourism. We can't 
wait until 2020 to do something about this. I support the 200 
plus Everglades scientists that believe that increasing the 
storage, the treatment and the conveyance of the water 
south of Lake Okeechobee. It's essential to stop these 
damaging discharges. They're damaging our estuaries and 
they're also damaging our coral reefs. Not only that, but we 
need to protect the drinking water of over eight million 
Floridians. The science is sound. The money is available 
thanks to 75 percent of Florida voters who, in 2014, voted 
for Amendment 1. We need to identify and secure the land, 
clean the water, and then send it south. It's now or never. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Roger Butler (RB) - 1 Don't really have any planned talk here. This meeting was to 
talk about north of Okeechobee. Everything I've heard here 
so far has been talking about south of Okeechobee. I totally 
agree, we need to send that water south. Doesn't make 
sense to send it out the estuaries. But also remember, your 
estuaries have a lot of water that have gone into those 
estuaries that didn't come from Lake Okeechobee. I said that 
I lived on the banks of the Kissimmee River. I've visually seen 
what the river restoration project that's in progress right 
now is doing. I told my DEP inspector that inspects my dairy 
farm four months ago, "Be prepared. You're fixing to see one 
of the biggest algae blooms you've ever seen." We're sending 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
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more silt and more product down that river today than has 
been done since the last restoration project. 

River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

RB - 2 This gentleman here gave me a -- Mr. Cook gave me a sheet 
earlier and I read that. You're talking about getting rid of the 
sludge in Lake Okeechobee. We talked about north, we 
talked about south, there's more muck and sludge in Lake 
Okeechobee that we haven't addressed. It's been talked 
about before. You're not going to have clean water going 
anywhere until you get rid of the muck in the Lake. Canfield 
said years ago you're going to have nutrients in a lake that 
has a muck bottom. Can't change that. The business, once 
again, on the river, I don't understand the concept that we 
use, that the Corps has always used where we flush from the 
bottom; the gates open from the bottom and we take 
everything that is on the bottom and send downstream 
instead of having a spillway type situation. 

The majority of the water control structures on the C-38 Canal 
(Kissimmee River) are indeed spillway structures. While they do 
have lift gates that open from the bottom the crest of the spillway is 
well above the bottom of the canal. So the water being released is 
coming from the upper portion of the water column. 

RB - 3 Another idea on the Kissimmee River, I've always been told it 
doesn't have enough energy, but we have a lot of storage 
there that we do not have or we're not going to have when 
we remove the next structure. Without a structure, there's 
nothing to keep that water held back in times of need. We're 
never going to see the river like it was even after restoration 
because used to, what caused that water to move, what was 
it, four days to take the movement a mile, was because it 
was completely clogged up with hyacinths, okay? I can 
remember a little kid, when we first came here to 
Okeechobee, they had to dynamite the hyacinths out from 
underneath the wood bridge across Highway 70 out here 
across the Kissimmee River to keep from failing the bridge. 
That's the way the whole system worked. The hyacinths 
clogged everything up and that kept that water moving slow. 
What we have today with the river restoration project is we 
have the ability to put a bunch more water than ever came in 
quicker, choke it down through the old channel that what's 

Because of the removal of the upstream S-65B and S-65C control 
structures, the backfilling of C-38 canal and the installation of the S-
69 (U-Shaped Weir), the major mode of conveyance within the 
restored Kissimmee River will move from the highly efficient C-38 
canal to the Kissimmee River flood plain. Post-restoration stages in 
throughout Pool D will in turn be increased for high water episodes 
due to the less efficient overland flow now conveying the majority of 
the water. Thus, while the control structures in the central part of 
the system will no longer be in place, the overall change results in 
water being stored in the flood plain and moving slowly to Lake 
Okeechobee rather than rapidly through the canal. 
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been done out there right now has washed -- areas that were 
four feet deep are now twenty feet deep because of the 
velocity of that water capability coming down the river. Trees 
are falling in right and left. And all of that sand and silt that's 
been stirred up from that is in Lake Okeechobee. So until we 
address taking the silt out of Lake Okeechobee, Lake 
Okeechobee water, the water going out is not going to get 
any cleaner. 

Margaret Kremer In 2003 I bought and was very excited to buy a home on the 
South Fork of the St. Lucie River. It's a beautiful little nook. It 
was a beautiful little nook up until January of two thousand -
- of this year. We spent almost two million dollars on this 
home. That was my life's investment. Everyone talks about 
who is protecting or watching out for the interests of the 
farmers south of Lake Okeechobee. They're going to be 
compensated. Everybody knows and the science dictates we 
need to move that water south. They are going to be 
compensated. Who is talking about compensating me for a 
home that was worth two million dollars that today, if I put it 
on the market, is not worth a penny. It's not even worth a 
penny to me; I'm scared to live there now. Because it's not 
even a question of just my financial investment for the rest 
of my life, it's my health. Who is checking or regulating or 
watching for what's going to happen to my health with going 
out on my dock to have a cup of coffee in the morning and 
breathing that filth twenty years from now? What's going to 
happen to all of us? This needs to be done now. All of these 
graphs, all of these tables, all of these charts look fantastic, 
but the one thing that I'm hearing over and over again is we 
don't have the time for that. This is a crisis. This is an 
emergency and something needs to happen now and it does 
need to be addressed in both directions, not just north, but it 
has to go south. Compensate the people for their land down 
south and keep in mind that there's other people living in the 
State of Florida as well. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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Terry Hamilton So obviously the work that you're doing – we know that 

you're doing and you're trying to make something here 
happen and make it work and we appreciate that. So don't 
let that go understated. But everything I'm hearing and from 
all the rallies and what I'm learning even myself -- yes, I'm a 
born and raised Floridian, so this is where my entire three 
generations live -- we have to move it south. And I mean, I 
know you hear that all night and I know we're talking about 
the north and I did have some questions about that, but I'll 
ask off-line. But just my comment is here, and I know we all 
are already in agreement by hearing everyone, but we need 
to -- it really starts, to me, with our elected officials. So just --
and I know you're already out there doing it because you're 
here tonight. But November is coming and there's some 
petitions out there -- I mean, I'm sorry, but our Governor, 
and I will say it here and I'm sorry, but he's got to go. But I'm 
sorry. But please, if you can include, just like everyone is 
saying, I don't understand why it's beginning to be so hard or 
has been and continues to be so hard to get that south 
planning in with the north. I don't understand. I guess I'm 
going to keep learning and keep learning from all of you. But 
can you please look at that? There has to be a way. It is a 
crisis and we cannot wait. We cannot wait. 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Jacqui Thurlow- I just want to take a few minutes to say thank you to the While water quality is not a primary objective of plan formulation, 
Lippisch (J T-L) - 1 Army Corps of Engineers for doing this tonight and I really 

admire your scoping project. I really do. And I admire that it 
allows people to talk. What I do have to point out here is just 
the incredible disconnect for those of us who live in Martin 
County especially and I think also in Lee County. As you 
know, we have experienced this terrible situation with the 
blue-green algae. So here we in May had blue-green algae in 
Lake Okeechobee, 33 square miles, and then it morphed into 
over 200 square miles and people have been going through --
I can't -- it's hard for me to explain to you. Your adrenaline is 
pumped up, people have been living truly in a state of 
emergency for the past months. 

there will be opportunities to improve water quality. Many of the 
management measures being evaluated (ASR, wetland restoration 
and reservoirs) will have ancillary water quality benefits. For 
example, storage of water in reservoirs and the associated 
attenuation of peak flows resulting in increased residence time will 
lead to a reduction in nutrients and sediments reaching Lake 
Okeechobee. Storage features could be sited adjacent to existing 
state water quality treatment facilities, such as Lakeside Ranch STA, 
so that stored water released could be sent to the water quality 
facility for treatment before reaching Lake Okeechobee. Restored 
wetlands will attenuate water and filter pollutants. And preliminary 
results of Aquifer Storage and Recovery indicate a substantial 
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reduction in nutrients from water recovered from these facilities. 
Furthermore, holding more water north of the lake may result in 
improved salinity regimes in the northern estuaries and less nutrient 
loading from Lake Okeechobee to the estuaries. 
Algae blooms are based on three factors: water quality, 
temperature and light. As described above, the creation of storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee will positively affect the quantity of 
freshwater that flows to the estuaries which may result in improved 
salinity and reduced nutrient loading to estuarine waters. Thus, 
better water quality and a potentially healthier estuarine ecosystem. 
There are other programs in place in the watershed that are 
specifically focused on water quality such as the Florida Department 
of Environmental Protection’s Basin Management Action Plans 
which serve as the overarching water quality restoration plans for 
the Northern Everglades including Lake Okeechobee and the 
northern estuaries. 

J T-L - 2 And so during this same time, we get information that y'all 
are holding this meeting and that's great, but there's a huge 
disconnect here. The connection for us where we live is that 
we have been working for years to try to get water to move 
south. And unfortunately, the farm lands in the EAA are 
blocking that solution. And we really know that it is just -- it's 
wonderful that you did this, but it is unfair that you only gave 
us today. It took me 45 minutes, 50 minutes to drive here. I 
will drive home tonight hoping I don't have a head-on 
collision on 714. I mean, you guys have got to have more 
meetings for people from our neck of the woods to express 
themselves. This is a revolution where we're from. We're not 
kidding. This is something -- the South Florida Water 
Management knows it. Ask them about it. And we're not 
trying to make it up. This is real for us. And we appreciate 
your going through the motions and having this meeting, but 
I think you got the message tonight that we need more 
meetings and we need more opportunities to speak and we 
need to blend north and south together for a new Florida. 

The NEPA scoping meeting was held in the footprint of the project 
area in Okeechobee, FL and did fulfill the requirements of NEPA and 
CERP regulations. It is important to note that the budgetary ($3 
million) and schedule (3 years) constraints of the SMART planning 
process must be considered with all aspects of the project, including 
the public involvement plan. To meet these constraints while still 
allowing ample opportunity for public involvement, key project 
specific face to face meetings/workshops will be rotated throughout 
the project area. The first public workshop was held on the east 
coast in Jensen Beach, FL on August 31, 2016. The first face-to-face 
Project Delivery Team meeting will be held on the west coast. 
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Rachel Curran To quote the Fish and Wildlife Service in its recently issued 

biological opinion for the 2016 Everglades Restoration 
Transition Plan, "Continued CERP implementation delay is 
unacceptable." The Corps provided this plan and its stated 
purpose, seeming to request evaluation in the larger context 
of future CERP projects with their target dates of 
implementation. This project's ability to meet its stated goals 
must be reviewed in its own right because for decades now 
the Corps has provided timelines that have come and gone 
with little improvement where it counts. What this plan 
amounts to is another unacceptable delay and that delay is 
unacceptable to the Cape Sable seaside sparrow, the 
Everglades Snail Kite, the crawfish and the Florida manatee. 
The science tells us we need storage both north and south of 
the Lake. Please expand this project scope to provide true 
relief for the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries and 
begin restoring hydrology where it matters the most. We will 
be submitting written comments. 

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive 
Review Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The 
scope of the LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including 
the following locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, 
Okeechobee and Highland Counties, and wetland restoration sites in 
various wetlands north of the lake. 
Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW 
Project. Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in 
close proximity to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater 
benefits and lower cost features due to the availability of water and 
increased operational flexibility. 
The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 Reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 

Frank Jackalone I want to say that what's facing all of us is that this is -- this 
plan has some merits and we appreciate the hard work that 
the staff put into it, but the greater need, the greater need is 
to move water south of Lake Okeechobee. It's a greater need 
that's what is needed to protect millions of people, their 
lives, their property, both in the estuaries and ultimately in 
South Florida as well. We already have seen algae spilling 

The IDS for implementation of Everglades restoration activities has 
been developed through an extensive public process utilizing the 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force, its Working Group 
and consideration of the best science, engineering and economic 
information available. The IDS serves to guide the projects and 
maximize benefits of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) efforts. The IDS recognizes the importance of storage 
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over south as water releases have had to go down to the 
Lake Worth Lagoon. We know that if we don't restore the 
Everglades, the impact of climate change is going to destroy 
more and more property of people in Miami. And we need 
Everglades restoration for that purpose as well. Ultimately 
it's the sugar industry that is stopping the protection of all of 
us and protecting what needs to be done. They're stopping 
the restoration of the Everglades. We have the right and the 
responsibility to protect people along the coast, to protect 
people in South Florida. We don't have the -- we don't have 
an obligation to protect those sugar farms -- those sugar 
farms. The sugar farms are needed to restore the Everglades, 
not all of them, but an important portion of them. We need 
to move forward. I ask you to combine the planning 
processes together. But the most important thing, more 
important than this study, is right now making a 
determination to move water south, to buy the land and to 
start the planning process. 

south of the lake which is scheduled to begin in 2021 (EAA planning 
study). Storage south of the lake in combination with 1) new storage 
north of the lake (being developed as part of the LOW Project); 2) 
storage reservoirs being constructed east of the lake (C-44 Reservoir 
and other reservoirs and STAs associated with the approved Indian 
River Lagoon-South Project) and west of the lake (C-43 Reservoir); 
and 3) completion of additional infrastructure to allow flow south of 
the lake, will serve to restore a more natural system wide hydrology 
within the entire Everglades ecosystem as envisioned by CERP. 
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MARTIN COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
2401 S.E. MONTEREY ROAD • STUART, FL 34996 

Telephone: 772.221.2357 
Fruc: 772.288.5432 

Email: ascott@martin.fl.us DOUG SMITH 
Commissioner, District 1 

ED FIELDING 
Commissioner, District 2 

ANNE SCOTT 
Commissioner, District 3 

SARAH HEARD 
Commissioner, District 4 

JOHN HADDOX 
Commissioner, District 5 

TARYN KRYZOA, CPM 
County Administrator 

MICHAEL D, DURHAM 
County Attorney 

TELEPHONE 
772-288-5400 

WEB ADDRESS 
http://www.martin.fl.us 

Via email 

July 28, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

On behalf of the Martin County Board of County Commissioners, I am writing to 
express our support for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USAGE) initial scoping 
session for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project to address storage and water 
treatment to the north of the Lake that will decrease harmful discharges to the St. 
Lucie and Caloosahatchee Estuaries. We are encouraged to see the USAGE and the 
South Florida Water Management District continue to make progress on projects 
identified in the Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS). 

Martin County supports planning and additional storage north of the Lake and 
recommends that the project boundary be expanded west and east to include the 
western and eastern coastal basins of the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, 
respectively. Including these areas may provide important opportunities for storage 
solutions that would otherwise not be considered. 

In this early phase of the process we also request that a restoration project be 
considered to create a wetland littoral zone on the eastern side of Lake Okeechobee. 
This project would improve fish habitats for the Lake and enhance the quality of Lake 
water that is released through the S-308 structure to the St. Lucie estuary. 

Martin County has consistently advocated for projects that reduce damaging 
freshwater flows to the estuary and convey clean water south to the Everglades and 
Florida Bay where it is desperately needed. Our intention is not to disrupt the planning 
schedule for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW); however, we firmly 
believe that a parallel effort must be initiated. This effort would identify storage and 
conveyance opportunities south of the Lake, in addition to the benefits of the Central 
Everglades Planning Project (CEPP). 

The Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) has always been based on 
flexibility and has emphasized that adaptive management is key to the successful 
implementation of these projects. In light of the devastating water conditions along the 
St. Lucie River, the Indian River Lagoon, and the Caloosahatchee Estuary, we 
continue to rely on our state and federal partners to expedite projects listed on the IDS 
to provide creative solutions to this complex problem. 



Gretchen Ehlinger 
July 28, 2016 
Page 2. 

We respectfully request that the current proposed LOW project boundary be expanded 
as described above, and that consideration be given to include a component for the 
creation of an eastern littoral zone in the Lake. Additionally, we ask that the agencies 
begin a parallel effort to identify additional storage and conveyance features south of 
the Lake that will significantly alleviate excess water to the estuaries. The economic 
and environmental prosperity of Martin County and the greater South Florida region 
depend on a more comprehensive approach to Everglades restoration that recognizes 
all additional options for storage and treatment to reduce freshwater discharges to both 
the east and west coast estuaries. 

Thank you for your consideration on these important requests. Martin County looks 
forward to working with our state and federal partners on current and future CERP 
planning efforts. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Scott, C 
Martin County Board of County Commissioners 

AS/dw 

C: Honorable Members of the Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Taryn Kryzda, County Administrator 
Don Donaldson, Engineering Director 

adm2016L527.docx 



COUNCIL OF THE ORIGINAL MICCOSUKEE SIMANOLEE NATION 

ABORIGINAL PEOPLES 

July 26, 2016 

SABLE TRAIL PIPELINE PROJECT 

Enclosed are documents and information pertaining to the Sable Trail Pipeline 

Project, and letters written by Suwannee County, Hamilton County, and Marion 

County, requesting that the US Army Corps of Engineers conduct a supplemental 

environmental impact statement (SEIS) relative to the Sable Trail Pipeline Project. 

Numerous organizations (WWALS Watershed Coalition, Our Santa Fe River, 

Spectra Busters, Inc., Suwannee- St. Johns Group Sierra Club, Earth Ethics, Inc. Gulf 

Restoration Network, Environment Florida, Environment Georgia, Clean Water 

Network and others) groups, and individuals have also submitted both written 

and oral requests to the Jacksonville Office of the USACOE asking for the USACOE 

to conduct a SEIS. 

We hope that you will take the time to review the enclosed documents and 

information, paying special attention to the two geology and hydrology reports 

that were submitted independently. 

It is imperative that the SEIS be done to avoid potential catastrophic impacts to 

our Floridan Aquifer, world treasured Springs, Rivers, and Falmouth Cathedral 

Cave System, and our diverse and unique Florida landscape, and critical wildlife 

habitat. 

Bobby C. Billie, One of the Clan Leaders and Spiritual Leader, Council of the 

Original Miccosukee Simanolee Nation Aboriginal Peoples 



 
   

 

 
 

 
 

 

  
  

   

    
 

 
   

 

  

   

  
  

    

    
     

    
   

    

 

  
     

  
   

 
     

  
   

4500 Biscayne Blvd. 
Suite 205 
Miami, FL 33137 
305-371-6399 
fl.audubon.org 

Gretchen Ehlinger, Ph.D. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

On behalf of Audubon Florida, thank you for the opportunity to submit input 
during the scoping period for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). 
Lake Okeechobee’s conservation is a top priority for Audubon, who has had full-
time staff working in and around Lake Okeechobee since 1936. 

The Lake’s challenges are many. We support the stated purposes of the LOW 
project to improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water to the 
Lake. Extreme water level fluctuations and excess nutrient loading have created 
untenable problems for the Lake and the systems downstream that receive its 
water.  

Setting discrete objectives for the LOW 

Objectives for the LOW project include laudable goals such as reducing 
excessive Lake fluctuations and estuary releases, restoring wetlands in the 
watershed, and maintaining water supply.  For water supply, the goal is discrete 
and includes achieving a 1-in-10 level of service.  Yet, no discrete goal exists for 
ecological objectives.  In order to determine the success of the project, specific 
goals should be set for the performance measures. 

For example, the duration that Lake Okeechobee water levels are within the 
Stage Envelope is a performance measure for the LOW project. A specific goal 
should be set to hold the Lake within the Stage Envelope 50% of the time, 
compared with about 25% of the time under current conditions. Similar discrete 
goals should be set for important ecological measures. 

Model north and south storage concurrently 

Lake Okeechobee is the most important single feature of south Florida’s water 
management because it functions as the proverbial neck of an hourglass, 
funneling all the water from the 2.6 million acre Northern Everglades to the 
southern regions of Florida.  Estimates of storage needs upstream of the Lake 
have ranged from a few hundred thousand acre feet in the first LOW Project 
Delivery Team analysis, to more than one million in the Northern Everglades 
Phase II Construction Project (Table 1). In our opinion, the most robust 
estimates of storage needs were developed in the River of Grass exercise 
because it analyzed north and south of the Lake storage at one time.  Doing this 

https://fl.audubon.org
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planning concurrently avoids learning only how the water enters the Lake, 
without knowing how and where the water goes when it leaves the Lake. The 
latter question is of utmost importance to Florida’s water management future, 
whether the concern is for water supply, flood control, or environmental 
stewardship. 

Because LOW modeling must consider outflows from Lake Okeechobee, at least 
in the form of estuary releases, it also could include a sub-routine that routes 
water southward.  

Exercise Approximate storage 
capacity north of Lake 
Okeechobee 

Notes 

Lake O Watershed Project 
(~2007) 

286,000 acre-feet Closely followed the CERP 
Restudy Plan 

Northern Everglades Phase 
II construction project 
(2008) 

900,000-1.3 Million acre-
feet 

Assumed virtually all 
storage needs met north of 
Lake 

River of Grass (~2009) At least 450,000 acre-feet 
assumed 

This value mostly to help 
meet water quality goals 

UF Water Institute Report 
(2015) 

1 million acre-feet in some 
combination north and 
south of the lake 

Based largely on River of 
Grass modeling 

Table 1.  Estimated water storage needs north of Lake Okeechobee from various 
planning processes. The wide range of values relates to project goals and 
assumptions about matching project components in other regions. 

Model wetland restoration benefits to water management 

The LOW project goals can be reached in many different ways, not only through 
large-scale infrastructure projects. For example, many smaller features could be 
spread throughout the watershed to achieve the same goals as a single large 
reservoir. We encourage you to analyze the benefits of wetlands restoration 
projects in addition to more centralized approaches to water storage.  

A precedent was set for such a combined approach in the Indian River Lagoon-
South project where about 90,000 acres of wetland restoration was envisioned to 
help slow flows to tide.  This allowed the reservoirs and STAs to be smaller. 
Specifically, the PIR for the project explained: 

Source:  Central and Southern Florida Project, Indian River Lagoon—south.  
Final integrated project implementation report and environmental impact 
statement, IRL-S PIR. (page 7-4). 



  
    

   

   
    

  
 

   

  
 

 
    

 

    
  

 
      

 
     

  
   

 

 

  
   

  
  

     

      

     
  

 
  

 
 
   

 

Audubon recommends modeling what benefits could be derived from de-
centralized approaches to storing water across the watershed.  

Expand the scope of the project to include the entire watershed 

At 922,108 acres, the study area covers only about one-third of the 2.6 million 
acre upstream watershed. The study area also is at the bottom of the watershed, 
making the project incapable of addressing factors from the much larger area 
that is upstream.  This makes the study area too small and limited in location to 
effectively address watershed issues. 

As mentioned in the previous section, wetlands restoration has the potential to 
benefit the LOW greatly.  But multiple projects will be needed to create system-
wide benefits.  Using the entire watershed for evaluation would be essential for a 
robust examination of possible contributions of such approaches. 

For example, the Kissimmee River Restoration Project drains the one million-
acre Kissimmee River Chain of Lakes (KCOL) region yet has no storage 
upstream of Lakes Kissimmee, Hatchineha, and Cypress to benefit and protect 
its hydrology.  It also has no upstream water quality component.  Considering 
both deep storage and wetlands restoration in the region could provide multiple 
benefits in the KCOL, Kissimmee River, and other downstream regions. 

The SFWMD and DEP have done extensive work characterizing the watershed 
land uses and characteristics as part of the Basin Management Action Plan, and 
other studies, creating a large body of detailed work that the LOW could build 
upon. 

Audubon recommends the study area be expanded to the entire upstream Lake 
Okeechobee watershed.  

Paradise Run 

Paradise Run is the name for the five miles of the Kissimmee River just north of 
Lake Okeechobee. The original channel of the C-38 was dug along the eastern 
side of the floodplain, leaving it largely intact and making it largely restorable by 
restoring flows.  Paradise Run was originally part of the Kissimmee River 
Restoration project and was considered in the first LOW PDT effort. 

We strongly encourage the PDT to investigate finishing this high value project. 

Thank you again for your attention to these issues, we look forward to working 
with the PDT to develop the most useful project possible. 

Sincerely, 

Paul N. Gray, Ph.D. 
Science Coordinator 



 

 

 

 
         

 

         

                                     

                   

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
   

 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 

EARTHJUSTICE 
August 12, 2016 

Sent Via Electronic Mail 
Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Re: Comments Regarding Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project National 
Environmental Policy Act Scoping 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

We submit these comments regarding the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project National 
Environmental Policy (NEPA) scoping process on behalf of the Florida Wildlife Federation.  
According to the public notice posted at http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/ 
Ecosystem-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-Project/, the aim of the project is to 
“improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee,” 
provide for “better management of lake water levels,” “reduce high-volume discharges to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries” and “improve system wide operational flexibility.”  The 
Corps states that it is seeking to “identify opportunities to restore the quantity, quality, and 
timing and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee.” 

We have several concerns regarding the scope of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
project as currently proposed. As proposed, the project is only looking at a small portion of the 
Lake Okeechobee watershed, with additional projects to be considered piecemeal in the future. 
Such a piecemeal look at a complex system is inadequate under NEPA. Instead, the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) should be considering the entirety of the Lake 
Okeechobee watershed for potential projects, as the current issues plaguing the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries due to discharges from Lake Okeechobee are affected by the entire 
watershed. By avoiding a comprehensive look, the Corps is not considering all possible actions 
that can be taken to alleviate the nutrient pollution and discharge issues.  As the name “Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed” project implies, the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee watershed should 
be considered. 

Geographic Scope 

Lake Okeechobee has a long, complex history. Over the last century, a series of large 
disruptions to Lake Okeechobee have seriously altered the ecological and hydrological dynamics 
of the Lake Okeechobee watershed system.  As a result of the hurricane of 1928, the Corps led 
the construction of an extensive diking system around Lake Okeechobee, isolating it from its 
historical floodplain, and exacerbating the influence of increased nutrient loads upon the lake’s 
trophic dynamics. The implementation of the Central and Southern Flood Control Project in the 
1950s and 1960s provided water control through canals, structures, levees, and pumping stations, 

F L O R I D A  O F F I C E  1 1 1  S O U T H  MAR T I N  L U T H E R  K I N G  J R .  B L V D .  T A L L A H A S S E E ,  F L  3 2 3 0 1  

T :  8 5 0 . 6 8 1 . 0 0 3 1  F :  8 5 0 . 6 8 1 . 0 0 2 0  F L O F F I C E@ E A R T H J U S T I C E . O R G  WWW . E A R T H J U S T I C E . O R G  

WWW.EARTHJUSTICE.ORG
mailto:FLOFFICE@EARTHJUSTICE.ORG
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental
mailto:OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil
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opening much of the historical Lake Okeechobee watershed system floodplain to development 
and agriculture. This destroyed most of the remaining natural relationships the lake had with its 
floodplain (with the exception of Fisheating Creek, which is the last free-flowing water body into 
and out of Lake Okeechobee (water can flow out of the Lake into the lower part of Fisheating 
Creek when lake levels are elevated)). These projects allowed diversion of water east and west 
of Lake Okeechobee in an effort to ensure protection of the 650,000 acre Everglades Agricultural 
Area (EAA) created south and contiguous to the lake. The Central and Southern Flood Control 
Project resulted in one of the largest water control efforts in the world, but seriously weakened 
the ability of the Okeechobee watershed system to regulate water and nutrient flow internally and 
to receiving estuarine systems to the east, west, and south, while greatly altering not only the rate 
of flow, but the scheduling of flow to the southern Everglades. 

The primary land use in the Lake Okeechobee watershed area is agriculture, comprising 
51% of the watershed. Attachment 1 at 8-7. Most of the rest of the watershed includes wetlands, 
upland forests, and waterbodies, with urban areas comprising about 10% of the land use. Id. 
The agricultural land is used for improved pasture, for unimproved pasture (for cattle grazing), 
for citrus groves, and for sugarcane production, along with sod farms, row crops, and dairy 
operations. Id.; see Figure 1. The Lake Okeechobee watershed is large and complex. See 
Figure 2. 

Figure 1: Land Uses Within Lake Okeechobee Watershed, see Attachment 1 at 8-8. 
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c:::J Four Priority Basins of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
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Figure 2: Lake Okeechobee Watershed Regions, from 

http://my.sfwmd.gov/portal/page/portal/pg_grp_sfwmd_watershed/portlet%20-
%20okeechobee/tab1798085/lopp_regions_4pb_cerp_8_final_web.jpg 

By contrast, the area proposed by the Corps for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project 
is very limited, to an area immediately north of Lake Okeechobee. See Figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Current Geographic Scope of Proposed Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 

The proposed Lake Okeechobee Watershed project by the Corps thus proposes to completely 
ignore project possibilities for the Lake Istokpoga Basins, the S-65BC and S-65A basins in the 
Northern Lake Okeechobee Basins, and the entirety of the Upper Kissimmee Basins, and that is 
just on the northern side of Lake Okeechobee. Just as importantly, the proposed project ignores 
the potential for projects east, west, and south of Lake Okeechobee.  By defining the proposed 
project in such a narrow geographic area, in a small part of the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed system, the Corps is too narrowly defining the project scope and will be leaving out 
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potential alternatives that could better achieve the purposes of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
project. 

The data produced by the South Florida Water Management in the South Florida 
Environment report demonstrates the necessity of looking at the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed for the Lake Okeechobee watershed project. For water year 2015, of the total water 
discharge to Lake Okeechobee, 15.6% came from the Lake Istokpoga sub-watershed, 40.9% 
came from the upper Kissimmee sub-watershed (of which only S-65D is included in the 
proposal, a small portion of this part of the watershed), and 3.9% came from the east, west, and 
south watersheds. See Attachment 1 at 8-30. In total, more than 50% of the total water came 
from areas not included in the proposed project area.  The geographic scope of the proposal is 
thus missing the area that has the majority of impact in terms of water discharge to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

For water year 2015, for total phosphorus loading to Lake Okeechobee, 10.3% came from 
the Lake Istokpoga sub-watershed, 21.9% came from the upper Kissimmee sub-watershed (of 
which only S-65D is included in the proposal, a small portion of this part of the watershed), and 
5.8% came from the east, west, and south watersheds.  Id.  The geographic scope of the proposal 
is thus missing an area that contributes to a third of the total phosphorus loading to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

For water year 2015, for total nitrogen loading to Lake Okeechobee, 16.9% came from 
the Lake Istokpoga sub-watershed, 32.6% came from the upper Kissimmee sub-watershed (of 
which only S-65D is included in the proposal, a small portion of this part of the watershed), and 
6.5% came from the east, west, and south watersheds.  Id. at 8-32. The geographic scope of the 
proposal is thus missing an area that contributes to the majority of the total nitrogen loading to 
Lake Okeechobee. 

As should be evident, Lake Okeechobee water level and water quality issues stem from 
the entirety of the Lake Okeechobee watershed. The Corps should be directing its attention to 
the entire watershed for solutions – not just a small piece of it. Ignoring the source of the 
majority of the problem will not assist the Corps in solving the issues stemming from Lake 
Okeechobee. 

There are additional reasons to include areas south of Lake Okeechobee as well.  Lake 
Okeechobee is naturally part of the Everglades watershed.  Attachment 1 at 8-1.  Historically, 
there was a large, natural flow-way between Lake Okeechobee and the Everglades located south 
of Lake Okeechobee. Any strategy to alleviate water quality and water quantity issues must 
include looking at the area south of Lake Okeechobee. 

The Proposed Piecemeal Evaluation Is Prohibited Under NEPA 

The Corps acknowledges that it is planning to evaluate other areas of the Lake 
Okeechobee watershed for potential projects in subsequent studies.  Attachment 2.  The Corps 
also admits that it would be willing to expand the current project scope to include those other 
areas if a “non-Federal sponsor” could be identified.  Id. The project scope should not, and 
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cannot, be limited by the Corps’ ability to find a “non-Federal sponsor.” Under NEPA, if the 
project scope should include the entirety of the region, the Corps should include the entire region 
in its analysis, and is not excused from doing so based on a failure to find a “non-Federal 
sponsor.” This kind of piecemeal evaluation – waiting until 2021 to investigate the Everglades 
Agricultural Area – is anathema to the comprehensive look that NEPA demands. See Fla. 
Wildlife Fed. v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 401 F. Supp. 2d 1298, 1312 (S.D. Fla. 2005) 
(finding in development case where “Corps has conceded that it was aware of plans for future 
development; that it will have jurisdiction over the next phases of development; and that it 
anticipates applications for those phases,” the scope of Corps analysis should include the entirety 
of the project, and should not limit that analysis to phase 1); see also 33 C.F.R. Part 325, Appx. 
B §7(B) (where there is “a specific activity requiring a Department of the Army (DA) permit . . . 
which is merely one component of a larger project . . . [t]he district engineer should establish the 
scope of the NEPA document (e.g., the EA or EIS) to address the impacts of the . . . entire 
project over which the district engineer has sufficient control and responsibility to warrant 
Federal review”). As the Corps knows that there will be future projects in other parts of the Lake 
Okeechobee region, and that it will have jurisdiction over those projects, the entire Lake 
Okeechobee watershed region must be included as part of the comprehensive analysis the Corps 
must complete to satisfy NEPA requirements. 

The Project Should Specifically Consider Water Quality Solutions 

Based on the August 10, 2016 Project Delivery Team call, it appears that the Corps is 
considering limiting the scope of the proposed project to the consideration of water quantity 
solutions alone, and will only be considering the ancillary water quality benefits of such water 
quantity solutions. Given how important water quality is to the estuaries, Lake Okeechobee, and 
the entire Lake Okeechobee watershed system, water quality impacts and solutions must be 
considered, especially because water quality improvements is one of the project aims. 

While dealing with water quantity projects alone might be simpler, the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed does not need piecemeal, simple solutions that only consider part of the water 
problem.  The Lake Okeechobee watershed needs comprehensive solutions that address water 
quantity and water quality. 

CONCLUSION 

The Lake Okeechobee watershed system is a complex, interconnected system. NEPA 
requires a comprehensive look at the entire system when work is contemplated to avoid a 
piecemeal approach that will fail to implement the most effective economic and environmental 
strategies. The Corps’ proposal to take a piecemeal approach violates NEPA’s scoping 
requirements precisely because the Corps proposes to take a piecemeal approach that will miss 
the big picture – and could thus miss the best environmental and economic solutions to the 
current water pollution crises being caused by the Corps’ discharges to the estuaries. The St. 
Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries continue to be devastated by the horrible pollution coming 
from the Lake Okeechobee watershed. Only by addressing the entire watershed in a 
comprehensive fashion will a comprehensive solution be found. Failure to do so will mean that 
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the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries will continue to be devastated by harmful and toxic 
algae outbreaks in future years. 

Sincerely,  

Bradley  Marshall,  Attorney  

7 



  
  

  
  

 

  

 
           

             
          

            
             

        
        

           
       

    

        
      
         

         
         

         
            

 
         

        
  

        
       
         

            
         

  

         

Chapter 8: Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Protection Program 

Annual Update 
Joyce Zhang, Bruce Sharfstein and Lesley Bertolotti1 

Contributors: Michael Baranski, Patricia Burke, David 
Colangelo, Therese East, Eric Gonzalez, Charles Hanlon, 

R. Thomas James, Alyssa Jordan2, Brian Tilles, Cheol Mo, 
Andrew Rodusky and Odi Villapando 

SUMMARY 
Lake Okeechobee means "big water" in the Seminole Indian language, an appropriate name 

for a waterbody whose opposite shore cannot be seen from the water's edge. With a surface area of 
730 square miles, it is the largest lake in the southeastern United States. Despite its impressive size, 
the lake is shallow, with an average depth of only 9 feet. Lake Okeechobee and its wetlands are at 
the center of a much larger watershed, the Greater Everglades, that stretches from the Kissimmee 
River through the Everglades and finally into Florida Bay. Lake Okeechobee is also a key 
component of South Florida's water supply and flood control systems. Notably, Lake Okeechobee 
provides natural habitat for fish, wading birds, and other wildlife, and it supplies essential water 
for people, farms, and the environment. The lake also provides flood protection, attracts boating 
and recreation enthusiasts from around the world, and is home to sport and commercial fisheries. 

Lake Okeechobee has been subject to three long-term effects: (1) excessive total phosphorus 
(TP) loads, (2) extreme water level fluctuations, and (3) rapid spread of exotic and nuisance plants 
in the littoral zone. Despite these influences, Lake Okeechobee continues to be a vital freshwater 
resource for South Florida, with irreplaceable natural and community values. The South Florida 
Water Management District (SFWMD or District), Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP), and Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), work 
cooperatively with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and other federal 
agencies, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), local governments, and 
other stakeholders to address these interconnected issues in order to rehabilitate the lake and 
enhance the ecosystem and the services it provides, while maintaining other societal functions such 
as water supply and flood control. 

For more than three decades, restoration efforts have been under way to improve the water 
quality and hydrology of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) through implementation of a 
suite of projects and programs. The nutrient reductions due to the dairy buyout, FDEP dairy 

1 The authors acknowledge Susan Gray, Lawrence Glenn, Jeff Sumner, Steffany Olson and staff from the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection for providing valuable comments and suggestions to 
this document. 
2 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Vero Beach, FL 



          
         

            
    

         
       

        
      
         

     
        

 

           
        

      
        

       
          

         
        

       
   

 
      

        
 

         
          

      
     

        
      

              
      

              
        

            
        

   
           

          
      

            
           
           

technology-based rule, the 1989 Lake Okeechobee Works of the District (WOD) Rule [Chapter 
40E-61, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)] and other early initiatives made positive impact for 
the first several years, but leveled-off in the 1990s. As a result, in 2000, the Florida legislature 
passed the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act (LOPA), which requires the coordinating agencies— 
the District, FDACS, and FDEP—to work together to reduce TP loading and control exotic species. 
The LOPA was amended in 2007 to expand restoration efforts to include the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee River Watersheds, and is now called the Northern Everglades and Estuaries 
Protection Program (NEEPP) [Section 373.4595, Florida Statutes (F.S.)]. The Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Protection Plan (LOWPP) is required under the NEEPP, which promotes a 
comprehensive, interconnected watershed approach to protecting the lake and its downstream 
estuaries—Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie. It is a cooperative effort between the District, FDEP, 
and FDACS. 

The NEEPP requires annual progress reports and three-year evaluations of the LOWPP. 
This chapter of the 2016 South Florida Environmental Report (SFER) – Volume I fulfills the Water 
Year 2015 (WY2015) (May 1, 2014–April 30, 2015) annual reporting requirements of the NEEPP 
for the LOWPP. It includes updates on coordinating agency projects being implemented to help 
address water quality and quantity issues affecting Lake Okeechobee, hydrology and water quality 
conditions in the lake and its watershed, and lake ecology as required by Subsection 373.4595(6), 
F.S3. Chapter 4 of this volume provides an update on the District’s 40E-61 – Regulatory Nutrient 
Source Control Program (WOD) for the LOW. Further information on the Kissimmee Chain of 
Lakes and the Kissimmee River and nonindigenous species status in South Florida is presented in 
Chapters 9 and 7 of this volume, respectively. 

WATERSHED UPDATE 
A summary of watershed activities and findings is presented below: 

• Numerous efforts were conducted under the LOW Construction Project during the 
WY2015 reporting period: 
o In December 2014, FDEP adopted the Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action 

Plan (BMAP), which focuses on the six subwatersheds north of the lake. It builds upon 
the decade plus work already completed under the LOWPP. Developed collaboratively 
with existing and new stakeholders, the BMAP works in combination with regulatory 
programs and provides for an enforceable framework necessary to achieve restoration. 

o Operation (year two) of the Lakeside Ranch Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) Phase 
I continued. This STA removed a total of 23 metric tons (mt) of TP and 48 mt of TN 
since its operation on July 3, 2013, through June 30, 2015. This provided about 11.5 
mt of TP removal per year, well exceeding its planned design rate of 9 mt per year for 
Phase I. The USACE permit for Phase II construction was also obtained in July 2015. 

o Operation of the pilot-scale STA in Taylor Creek continued. Based on measured data 
from 2008 through 2015, an average annual load reduction of approximately 1.2 mt of 
TP and 4.1 mt of TN was achieved, respectively. 

o Repair of the pilot-scale STA in Nubbin Slough was completed and operations of the 
facility have been transferred to the District. Once water levels and desirable vegetation 
have been established, start-up and permit required monitoring will begin. 

3 In accordance with Subsection 373.4595(6), F.S. (Annual Progress Report), the Northern Everglades Fiscal 
Year 2014-2015 (October 1, 2014–September 30, 2015) expenditures and Northern Everglades Annual Work 
Plan for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 are included in Appendices 1-5 and 1-6 of this volume, respectively. 



          
       

           
       

     
          

          
         

        
 

     
          

          
    

      
         

        
 

      
          

         
       

           
             
            

        
        

             
      

         
        

        
 

            
       

      
       

      
     

 
       

      
        

        
  

            
          

          

o The District began operations of the Nicodemus Slough storage facility in January, 
2015. The District has successfully utilized the site to store water and also provided 
water supply to the river and local agriculture. Six additional contracts under the 
Northern Everglades Payment for Environmental Services (NE-PES) were executed in 
WY2015 as a result of additional legislative funding. 

o The last major phase of the Kissimmee River Restoration Project (KRRP) is under 
way. Reach 3 backfilling was awarded in Fiscal Year 2014-2015 (October 1, 2014– 
September 30, 2015) and is currently in progress. The final phase of KRRP 
construction, Reach 2 backfilling, will be awarded in Fiscal Year 2015-2016 and is 
planned for completion in 2019–2020. 

o Expansion and operation of hybrid wetland treatment technology (HWTT) continued. 
HWTT represents a combination of chemical and wetland treatment technologies to 
remove TP at subbasin and farm scales and the expansion and operation of the Floating 
Aquatic Vegetative Tilling Project. 

• Ten research, modeling, and assessment projects were initiated, continued and/or 
completed in WY2015. The competed activity includes the nutrient budget analysis for 
contributing basins to Lake Cypress, Lake Hatchineha, and Lake Kissimmee in the Upper 
Kissimmee Subwatershed. 

• In WY2015, the surface water flow to Lake Okeechobee was 2.863 million ac-ft, or about 
3,530 million m3, which is only 1.2 percent higher than the WY2014 value of 2.828 million 
ac-ft, or about 3,487 million m3. However, both TP and total nitrogen (TN) loads to the 
lake declined despite total discharge to the lake being nearly the same as WY2014. TP 
loads to the lake from tributaries and atmospheric deposition totaled 450 mt in WY2015, 
which was 26 percent (159 mt) less than the previous water year of 609 mt of TP. This 
year’s load reduction could be attributed to water discharging to the lake with a lower flow-
weighted mean (FWM) concentration of 117 parts per billion [ppb or micrograms per liter 
(μg/L)] (compared to 165 ppb in WY2014), and partially due to regional activities being 
implemented to lower TP loading to the lake. The sources of a majority of this water with 
lower TP concentrations were the Upper and Lower Kissimmee subwatersheds. 

• The current five-year (WY2011–WY2015) average TP load from all drainage basins was 
436 mt, which exceed the lake’s total maximum daily load (TMDL) by 296 mt. This five-
year average includes one regional drought that lasted from December 2010 to 
October 2011. 

• The highest subwatershed unit area load of TP comes from the Taylor Creek/Nubbin 
Slough Subwatershed [0.86 pounds per acre (lbs/ac), or 0.96 kilograms per hectare 
(kg/ha)], followed by the Indian Prairie Subwatershed (0.71 lbs/ac, or 0.80 kg/ha) and the 
Lower Kissimmee Subwatershed (0.33 lbs/ac, or 0.37 kg/ha). In terms of FWM TP 
concentrations, the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed was the highest (373 ppb), 
followed by the Indian Prairie Subwatershed (212 ppb), the combined East, West, and 
South subwatersheds (210 ppb), and the Fisheating Creek Subwatershed (173 ppb). 

• In-lake TP concentrations declined from a high of 233 ppb in WY2005 to 93 ppb in 
WY2012. In WY2015, the in-lake TP concentration was 134 ppb, which is a 12 percent 
increase as compared to the WY2014 value of 118 ppb. The current five-year moving 
(WY2011–WY2015) average TP concentration is 117 ppb, which is within the pre-
hurricane (pre-2004) range. 

• In WY2015, the TN load to the lake from all drainage basins and atmospheric deposition 
was 6,191 mt, which is 559 mt less than last year. The unit area load of TN averaged 
1.4 lbs/ac (1.6 kg/ha) for the LOW. The highest unit area load came from the Indian Prairie 



        
        

          
        

     

           
         
      

         
      

         
       

   
           

       
      

 
           

    
        
          

         
         

            
       
            

           
          

             
           

             
        

      
        

             
          

           
            

 

       
          

          
   

        
            

Subwatershed (6.6 lbs/ac or 7.4 kg/ha), followed by the Lake Istokpoga Subwatershed (4.6 
lbs/ac or 5.2 kg/ha), and the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed (4.2 lbs/ac or 4.7 
kg/ha). In terms of FWM TN concentrations from subwatersheds, the combined East, West, 
and South Lake Okeechobee subwatersheds had the highest value (2.3 ppm), followed by 
the Indian Prairie Subwatershed (1.95 ppm), and the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough 
Subwatershed (1.8 ppm). 

• Lake Okeechobee water levels were at an elevation of 13.05 feet [ft or 3.98 meters (m)] 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29) on May 1, 2014, which placed water 
levels in the Base Flow Lake Management Sub-Band. Regulatory releases from the lake to 
its downstream estuaries were made throughout the water year based on SFWMD adaptive 
protocols. Pulse releases occurred from mid-July to mid-September 2014 and from mid-
October 2014 through the end of April 2015. These discharges were primarily to the 
Caloosahatchee River, followed by the St. Lucie Estuary. Releases were also made south 
through the S-351, S-352, and S-354 structures. WY2015 lake stage was at a minimum 
level of 12.38 ft (3.77 m) NGVD29 on June 12, 2014, and increased to a maximum of 
16.01 ft (4.88 m) NGVD29 on October 23, 2014. Water levels ended on April 30, 2015, at 
a stage of 13.87 ft (4.23 m) NGVD29. Detailed information on regional WY2015 
hydrology is presented in Chapter 2 of this volume. 

ECOLOGY UPDATE 
Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in Lake Okeechobee decreased again slightly, for the 

third year in a row, to a total coverage of 31,877 acres [ac or 12,900 hectares (ha)] as compared to 
33,854 ac (13,700 ha) the previous year. Coverage by the macroalgae Chara spp. increased 
compared to the previous year. However, nearly 1,000 ac (approximately 405 ha) of pondweed 
(Potamogeton spp.), a highly valued vascular species, was identified in the southern region of the 
lake after being largely absent since the hurricane years of the mid-2000s, Vascular SAV accounted 
for 67 percent of the total SAV acreage. Despite the continued small declines in measured SAV 
acreage, the lake appears to be maintaining a healthy SAV community, and winter and spring 
sentinel sampling indicate the continued persistence of healthy beds at many locations. The trend 
of SAV being replaced by spike rush (Eleocharis spp.) and other emergent aquatic vegetation 
(EAV) in previously open water nearshore areas, especially in the southern bays, appears to be 
continuing. 

Based on results from sentinel EAV sites, generally drier marsh conditions are resulting in a 
continued net increase in cattail (Typha spp.) acreage, especially in the inner marsh (although there 
was some cattail loss along the nearshore edge due to somewhat higher lake stages coupled with 
wind and wave activity). A number of exotic invasive species, including torpedograss (Panicum 
repens) and exotic water grass (Luziola subintegra) also appear to be gaining ground as a result of 
the generally lower lake levels, especially since limited funding has been available for ongoing 
control efforts. It is unclear what these shifts in the areal coverage of EAV, vascular SAV, and non-
vascular SAV are having on habitat values in the littoral and nearshore zones of Lake Okeechobee, 
although conditions are substantially better than they were during the generally higher lake stages 
that characterized the mid to late 1990s, or in the years immediately following the 2004 and 
2005 hurricanes. 

Algal bloom activity and associated microcystin concentrations increased again somewhat in 
WY2015 as compared to WY2013 and WY2014, although they remain well below the levels 
encountered immediately following the hurricane years of the mid-2000s. Satellite imagery is now 
regularly being used to assess bloom conditions on the lake, and good coincidence has been found 
with routine monthly grab samples, although the development of a Lake Okeechobee-specific 
algorithm relating spectral imagery to chlorophyll a (Chla) concentrations is still being developed. 



          
          

      
        

  

              
      

       
            

         
       

           
              
           

 
          

         
           

       
    

        
         

          
      

           
         

          
    

      
       

        
           

           
             

 

       
       

      

    
     

   
         

   

The Lake Okeechobee fishery continues to be in good condition, and both nearshore and 
pelagic zone sport fish and forage fish populations appear to be stable. Overall, values for most 
species remain comparable to historic levels. The black crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus) 
population, whose recovery has lagged relative to other important lake species, appears to be stable 
with continued good population values and size class distribution. 

Wading bird utilization of the lake for foraging declined for the third year in a row. The lowest 
foraging numbers encountered since surveys began in 2010 were recorded in December 2014. 
Although foraging use increased in succeeding months, a reversal in lake stage (higher stage) in 
late April 2015, ended the lake’s use as foraging habitat for the duration of the breeding season. 
Nevertheless, it appears that there was sufficient foraging habitat available in surrounding wetlands 
for the lake’s breeding colonies to be somewhat successful in producing fledglings. [Note: Full 
nesting results for the lake will not be available until the final publication of the annual South 
Florida Wading Bird Report in December 2015.] This year also marked the first time in recent 
history that a roseate spoonbill (Platalea ajaja) pair successfully fledged chicks in a Lake 
Okeechobee rookery. 

INTRODUCTION 
Lake Okeechobee (located at 27o North latitude and 81o West longitude) has a surface area of 

445,560 ac [1,800 square kilometers (km2)], and is extremely shallow with a mean depth of 9 ft 
(2.7 m) and maximal depth of 12.1 ft (3.7 m) for the past 10 years. The lake is a central part of the 
interconnected South Florida aquatic ecosystem and the USACE regional flood control project. 
Lake Okeechobee provides numerous services to diverse users with tremendous economic interest 
in its health and fate. The lake is the primary water supply for the Okeechobee Utility Authority 
and the backup water supply for much of South Florida. It supports multimillion-dollar sport and 
commercial fisheries, and various recreational activities. It also provides habitat for migratory 
waterfowl, wading birds, alligators (Alligator mississippiensis), and the snail kite (Rostrhamus 
sociabilis plumbeus) (Aumen 1995). The lake is also used for flood control during the wet season 
(June–October) and water supply during the dry season (November–May). The lake faces three 
major environmental challenges: (1) excessive TP loads, (2) extreme water level fluctuations, and 
(3) the rapid spread of exotic and nuisance plants. 

Lake Okeechobee receives water from a 3.45-million ac (1.4-million ha) watershed that 
includes four distinct tributary systems: Kissimmee River Valley, Lake Istokpoga–Indian 
Prairie/Harney Pond, Fisheating Creek, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough (Figure 8-1). With the 
exception of Fisheating Creek, all major inflows to Lake Okeechobee are controlled by gravity-fed 
or pump-driven water control structures. These four major tributary systems are generally bound 
by the drainage divides of the major waterbodies and are further divisible into 61 drainage basins 
and grouped by nine subwatersheds based on hydrology and geography. 

The nine subwatersheds comprising the LOW are the Upper Kissimmee (above structure S-65), 
Lower Kissimmee (between structures S-65E and S-65), Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough (S-191, 
S-133, S-135, S-154, and S-154C basins), Lake Istokpoga (above structure S-68), Indian Prairie 
(C-40, C-41AN, C-41AS, C-41N, C41S, L-48, L-49, L-59E, L-59W, L-60E, L-60W, L-61E, and 
S-131 basins), Fisheating Creek (Fisheating Creek, L-61W, and Nicodemus Slough North basins), 
East Lake Okeechobee (Basin 8, C-44, S-153, and L-8 basins), West Lake Okeechobee (East 
Caloosahatchee, Hicpochee North, and Nicodemus Slough South), and South Lake Okeechobee, 
which includes the S-4 Basin, and most basins in the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA), as well 
as Chapter 298, F.S., Districts (Figure 8-1). 
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The Upper Kissimmee, Lower Kissimmee, Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, Lake Istokpoga, 
Indian Prairie, and Fisheating Creek subwatersheds primarily drain into Lake Okeechobee by 
gravity. The S-133 Basin (part of the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed) and other urban 
areas can also pump water into the lake from the north. When high lake stages make gravity flows 
impossible, urban areas north of the lake are drained via pumps. The Eastern and Western Lake 
Okeechobee subwatersheds contribute flow by gravity, but only when Lake Okeechobee water 
levels are below 14.5 and 11.5 ft (4.4 and 3.5 m), respectively, in relation to NGVD29. 

Land uses shown in Figure 8-2 are part of a 2009 land use data set to which modification to 
the dairy land uses were made in January 2013 as part of the Nutrient Budget Tool (PN-Budget) 
Upgrade and Calibration Project (JGH Engineering 2013). As some of the LOW area lies within 
the St. Johns River and Southwest Florida water management districts (SJRWMD and SWFWMD, 
respectively), the land use data set was created by merging the SWFWMD 2009, SJRWMD 2009, 
and SFWMD 2008/2009 Florida Land Cover Classification System (FLUCCS) land use data sets 
and then clipping these to the study area. 

Agricultural land use accounts for 51 percent of the LOW total area (1.75 million ac or 706,000 
ha); followed by natural areas including wetlands, upland forests, and waterbodies (31 percent). 
Urban areas comprise approximately 10 percent of the land use. The majority of agricultural land 
uses are improved pasture (20 percent), followed by unimproved/woodland pasture (9 percent) for 
beef cattle grazing north of the lake. Sugarcane production is primarily south of the lake within the 
EAA and citrus groves are located primarily within the East Lake Okeechobee and Lake Istokpoga 
subwatersheds. Sod farms, row crops, dairies, and other agriculture make up the remaining land 
uses within the watershed. Further information on detailed land use breakdown is presented in the 
2014 LOWPP Update (Bertolotti et al. 2014). 

For the East Lake Okeechobee Subwatershed, the major land use is agriculture, followed by 
wetland, upland forest, and urban land uses. The Fisheating Creek and the West Lake Okeechobee 
subwatersheds are dominated by agricultural land uses, followed by wetland and upland forest. The 
Indian Prairie and Lower Kissimmee subwatersheds are dominated by agricultural land uses, 
followed by wetland and rangeland. For Lake Istokpoga and the Upper Kissimmee 
Subwatershed, the major land use is agriculture, followed by wetland and urban land uses. The 
South Lake Okeechobee Subwatershed and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed are 
dominated by agricultural land uses, followed by urban, wetland, and water. 
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Figure 8-2. Land use distribution detailing Florida FLUCCS level III for 
agriculture and level I for other land use types in the LOW. 



    
   

          
          
      

         
      

        
       

       
         

           
        
       

      
      
         

      
          
        

       

       
    

           
    

       
        

             
    

         
              

       
          

          
       
            

            
       

       
         

 

OVERVIEW OF THE LAKE OKEECHOBEE 
WATERSHED PROTECTION PROGRAM 

Passed in 2000, the LOPA (Section 373.4595, F.S.) established a restoration and protection 
program for the lake. In 2007, the Florida legislature amended the LOPA and is now known as the 
NEEPP. The NEEPP promotes a comprehensive, interconnected watershed approach to protect 
Lake Okeechobee and the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie rivers and their watersheds (SFWMD et 
al. 2008). The NEEPP includes the Lake Okeechobee, the Caloosahatchee River, and the St. Lucie 
River watershed protection programs. The protection plans developed pursuant to NEEPP for each 
of these three Northern Everglades watersheds identify actions (e.g., programs and projects) to help 
in achieving water quality and quantity objectives for the watersheds and to restore habitat. Water 
quality objectives are based on TMDLs established by FDEP. The TMDL for Lake Okeechobee is 
140 mt of TP per year, which consists of 105 mt of TP per year from the watershed tributaries and 
35 mt per year from atmospheric deposition. Storage targets are aimed at achieving appropriate 
water levels in Lake Okeechobee and more desirable salinities within the estuaries. 

The District, in cooperation with FDEP and FDACS, collectively known as the coordinating 
agencies, developed the Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan, which is reevaluated every three years 
pursuant to the NEEPP. The Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan was originally submitted to the 
Florida legislature on January 1, 2004 (SFWMD et al. 2004), the Lake Okeechobee Phase II 
Technical Plan (LOP2TP) was submitted to the Florida legislature in February 2008 
(SFWMD et al. 2008), and three year evaluations to the LOWPP were completed in 2011 and 2014 
as required by the NEEPP (SFWMD et al. 2011, Bertolotti et al. 2014). 

The coordinating agencies are jointly responsible for implementing the NEEPP, each with 
specific areas of responsibility. FDEP’s BMAPs in the Northern Everglades serve as the 
overarching water quality restoration plans. Other major responsibilities of the coordinating 
agencies include implementation of urban and agricultural source control programs, identification 
and implementation of water quality and quantity projects, and reporting and maintaining a 
monitoring network. SFWMD, in cooperation with FDEP and FDACS, is the lead agency for 
annual status reports and three-year updates to the LOWPP; however, each agency is responsible 
for implementing its respective programs. 

The NEEPP requires the District to submit an annual progress report to the Florida legislature. 
This chapter fulfills the annual progress report requirement of the NEEPP for the LOW and 
constitutes the fifteenth annual progress report summarizing the hydrology, water quality, and 
aquatic habitat conditions of the lake and its watershed based on the results of research and water 
quality monitoring, as well as the status of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Construction Project 
(LOWCP). The annual progress reports for the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee River watersheds are 
provided in Chapter 10 of this volume. More details on exotics within the District boundaries and 
source control programs under WOD permits for surrounding watersheds are presented in Chapters 
7 and 4 of this volume, respectively. In accordance with Subsection 373.4595(6), F.S., the Northern 
Everglades Fiscal Year 2014-2015 (October 1, 2014–September 30, 2015) expenditures and 
Northern Everglades Annual Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 are included in Appendices 1-5 
and 1-6 of this volume, respectively. 
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The LOWPP is a major component of the NEEP and includes three main components: (1) the 
LOW Phosphorus Control Program; (2) the LOWCP, which includes the Phase I and Phase II 
Technical Plans; and (3) the LOW Research and Water Quality Monitoring Program (Figure 8-3). 
A brief description of these elements is provided below. In addition, the LOWPP includes the Lake 
Okeechobee Exotic Species Control Program and Lake Okeechobee Internal Phosphorus 
Management Program. Further information on these programs is presented in the 2014 LOWPP 
Update (Bertolotti et al. 2014). 

Figure 8-3. NEEPP structure, detailing the LOWPP elements and projects. 
[Note: Alt. – Alternate; LO – Lake Okeechobee; and P – phosphorus.] 

The LOW Phosphorus Control Program is a multifaceted program that includes (1) continued 
implementation of regulatory and incentive-based agricultural and nonagricultural best 
management practices (BMPs); (2) development and implementation of improved BMPs; (3) 
improvement and restoration of hydrologic function of natural and managed systems; and (4) use 
of alternative technologies for nutrient reduction. The District, FDEP, and FDACS cooperatively 
implement this program through an interagency agreement in coordination with existing regulatory 
programs, including the Lake Okeechobee Works of the District Permitting Program (Chapter 40E-
61, F.A.C.), FDEP Dairy Rule (Chapter 62-670.500, F.A.C.), and Everglades Forever Act (Section 
373.4592, F.S.). 



         
       

       
       

      
          

      
      

             
          

          
           

        
        

       

        
          

           
     

   

           
        

           
              

           
          

        
 

   
    

      
       

        
         

        
         

      
         

          
         

             
 

According to the NEEPP, the multifaceted approach to reducing TP loads by improving the 
management of phosphorus sources within the watershed includes implementation of existing 
regulations and BMPs and development and implementation of improved BMPs. For example, 
WOD permits are issued under Chapters 40E-61 and 40E-63, F.A.C., which are longstanding 
regulations that establish criteria to ensure discharges from agricultural and nonagricultural sources 
meet legislative objectives for water quality protection. The District continues to implement the 
delegated Environmental Resource Permitting (ERP) Program and mandated Lake Okeechobee 
WOD nutrient source control program, which are described in Chapter 4 of this volume. The 
District also collects water quality monitoring data at sites identified as key locations for tracking 
progress toward achieving water quality goals and identifying water quality concerns and potential 
areas for BMP improvement. The NEEPP requires FDACS to implement an incentive-based BMP 
program on agricultural lands within the LOW. FDEP implements the ERP Program and other 
urban BMP programs and rules. More details about the LOW Phosphorus Control Program are 
provided in the 2014 LOWPP Update (Bertolotti et al. 2014). Works of the District source control 
activities for WY2015 and anticipated WY2016 activities are presented in Chapter 4 of this volume. 

The LOWCP identifies water quality and storage projects to improve hydrology, water quality, 
and aquatic habitats within the watershed. For a detailed description of the LOWCP and the 
associated activities see the 2014 LOWPP Update (Bertolotti et al. 2014). Updates on the LOWCP 
activities are provided under the Watershed Construction Project Update and Related Activities 
section of this chapter. 

The District in cooperation with the other coordinating agencies developed a research and water 
quality monitoring program, as required by NEEPP. The plan includes a flow, water quality, and 
ecological monitoring network. The data from this network is used to assess progress towards 
achieving goals and to monitor the ecological health of the system. It also includes projects aimed 
towards improving our understanding of the system. Results from the monitoring and updates on 
research and water quality monitoring program are provided in this chapter. Results from the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Assessment Monitoring (LOWA) network, which was developed as part 
of the regulatory WOD source control program, are presented in Appendix 4-3 of this volume. 

WATERSHED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
UPDATE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

Addressing the complex and varying problems in the LOW requires a multifaceted restoration 
approach. The coordinating agencies are committed to restoring Lake Okeechobee and its 
watershed, continuing existing efforts, and identifying new opportunities to improve the ecosystem. 
Over the past four years, the coordinating agencies have implemented various projects to improve 
conditions including continued operation of the Lakeside Ranch STA Phase I, continued operation 
of a pilot-scale STA in Taylor Creek, expansion of the Dispersed Water Management Program, 
continued effort on the KRRP, and implementation and expansion of HWTT and floating aquatic 
vegetative tilling (FAVT) technologies to remove nutrients at subbasin and farm scales (Table 8-1). 
This section provides updates to the LOWCP and related activities during WY2015. SFWMD is 
continuing to coordinate with USACE on the KRRP and more details on this coordination effort 
can be found in Chapter 9. The status of the C-44 Reservoir/STA Project is reported in the 
Construction Project Updates section in Chapter 10 of this volume.  



          

  
    

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

  

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
  

  
 

 
   

  
   

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

  
 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 
  

 
  

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
    

  
  

  
   

  
 

  
  

  
   

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

  
   

  
 

   
 

  
   

 
 

  
  

  

  
  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

  

  

 

 

 
  

   
 

  
  

  
  

   
 

  
  

   
   

   
 

  

 

 

Table 8-1. General description and status of LOWCP during WY2015. 

Project Name
(Investigator) 

Sub-
Watershed General Description Size/Capacity 

Estimated 
Water Quality
and Quantity

Benefits 

Year Construction 
Started and 
Completed 

or Expected
Completion Date 

WY2015 Status Update 

Lakeside Ranch Taylor This project, expedited under the NEEPP, is The northern STA The design Under Phase I, the During WY2015, Lakeside Ranch 
Stormwater Creek/ located on 2,700 ac (1,090 ha) lands in has an effective document northern STA started STA captured 30,851 ac-ft of 
Treatment Area  Nubbin western Martin County adjacent to Lake treatment area of estimated an in 2009 and S-650 stormwater runoff from the S-191 
(SFWMD) Slough Okeechobee. The project is designed in two 

phases: the Phase I northern STA and 
inflow pump station; and the Phase II 
southern STA, including a second pump 
station to manage rim canal levels in Lake 
Okeechobee during high water flow periods 
and potentially to recirculate the water in 
Lake Okeechobee back to the STA for 
additional phosphorus removal. 

919 ac (372 ha) 
and the pump's 
capacity is at 250 
cubic feet per 
second [cfs or 7 
cubic meters per 
second (m3/sec)]. 
The southern STA 
has an effective 
treatment area of 
788 ac (319 ha). 

average annual 
load reduction 
of 19 metric 
tons per year 
(mt/yr), with 9 
mt/yr from 
Phase I and 10 
mt/yr from 
Phase II. The 
overall TP 
removal 
efficiency was 
designed at 43 
percent. 

pump station started 
in 2010. Both were 
completed in 2012. 
Under Phase II, 
construction of the 
southern STA is 
planned to start in 
Fiscal Year 2015-
2016. The 
construction of 
S-191A pump station 
is contingent on 
funding. 

Basin. The STA removed 13.9 mt 
of TP out of 16.3 mt it received in 
WY2015 (an 85 percent reduction 
in TP loads). The STA also 
removed 31 mt of TN out of 70 mt 
it received in WY2015 (a 44 
percent reduction in TN loads). 
Overall, a total of 23 mt of TP has 
been removed in the past two 
years (from July 2013 to June 
2015), well exceeding the 
designed rate of 9 mt per year. 
The STA also has removed 48 mt 
of TN during the same two-year 
period. 

Taylor Creek Taylor This project is located on the District-owned The site is 142 ac The design Started in 2006 and The STA retained 1.16 mt of TP 
Stormwater Creek/ Grassy Island Ranch along the banks of (57 ha) with an document completed in 2008 out of 2.09 mt it received in 
Treatment Area Nubbin Taylor Creek. This project is part of the Lake effective treatment (Stanley WY2015, for a TP load reduction 
(SFWMD) Slough Okeechobee Critical Restoration Project, 

which was authorized through the federal 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996. 
USACE was responsible for the design and 
construction of the STA and SFWMD is 
responsible for operations and maintenance. 

area of 118 acres 
(48 ha). This two-
celled STA in 
series is expected 
to treat about 
10 percent of the 
water flow in 
Taylor Creek. 

Consultants, 
Inc. 2003) 
estimated an 
average annual 
load reduction 
of 2.1 mt of TP. 
The overall TP 
removal 
efficiency was 
designed for 38 
percent. 

of over 55 percent. As of April 30, 
2015, the STA has had 60 months 
of flow-through operation. During 
this period, the STA treated 
46,433 ac-ft of runoff water and 
removed 5.84 mt of TP, resulting 
in an annual load reduction of 
approximately 1.2 mt of TP. The 
STA removed 5.7 mt of TN out of 
12.8 mt it received in WY2015 (a 
45 percent reduction). As of April 
30, 2015, the average annual load 
reduction of TN was approximately 
4.1 mt. 



   

  
    

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

  

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

   
 

 
 

  
   

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

   
  

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 
 
 

  
  

 

  
   

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
  

 
   

  

  
 

 

  

Table 8-1. Continued. 

Project Name
(Investigator) 

Sub-
Watershed General Description Size/Capacity 

Estimated 
Water Quality
and Quantity

Benefits 

Year Construction 
Started and 
Completed 

or Expected
Completion Date 

WY2015 Status Update 

Nubbin Slough Taylor This STA is located on District-owned This two-celled The projected Started in 2005 and The Nubbin Slough STA Project was 
Stormwater Creek/ lands at the New Palm Dairy site STA is 809 ac long-term completed in 2006 transferred to the District by USACE on 
Treatment Area Nubbin along the banks of Nubbin Slough. (327 ha) with an average TP March 18, 2015. Start-up monitoring is 
(SFWMD) Slough This project is part of the Lake 

Okeechobee Critical Restoration 
Project, which was authorized 
through the federal Water Resources 
Development Act of 1996. USACE 
was responsible for the design and 
construction of the STA and the 
SFWMD is responsible for operations 
and maintenance. 

effective 
treatment area of 
773 ac (313 ha). 

reduction 
within the 
STA is 
approximately 
5 mt/yr 
(Stanley 
Consultants, 
Inc. 2003) 

currently under way. Once the start-up 
monitoring requirement for TP reduction 
is achieved, then flow-through operation 
will begin. 

Dispersed Water Northern The goals and objectives of the DWM The individual The total The program started Six additional NE PES-2 contracts were 
Management Everglades Program are to provide shallow water project storage storage in 2005 and is executed in WY2015 as a result of 
(DWM) Program storage to enhance Lake benefits for benefit ongoing. additional legislative funding. 
(SFWMD) Okeechobee and estuary health by 

reducing runoff and discharge 
volumes, reducing nutrient loading to 
downstream receiving waters, and 
expanding groundwater recharge 
opportunities. The four main 
categories of projects under the DWM 
Program include storage and 
retention projects on private lands, 
storage and retention projects on 
public lands, NE-PES projects on 
ranch lands, and Water Farming 
Payment for Environmental Services 
(WF-PES) pilot projects on fallow 
citrus lands. 

operational 
projects range 
from 24 acre-feet 
per year [ac-ft/yr 
or 29,592 cubic 
meters per year 
(m3/yr)] to 33,860 
ac-ft/yr (41.75 
million m3/yr). 

created by the 
39 completed 
and 
operational 
projects 
through 
WY2015 is 
approximately 
85,258 ac-ft/yr 
(105.2 million 
m3/yr). This 
includes 
contributions 
from other 
agencies and 
landowners. 

Nicodemus Slough began operations in 
January 2015. This storage facility has 
approximately 24,000 ac-ft (29.59 
million m3) of static storage at the 
design stage. 



   

 
    

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
    

  
 

  
  

   
  

 
  

  
 

  
  

   

 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 
  

 
 

   
   

 
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

   
 

  
  

    

 
 

  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
  
 

 
  
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 
 

  
 

 
  

 

 

Table 8-1. Continued. 

Project Name
(Investigator) 

Sub-
Watershed General Description Size/Capacity 

Estimated 
Water Quality
and Quantity

Benefits 

Year Construction 
Started and 
Completed 

or Expected
Completion Date 

WY2015 Status Update 

Kissimmee River Lower The main goal of KRRP is to restore ecological The first three TP load The first three The last major phase of the 
Restoration Kissimmee integrity to approximately one-third of the river construction reduction construction phases of KRRP is under way. 
Project and its floodplain that existed before the river phases estimates restoration were Reach 3 backfilling was 
(SFWMD) was channelized in the 1960s. The project 

involves acquiring more than 102,000 ac 
(41,280 ha) of land in the river’s floodplain and 
headwaters, backfilling 22 miles [35 kilometers 
(km)] of the C-38 canal, reconnecting remnant 
sections of the original river channel, removing 
two water control structures, modifying portions 
of the river’s headwaters, and implementation of 
the Headwaters Regulation Schedule to meet 
the project hydrologic criteria needed to meet 
KRRP ecological goals. More detail on KRRP is 
available in Chapter 9 of this volume. 

reestablished 
flow to 24 miles 
(39 km) of river 
channel and 
allowed 
intermittent 
inundation of 
15,041 ac 
(6,089 ha) of 
floodplain. 

ranged from 
20.6 mt/yr 
(LOP2TP; 
SFWMD et al. 
2008) to 17.75 
mt/yr (FDEP 
Lake 
Okeechobee 
BMAP; FDEP 
et al. 2014). 

completed between 
2001 and 2009. The 
last major phases of 
construction are under 
way and are currently 
scheduled for 
completion in 2019. 

awarded in Fiscal Year 
2014-2015 and is currently 
in progress; the final phase 
of KRRP construction, 
Reach 2 backfilling, will be 
awarded in Fiscal Year 
2015-2016 and is planned 
for completion in 2019– 
2020. 

Hybrid Wetland Taylor Creek The HWTT technology combines attributes of Ideal 2 Grove FWM TP Ideal 2 Grove, Nubbin Danforth Creek, which 
Treatment and Nubbin treatment wetlands and chemical treatment 1.3 cfs concentration Slough, and Mosquito drains into the St. Lucie 
Technology Slough systems. There are currently six operational (0.04 m3/sec), reductions of Creek were River, will operate at a peak 
(FDACS) Subwater-

shed and St. 
Lucie River 
Watershed. 

HWTT systems and one under permitting in the 
Northern Everglades; five in the LOW (Nubbin 
Slough, Mosquito Creek, Lemkin Creek, 
Grassy Island and Wolff Ditch) and two in the 
St. Lucie River Watershed (Ideal 2 Grove and 
Bessey Creek). 

Nubbin Slough 
7.4 cfs 
(0.21 m3/sec), 

Mosquito Creek 
6 cfs 
(0.17 m3/sec), 

Lemkin Creek 
5 cfs 
(0.14 m3/sec), 

Wolff Ditch 
20 cfs 
(0.57 m3/sec), 

Grassy Island in 
the Taylor 
Creek Basin 
30 cfs 
(0.85 m3/sec) 

Bessey Creek 
20 cfs 
(0.57 m3/sec). 

the seven 
active HWTT 
facilities during 
the entire study 
period ranged 
from 67 to 93 
percent. 

constructed in 
WY2008. Lemkin 
Creek and Wolff Ditch 
were deployed in 
WY2011. Grassy 
Island was constructed 
in WY2012 with final 
expansion in WY2014. 
Bessey Creek was 
constructed in 2015. 

flow of 25 cfs (0.71 m3/sec). 
It is under construction and 
will be completed by March 
2016. 



  

 
    

  
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

  

 

 
 

 
 

    

  
   

  
  

 
 

 
  

  
  

  
  
   

 
 

 
  

  
    

 
 

 

 

  
 

  
  

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

Table 8-1. Continued. 
Year 

Construction 
Project Name
(Investigator) 

Sub-
Watershed General Description Size/Capacity 

Estimated Water 
Quality and 

Quantity Benefits 

Started and 
Completed 

or Expected
WY2015 Status Update 

Completion
Date 

Floating Fisheating FAVT systems are operated with an initial The East Caloosahatchee 16.2 mt from the The East The East 
Aquatic Creek and growing season during which the floating FAVT site is 540 acres Fisheating Creek Caloosahatchee Caloosahatchee 
Vegetative West Lake aquatic vegetation (FAV) assimilate nutrients (219 ha) and has a capacity FAVT. The East facility was FAVT project is 
Tilling Okeechobee and grow to a high density. The FAVT is then of 90 cfs (2.55 m3/sec). It is Caloosahatchee completed in operational. 
(FDACS) drained during the dry season, thereby designed to treat local FAVT facility is June 2014. The Legislative funding 

stranding the FAV on the soil. After a natural agricultural runoff from the anticipated to Fisheating has been appropriated 
drying process, the plant material is tilled into Hendry Hilliard Water Control remove Creek facility for a FAVT site to 
the soil, stored in deeper zones, and used to District, the East approximately 6 mt has an treat water from the 
repopulate the wetland for the subsequent Caloosahatchee River, and of TP. expected Fisheating Creek 
growth period. The technology uses the Lake Okeechobee. The completion date Subwatershed. 
direct assimilation of nutrients from the water Fisheating Creek facility is in 2016. 
column through the use of floating plant roots comprised of 100 acres 
(as compared to plants rooted in the soil), (40 ha) of FAV and 200 acres 
and all of the biomass is rapidly incorporated (81 ha) of managed 
directly into the soil through tilling. The FAVT dispersed flow area and will 
process may result in a reduction of up to 80 
percent of land needed for treatment as 

have a treatment capacity of 
120 cfs (3.4 m3/sec). 

compared to traditional wetland treatment 
systems. 



           
          

             
         

       
        

           
       

          
         

        
  

           
             

        
        

   

 
   

            
          

             
         
          

         
  

          
         

      
       

        
       

         
          

          
    

       
           

          
   

A key component to achieving water quality goals in the Northern Everglades are FDEP’s 
BMAPs, which serve as the overarching water quality restoration plans. A BMAP is the "blueprint" 
for restoring impaired waters by reducing pollutant loadings to meet a TMDL. It represents a 
comprehensive set of strategies—permit limits on wastewater facilities, urban and agricultural 
BMPs, conservation programs, financial assistance and revenue generating activities, etc.— 
designed to implement the nutrient load reductions established by the TMDLs. In December 2014, 
FDEP adopted the Lake Okeechobee BMAP, which focuses on the six subwatersheds north of the 
lake. It builds upon the decade plus work already completed under the LOWPP. Developed 
collaboratively with existing and new stakeholders, it works in combination with the regulatory 
programs and provides for an enforceable framework necessary to achieve restoration. These 
actions, coupled with the LOWPP, make for a comprehensive suite of actions to address Lake 
Okeechobee restoration. 

Phase I of the Lake Okeechobee BMAP is currently being implemented and expected to reduce 
TP loading to the lake by 145 to 148 mt per year. FDEP continues to work with stakeholders and 
coordinating agencies through BMAP implementation to track progress toward achieving goals, 
identify the projects necessary to achieve the TMDLs, and estimate project nutrient reduction 
benefits. The first semiannual Lake Okeechobee BMAP meeting was held on July 1, 2015. 

DISPERSED WATER MANAGEMENT PROJECTS 
IN THE NORTHERN EVERGLADES 

The legislative intent of the NEEPP includes encouraging and supporting the development of 
creative partnerships to facilitate or further the restoration of surface water resources in the LOW 
and the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee river watersheds. One way this is being accomplished is 
through the Dispersed Water Management (DWM) Program. The goals and objectives of the DWM 
Program are to provide shallow water storage, retention, and detention to enhance Lake 
Okeechobee and estuary health by reducing discharge volumes, reducing nutrient loading to 
downstream receiving waters, and expanding groundwater recharge opportunities. 

The DWM Program is a multifaceted approach to working cooperatively with public and 
private land owners to identify, plan, and implement mechanisms to retain or store water. The four 
main categories of projects under the District’s DWM Program include storage and retention 
projects on public lands, storage and retention projects on private lands, NE-PES projects, and 
Water Farming Payment for Environmental Services (WF-PES) pilot projects. The storage, 
retention, and detention created by the 39 completed and operational projects within the DWM 
Program through WY2015 is approximately 85,000 ac-ft. This includes contributions from the 
United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA NRCS) 
Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) and other programs, the FDACS BMP Program, agricultural 
landowners, agricultural organizations, non-governmental organizations, and local governments. 

A map of the projects is shown in Figure 8-4. The comprehensive list of the District’s DWM 
projects in the Northern Everglades and their current status and estimated benefits, as of June 2015, 
is shown in Table 8-2. The District administers the DWM Program in consultation with FDEP, 
FDACS, and USDA NRCS. 
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Figure 8-4. DWM projects located in the Northern Everglades. Projects include 
water storage on private and public lands, NE-PES, Florida Ranchlands Environmental 

Services Projects (FRESP), and water farming. 



                 
         

     
 

 
 
 

        
       

      
      

      

      

      
      

       
        

      
       

      
      

      
       

       
      

      
      

     

       

      

   
    

   

Table 8-2. Comprehensive list of SFWMD’s DWM projects located in the Northern Everglades and their status and estimated 
storage benefits in acre-feet per year (ac-ft/yr). [Note: Gov – government.] 

Estimated 
Project Name Watershed Drainage Basin Category Status Storage

Benefits 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Lykes West Waterhole Lake Okeechobee C-41N, C-40 FRESP Operation & Maintenance 4,848 
Buck Island Ranch (NE PES-1) Lake Okeechobee C-41N NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 1,573 
XL Ranch Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 887 
Lost Oak Ranch (aka Shady Oaks Ranch) Lake Okeechobee Lake Kissimmee NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 374 
Dixie Ranch Lake Okeechobee S-154 NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 856 

Triple A Ranch Lake Okeechobee S-65BC NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 397 

Willaway Cattle and Sod Lake Okeechobee S-65D NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 229 
Dixie West Lake Okeechobee S-65E NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 315 
Rafter T Ranch WMA (NE PES-2) Lake Okeechobee Arbuckle Creek NE-PES 2 Operation & Maintenance 1,298 
Buck Island Ranch WMA (NE PES-2) Lake Okeechobee C-41N NE-PES 2 Construction 620 
Bluehead Ranch Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 NE-PES 2 Design/Permitting 3,462 
Buck Island Ranch A, B and C Lake Okeechobee C-41N WRP Operation & Maintenance 62 
Payne and Son Ranch Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 WRP Operation & Maintenance 932 
Francis Creek Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 WRP Operation & Maintenance 47 
Mary's Creek Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 WRP Operation & Maintenance 208 
Boney Ranch Wetland Reserve Lake Okeechobee Fisheating Creek/L-61 WRP Operation & Maintenance 300 
Lake Wales Ridge State Forest Lake Okeechobee Lake Istokpoga WRP Operation & Maintenance 220 
Williamson Cattle Company Lake Okeechobee S191 WRP Operation & Maintenance 150 
Lazy O Ranch Lake Okeechobee S-65E, S-154 WRP Operation & Maintenance 250 
Nicodemus Slough Lake Okeechobee Nicodemus Slough North Other Operation & Maintenance 33,860 
Lemkin Creek Lake Okeechobee S-133 District Lands Planning 

Avon Park Airforce Range Lake Okeechobee Arbuckle Creek Other Gov Lands Operation & Maintenance 10,000 

Istokpoga Marsh Lake Okeechobee C-41N Other Gov Lands Design/Permitting 950 

Sumica Tract Lake Okeechobee Lake Weohyakapka, 
Tiger Lake Other Gov Lands Operation & Maintenance 281 

Subtotal Lake Okeechobee Watershed 62,119 



   

     
 

 
 
 

      
         

        
      

       
      

      
      

       
       

       
      

      
      

      
      

       
       

 
      

       
          

Table 8-2. Continued. 

Estimated 
Project Name Watershed Drainage Basin Category Status Storage

Benefits 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Alderman-Deloney Ranch St. Lucie C-25 NE-PES 1 Operation & Maintenance 147 
Bull Hammock Ranch, LTD WMA St. Lucie NE-PES 2 Operation & Maintenance 228 
Adams - Russakis Ranch WMA St. Lucie C-24 NE-PES 2 Design/Permitting 508 
Spur Land & Cattle / Bull Hammock Ranch St. Lucie Water Farming Operation & Maintenance 870 
Evans Properties (Alt. E-1) St. Lucie C-24 Water Farming Operation & Maintenance 3,635 
Caulkins St. Lucie Water Farming Operation & Maintenance 6,780 
Winding Waters Natural Area St. Lucie C-17 WRP Operation & Maintenance 46 
Williamson Ranch/Turnpike Dairy St. Lucie WRP Operation & Maintenance 547 
Allapattah Parcels A and B - Phase I St. Lucie C-23 WRP Design/Permitting 3,500 
Allapattah Parcels A and B - Phase II St. Lucie WRP Design/Permitting 1,243 
Allapattah H Canal St. Lucie C-23 WRP Operation & Maintenance 1,610 
Pal-Mar East St. Lucie Grove WRP Operation & Maintenance 2,000 
Audubon Loop St. Lucie South Mid- Estuary WRP Operation & Maintenance 24 
Indiantown Citrus Growers Phase I and II St. Lucie Other Operation & Maintenance 3,550 
Harbour Ridge St. Lucie St. Lucie North Fork Other Operation & Maintenance 667 
Allapattah Parcel C St. Lucie District Lands Design/Permitting 
C-23 Interim Storage (Section D - PC55) St. Lucie C-23, C-24 District Lands Construction 110 
C-23 Interim Storage (Section C) St. Lucie C-23, C-24 District Lands Construction 212 
Adams Ranch Cattle and Citrus Operations 
(ARCCO) (C-23/C-24 Complex) St. Lucie C-24 District Lands Operation & Maintenance 190 

C-24 Interim St. Lucie District Lands Planning 
Subtotal St. Lucie River Watershed 25,867 

C-23 

C-23 

C-44 

C-23 

C-23 

C-44 

C-23 

C-24 



   

     
 

 
 
 

    
    

       
      

        
      

      
    

      

       

       

       

   
      

   
  

Table 8-2. Continued. 

Estimated 
Project Name Watershed Drainage Basin Category Status Storage

Benefits 
(ac-ft/yr) 

Alico Ranch WMA Caloosahatchee East Caloosahatchee, 
Okaloacoochee, C-139 NE-PES 2 Design/Permitting 91,944 

Babcock Ranch WMA Caloosahatchee Tidal North NE-PES 2 Design/Permitting 1,214 
Mudge Ranch Caloosahatchee West Caloosahatchee NE-PES 2 Operation & Maintenance 396 
Spirit of the Wild Management Area Caloosahatchee West Caloosahatchee WRP Operation & Maintenance 615 
BOMA Caloosahatchee East Caloosahatchee District Lands Operation & Maintenance 836 

Barron Water Control District Caloosahatchee East Caloosahatchee Other Gov Lands Operation & Maintenance 5,000 
ECWCD Mirror Lakes/Halfway Pond 
Phase I Caloosahatchee Tidal South Other Gov Lands Operation & Maintenance 1,000 

ECWCD Mirror Lakes/Halfway Pond 
Phase II Caloosahatchee Tidal South Other Gov Lands Planning 500 

ECWCD Mirror Lakes/Halfway Pond 
Phase III Caloosahatchee Tidal South Other Gov Lands Planning 2,000 

Six Mile Cypress Slough North Caloosahatchee Tidal South Other Gov Lands Construction 1,400 

Subtotal Caloosahatchee River Watershed 
Dinner Island Ranch Everglades C-139 WRP Operation & Maintenance 30 
Subtotal Everglades 
Total for Northern Everglades 192,921 

104,905 

30 



 
        

         
           

           
        
         

          
         

         
         

            
           

      

 
          

          
        

       
         

        
           

 
       

           
        

          
         

           
   

          
            

            
           

            
        

              
            

   

          
            

           
         

           
            

         
         

Storage and Retention Projects on Public Lands 
Projects on public land enhance Lake Okeechobee and estuary health by reducing discharge 

volumes and nutrient loading to downstream receiving waters through modifications to existing 
water management structures and implementing operational strategies. In many cases, storage, 
retention, and detention are obtained by increasing the discharge control elevation of on-site 
drainage facilities or impounding water in shallow retention and detention areas. These projects are 
typically conducted on non-District lands where the District provides cost-share funding to other 
public entities to implement a water management improvement project or on District lands where 
the District identifies lands that may be available for interim water storage projects while a regional 
project is being planned, designed, or authorized for construction. Previous analysis of District 
lands have identified available parcels for interim projects that are currently being used for storage 
or are in the planning/design phases. The District is conducting an updated review of available 
District lands for additional interim project sites beginning with the C-23 and C-24 drainage basins. 
This review is anticipated to be completed in Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 

Storage and Retention Projects on Private Lands 
Similar to public lands, projects on private land also enhance Lake Okeechobee and estuary 

health by reducing discharge volumes and nutrient loading to downstream receiving waters through 
modifications to existing water management structures and implementing operational strategies. 
In many cases, storage, retention, and detention are obtained through execution of cooperative 
cost-share agreements that maximize the benefits the project can provide. These projects typically 
have exceptional circumstances such as offering large, cost-effective benefits to the regional 
system, aiding local or regional water resource-related issues, or benefiting multiple watersheds. 

Northern Everglades Payment for Environmental Services 
As the basis for the NE-PES Program, the Florida Ranchlands Environmental Services Pilot 

(FRESP) Project was a five-year pilot project to field-test and develop a payment for environmental 
services program. FRESP partners included eight ranchers, the World Wildlife Fund, the Florida 
Cattlemen’s Association, FDACS, FDEP, the University of Florida Institute of Food and 
Agricultural Sciences, USDA NRCS, the MacArthur Agro-ecology Research Center, and SFWMD. 
Further details of the FRESP Program are provided in Section 5 of the 2011 LOWPP Update 
(SFWMD et al. 2011). 

An example of a very successful FRESP project that has continued operation through an 
extended agreement is the West Waterhole Pasture Project. It is a 2,370-acre marsh located in 
Glades County that drains into the C-40 (Indian Prairie) Basin. The project’s goal is to remove 
nutrients from on-site water (citrus grove) and regional water from the C-40 canal by pumping 
canal water into the marsh before these waters discharges back to the C-40 canal. In 2014, a total 
of 6.8 billion gallons of water was pumped into the marsh. Twenty-four percent of the total inflow 
volume was retained in the marsh. Monitoring data indicates that 10.3 mt of TP (88 percent of the 
total inflow) was retained in the marsh. Also, 48.7 mt of TN (56 percent of the total inflow) was 
retained in the marsh in 2014. 

The coordinating agencies have expanded opportunities for DWM in the Northern Everglades 
watersheds whereby private landowners manage water on parts of their property to provide two 
different water management services: water retention/storage or nutrient (TP or TN) load reduction 
through the District’s NE-PES Program. Solicitations released through this program allow for an 
innovative approach by offering eligible cattle ranchers the opportunity to compete for contracts 
for water and nutrient retention. The goal of the NE-PES Program is to establish relationships via 
contracts with private landowners to obtain the water management services of water retention and 
nutrient retention to reduce flows and nutrient loads to Lake Okeechobee and the estuaries from 



           
         

       
 

             
            

         
            
         
         

    

  
       

             
          

 
         

          
           

          
         

           
  

              

   
             

        
           

           
           

      
            

          
     

the watersheds. The NE-PES is a working program that keeps ranchers working and reduces 
pressure to convert ranchlands to development or other more intense agricultural uses. The District 
is responsible for administering this program in coordination with FDACS, FDEP, and 
USDA NRCS. 

The first NE-PES solicitation was released in January 2011 offering eligible cattle ranchers the 
opportunity to compete for contracts for water and nutrient retention. Eight water retention 
contracts were awarded as a result of that solicitation. All eight projects are operational. The total 
estimated retention is 4,778 ac-ft. The second NE-PES solicitation was released in December 2012. 
Nineteen submittals were received and as a result eight contracts were awarded and are in various 
stages of implementation. NE-PES projects will be operated as long as funding is available for up 
to 10 years, as stated in the contracts. 

Water Farming Payment for Environmental Services Pilot Program 
An innovative approach to delivering environmental services, similar to NE-PES, is the WF-

PES pilot program. This concept seeks to field test the potential for retaining water on fallow citrus 
lands. Two feasibility analyses were completed: one in April 2012 by the Indian River Citrus 
League, and one in October 2013 by the Gulf Citrus Growers Association, both under cooperative 
agreements with the District. The DWM Program WF-PES pilot projects will help determine the 
cost-effectiveness and benefits associated with retaining water on fallow citrus lands. A WF-PES 
pilot project request for proposal solicitation for the St. Lucie Estuary watershed area (Martin and 
St. Lucie counties) closed on June 5, 2013, with five submitted proposals resulting in three executed 
contracts. This program is partially funded through a Clean Water Act Section 319(h) grant 
agreement with FDEP. Their estimated combined total storage is 11,285 ac-ft per year. The projects 
have been constructed and are all in the operational/data collection phase. Upon completion of the 
pilot, data collected and lessons learned will guide the development of any future WF-PES projects. 

WATERSHED MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT 
As required by the NEEPP, the District monitors the water quality of inflows to and outflows 

from Lake Okeechobee at District-operated control structures and maintains a long-term water 
quality monitoring network within the LOW (Figure 8-5). This network is continuously reviewed 
for efficiency and to ensure all data objectives associated with legislatively mandated and permit 
required monitoring are being met. This informs stakeholders and the public on the progress of 
federally and state-funded restoration efforts. In addition, the District coordinates monitoring 
efforts with FDACS, FDEP, and the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to leverage 
monitoring sites and reduce duplication of efforts. This information is also leveraged in FDEP’s 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed BMAP (FDEP et al. 2014). 
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Figure 8-5. Locations of WY2015 water quality sampling stations under the 
ambient, tributary, and basin loading projects in the LOW. 



        
             

           
           

         
         

        
          
         

        
       

           
             
          

         
              

           
       

 
         

           
    

             
     

          
     

     
            

             
          

          
            

            
 

         
      

       
            

  

The District’s current monitoring network includes sample locations at three hydrologic levels 
within the LOW: (1) subwatershed and drainage basin level (basin loading stations), (2) subbasin 
level (tributary and ambient stations), and (3) project/parcel/farm level (dairy stations). Load 
monitoring is conducted at stations at the subwatershed and drainage basin level (basin loading 
stations). Basin loading stations are monitored for TP, TN, and flow. The Lake Okeechobee 
Operating Permit issued by FDEP requires additional Class I water quality parameters be collected 
from 34 control structures with direct discharges into Lake Okeechobee. The subbasin-level 
concentration monitoring is conducted at ambient monitoring stations and tributary stations under 
three different projects: the ambient long-term trend projects, which are the Kissimmee River 
Eutrophication Abatement (KREA) and Taylor Creek Nubbins Slough (TCNS) projects and sites 
formerly part of the subbasin loading project (OKUSGS). The District collects and analyzes water 
quality from the OKUSGS sites. USGS, under contract from FDACS, maintains flow data from 
several of these sites. The LOWA Project also monitors TP at the tributary level and is used to 
support the WOD BMP Program, Chapter 40E-61, F.A.C. (see Chapter 4 and Appendix 4-3 of this 
volume). The collection of data from project-specific, parcel- or farm-level monitoring (dairy 
monitoring stations) is the third tier of monitoring conducted under the umbrella of the watershed 
network. Data from all these monitoring efforts reside in the District’s corporate environmental 
database, DBHYDRO, and are associated with the project names listed above in parentheses. 

Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen Loads to Lake Okeechobee 
TP and TN loading rates into Lake Okeechobee varied over time as a result of a combination 

of climatic conditions, land use changes, and changes in water management conditions. No extreme 
climatic conditions were experienced in WY2015. However, when comparing WY2015 and 
WY2014, there were differences in dry and wet season rainfall patterns in the three major rainfall 
regions. The three rainfall regions are the Upper Kissimmee, which includes the Upper Kissimmee 
subwatershed; the Lower Kissimmee, which includes the Lower Kissimmee, Indian Prairie, and 
Lake Istokpoga subwatersheds; and the Lake Okeechobee rainfall region, which includes the Lake 
Okeechobee, Fisheating Creek, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough subwatersheds. During the wet 
season (May to September), there was less rainfall in WY2015 than in WY2014 for all three regions 
(Figure 8-6). This deficit was offset by higher rainfall in the dry season of WY2015 than WY2014. 
In the Upper Kissimmee region, rainfall in the WY2015 dry season exceeded that of WY2014 by 
7 inches (Figure 8-6). This extra rainfall along with a falling stage/discharge schedule for Lake 
Kissimmee from February to June resulted in water releases at S-65 that were 53 percent higher 
than WY2014. This discharge resulted in an increase of flow from the Kissimmee River to Lake 
Okeechobee of 26 percent compared to the previous water year. 

Despite this increased flow from the Kissimmee River, the total flow from the watershed to the 
lake was almost the same as in WY2014. This was attributed to drier-than-normal rainfall 
conditions in the Lower Kissimmee and Lake Okeechobee rainfall regions during the dry season 
(Figure 8-6), resulting in lower flows from watersheds closer to the lake. Further information on 
rainfall in WY2015 is presented in Appendix 2-1 of this volume. 
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Figure 8-6. Rainfall in the Upper Kissimmee, Lower Kissimmee, and Lake 
Okeechobee regions in WY2015 and WY2014 by season. The Upper Kissmmee 

region is the same as the Upper Kissimmee subwatershed. The Lower Kissimmee 
region includes the Lower Kissimmee, Indian Prairie, and Lake Istokpoga 

subwatersheds. The Lake Okeechobee region includes Lake Okeechobee, and 
Fisheating Creek and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough subwatersheds. 

As shown in Table 8-3, TP loads to the lake from tributaries and atmospheric deposition 
(estimated as 35 mt per year) totaled 450 mt in WY2015. This was 26 percent (159 mt) less than 
the previous water year despite a 1.2 percent (35,000 ac-ft) increase in inflow to the lake. One of 
the reasons for the reduction compared to WY2014 is the source of a majority of water was the 
Upper Chain of Lakes (above S-65), which has relatively lower TP concentrations compared to 
other subwatersheds north of the lake (63 ppb). In addition, the estimated concentration from the 
Lower Kissimmee also declined from 157 ppb in WY2014 to 116 ppb in WY2015. TP 
concentrations from Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, Fisheating Creek, and the South Lake 
Okeechobee subwatersheds decreased from 457, 207, and 245 ppb to 373, 122, and 170 ppb, 
respectively. These five subwatersheds supplied over 70 percent of total flow to the lake. This 
exemplifies how the nutrient concentrations in the source water and not only the volume of water 
can greatly affect loading to the lake. 

From WY1981 through WY2015, the highest TP loading rate was 1,189 mt in WY1983, 
followed by 960 mt in WY2005, and 913 mt in WY1998. The highest five-year average load was 
714 mt during the WY2002–WY2006 period of record (mainly due to the high discharges to the 
lake during and after the 2004 and 2005 hurricanes). The five-year average from WY2007 through 
WY2011 was the lowest average value since 1981 because it included three of the driest years 
(WY2007, WY2008, and WY2011) on record. The most recent five-year average load was 436 mt 
(WY2011–WY2015), which exceed the TMDL by 296 mt. This five-year average includes one 
regional drought that lasted from December 2010 to October 2011. During this period, flow and 
load to the lake were reduced substantially compared to a 1991–2005 baseline of 2.54 million ac-
ft (31.32 million m3) and 546 mt TP (James and Zhang 2008). 



         
            

 

   

Table 8-3. Annual TP loads to Lake Okeechobee 
in metric tons (mt) from WY1981 through WY2015. [Note: NA – not available.] 

Long-Term Load Long-Term Over-Target 
(Five-Year Moving Load (Five-Year Moving 

Water Year Measured TP Loada Average)a Average)a/b 

(May-April) (mt) (mt) (mt) 
1981 151 NA NA 
1982 440 NA NA 
1983 1,189 NA NA 
1984 369 NA NA 
1985 500 530 390 
1986 421 584 444 
1987 562 608 468 
1988 488 468 328 
1989 229 440 300 
1990 365 413 273 
1991 401 409 269 
1992 408 378 238 
1993 519 385 245 
1994 180 375 235 
1995 617 425 285 
1996 644 474 334 
1997 167 425 285 
1998 913 504 364 
1999 312 531 391 
2000 685 544 404 
2001 134 442 302 
2002 624 533 393 
2003 639 479 339 
2004 553 527 387 
2005 960 582 442 
2006 795 715 575 
2007 203 630 490 
2008 246 551 411 
2009 656 572 432 
2010 478 496 356 
2011 177 352 212 
2012 377 387 247 
2013 569 451 311 
2014 609 442 302 
2015 450 436 296 

a. Includes an atmospheric load of 35 metric tons per year (mt/yr) based on the Lake Okeechobee TMDL 
(FDEP 2001). 

b. Target is the Lake Okeechobee TMDL of 140 mt compared to a five-year moving average. 



     
      

          
        

            
         

    

         
        

  

 
 
 
 

As shown in Table 8-4, from WY2000 through WY2015, the highest TN loading rate was 
8,775 mt in WY2005, followed by 8,279 mt in WY2003 and 7,992 mt in WY2006. The highest 
five-year average load was 7,880 mt during the WY2002–WY2006 period of record (mainly due 
to the high discharges to the lake during and after the 2004 and 2005 hurricanes). The WY2015 TN 
load was estimated at 6,191 mt, which is a decrease of 559 mt (8 percent) compared to the previous 
WY2014 load of 6,750 mt. WY2011–WY2015 TN load averaged 5,374 mt, a 27 mt decrease from 
the WY2010–WY2014 average of 5,401 mt. 

Table 8-4. Annual TN loads to Lake Okeechobee from 
WY2000 through WY2015. [Note: NA – not available.] 

Long-Term TN Load 
(Five-Year Moving 

Water Year Measured TN Loada Average)a 

May–April (mt) (mt) 

2000 6,693 NA 
2001 2,517 NA 
2002 7,826 NA 
2003 8,279 NA 
2004 6,526 6,368 
2005 8,775 6,785 
2006 7,992 7,880 
2007 2,965 6,907 
2008 3,393 5,930 
2009 6,689 5,963 
2010 6,325 5,473 
2011 2,913 4,457 
2012 4,620 4,788 
2013 6,397 5,389 
2014 6,750 5,401 
2015 6,191 5,374 

a. Includes atmospheric load of 1,233 mt/yr to account for atmospheric deposition. 



 
              

         
        
           

          
    

           
          

       
            

       
           

            
            

          
 

       
         

             
          
     

          
    

       
  

          
        

       
      

      
      

         
       

     

          
     

           
         

       
      

          
       

          
         

        
          

   

Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen Loading Data by Drainage Basin 
Surface water flow and TP and TN loads to the lake for WY2015 were calculated for the major 

drainage basins using the basin loading stations. These calculations include discharges from Lakes 
Istokpoga and Kissimmee. These lakes are the outfalls of subwatersheds that collect water flow and 
nutrient loads from smaller surrounding drainage basins (Figure 8-5). Data are based on monitoring 
stations where flow is continuously monitored and TP and TN samples are collected biweekly, 
based on flow, or monthly at a minimum. 

As shown in Table 8-5, the TP load to the lake from all drainage basins and atmospheric 
deposition [estimated at 35 mt (FDEP 2001)] in WY2015 was 450 mt despite total discharge to the 
lake being nearly the same as WY2014 (within 2 percent). The load reduction is attributed to water 
discharging to the lake with a lower FWM TP concentration of 117 ppb (Table 8-5), a 29 percent 
decrease compared with WY2014 (165 µg/L) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. This is less 
than the in-lake TP concentration estimate of 134 ppb (discussed in the Lake Status section of this 
chapter). The primary source of this water with a lower TP concentration was the Upper Chain of 
Lakes (north of S-65), which discharged over 1.171 million ac-ft of water in WY2015 (increase of 
53 percent from WY2014). The average FWM TP concentration at S-65 was 63 ppb, which was an 
18 percent reduction from the previous year. 

The watershed-wide unit area load of TP averaged 0.27 lbs/ac (0.30 kg/ha) in WY2015, a 
27 percent decrease comparing with the WY2014 value of 0.37 lbs/ac (0.41 kg/ha). At the drainage 
basin level, the highest unit area load of TP in WY2015 was from the L-59W basin (4.96 lbs/ac, or 
5.56 kg/ha) in the Indian Prairie Subwatershed, followed by the S-154C basin (2.66 lbs/ac, or 
2.98 kg/ha) in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed, and the L-60E basin (1.18 lbs/ac, 
or 1.32 kg/ha) in the Indian Prairie Subwatershed. The S-154C basin had the highest FWM TP 
concentration value (798 ppb), followed by the S-191 basin (544 ppb) in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin 
Slough Subwatershed, the C-41 basin (507 ppb), and the C-40 basin (491 ppb) in the Indian Prairie 
Subwatershed during WY2015. 

A summary of data at the subwatershed level is provided in Table 8-6. During WY2015, the 
largest surface water inflow was from the Upper Kissimmee Subwatershed (above structure S-65), 
followed by the Lower Kissimmee and Indian Prairie subwatersheds. The Upper Kissimmee 
Subwatershed covers about 30 percent of the drainage area in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed, 
and contributed approximately 41 percent of total inflow during WY2015. The Lower Kissimmee 
Subwatershed comprises 12 percent of the drainage area in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed and 
contributes about 16 percent of total inflow during WY2015. The Indian Prairie Subwatershed 
covers eight percent of the drainage area in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed and discharges 
12 percent of the total inflow in WY2015. 

At the subwatershed level, the highest unit area load of TP comes from the Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed (0.86 lbs/ac or 0.96 kg/ha), followed by the Indian Prairie 
Subwatershed (0.71 lbs/ac or 0.80 kg/ha) and the Lower Kissimmee Subwatershed (0.33 lbs/ac or 
0.37 kg/ha). In terms of FWM TP concentrations, the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed 
had the highest value (373 ppb), followed by the Indian Prairie Subwatershed (212 ppb), and the 
combined East, West, and South Lake Okeechobee subwatersheds (173 ppb) during WY2015. 
Unlike the subwatersheds north of the lake, the discharges to the lake from East, West, and South 
Lake Okeechobee subwatersheds are highly managed based on the hydrologic and human factors. 
Moreover, the majority of runoff from these subwatersheds is typically directed away from the 
lake. The highest surface runoff that reached the lake comes from the Indian Prairie Subwatershed 
[14.9 inches or 37.8 centimeters (cm)], followed by the Upper Kissimmee Subwatershed (13.7 
inches or 34.8 cm) and the Lake Istokpoga Subwatershed (13.6 inches or 34.5 cm). The WY2015 
average runoff for the watershed was about 10 inches (25.4 cm). 



Table 8-5. WY2015 surface water inflows, TP loads and concentrations (µg/L or 
ppb), and unit area loads in pounds per acre (lb/ac) from the drainage basins to 

Lake Okeechobee.a 

Source 
Area Discharge TP Load Unit Area 

Load 
Average 
TP Conc. 

(acres) (%) (ac-ft) (%) (mt) (%) (lb/ac) (ppb) 
East Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed 239,013 6.9 71,412 2.5 15.4 3.7 0.14 175
  C-44/S-153/Basin 8 (S-308 at St. Lucie Canal) 132,572 3.8 16,876 0.6 3.6 0.9 0.06 173
  L-8 Basin (Culvert 10A) 106,440 3.1 54,536 1.9 11.8 2.8 0.24 175 
Fisheating Creek Sub-watershed 318,042 9.2 180,291 6.3 27.2 6.6 0.19 122
  Fisheating Creek at Lakeport/L-61W Basin 298,713 8.7 170,574 6.0 26.5 6.4 0.20 126
  Nicodemus Slough North (Culvert 5) 19,329 0.6 9,717 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.09 63 
Indian Prairie Sub-watershed 276,577 8.0 342,374 12.0 89.5 21.6 0.71 212
  C-40 Basin [(S-72) – (S-68)] 24,076 0.7 10,407 0.4 6.3 1.5 0.58 491
  C-41 Basin [(S-71) – (S-68)] 112,880 3.3 45,409 1.6 28.4 6.8 0.55 507
  C-41A Basin [(S-84) – (S-68)] 57,748 1.7 151,475 5.3 25.7 6.2 0.98 137
  L-48 Basin (S-127 total) 20,798 0.6 19,261 0.7 4.6 1.1 0.49 193
  L-49 Basin (S-129 total) 11,966 0.3 8,595 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.08 40
  L-59E Basin [(G-33)+(G-34)] 12,589 0.4 5,491 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.11 97
  L-59W Basin (G-74) 6,596 0.2 46,357 1.6 14.8 3.6 4.96 259
  L-60E Basin (G-75) 4,944 0.1 12,042 0.4 2.6 0.6 1.18 178
  L-60W Basin (G-76) 3,453 0.1 2,531 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.24 121
  L-61E Basin 14,407 0.4 31,709 1.1 4.5 1.1 0.69 116
  S-131 Basin 7,122 0.2 9,096 0.3 1.0 0.2 0.32 92 
Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Sub-watershed 197,795 5.7 167,617 5.9 77.0 18.6 0.86 373
  S-133 Basin 25,626 0.7 33,451 1.2 8.2 2.0 0.71 200
  S-135 Basin 17,756 0.5 32,105 1.1 2.7 0.7 0.34 69
  S-154 Basin 31,815 0.9 23,087 0.8 12.2 2.9 0.85 428
  S-154C Basin 2,134 0.1 2,621 0.1 2.6 0.6 2.66 798
  S-191 Basin 120,464 3.5 76,353 2.7 51.3 12.4 0.94 544 
South Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed 363,141 10.5 41,278 1.4 8.7 2.1 0.05 170
  715 Farms (Culvert 12A) 3,353 0.1 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Beach Drainage District (Culvert 10) 6,657 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Shore Drainage District (Culvert 12) 8,409 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  Industrial Canal 13,024 0.4 21,255 0.7 3.0 0.7 0.51 115
  S-2 Basin 106,274 3.1 673 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.00 198
  S-3 Basin 63,134 1.8 69 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 88
  S-4 Basin 29,121 0.8 19,281 0.7 5.5 1.3 0.41 230
  South Florida Conservancy Drainage District (S-236) 9,931 0.3 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  South Shore/South Bay Drainage District (Culvert 4A) 4,036 0.1 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  S-5A Basin (S-352 West Palm Beach Canal) 119,202 3.5 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow 
West Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed (S-77) 204,094 5.9 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Caloosahatchee Basin (S-77) 198,178 5.7 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  Nicodemus Slough South (Culvert 5A) 5,916 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow 
Lake Istokpoga Sub-watershed (S-68) 394,203 11.4 446,209 15.6 42.8 10.3 0.24 78 
Lower Kissimmee Sub-watershed [(S-65E) - (S-65)] 429,188 12.4 443,778 15.5 63.4 15.3 0.33 116 
Upper Kissimmee Sub-watershed (S-65) 1,028,421 29.8 1,170,539 40.9 90.9 21.9 0.19 63 
Totals from Lake Okeechobee Watershed 3,450,475 100 2,863,497 100 415 100 
Average Values 0.27 117 
Atmospheric Deposition 35 
Total Loads to Lake Okeechobee 450 

            
              

   

       
      

                   
                   
                   
                 
                 
                     
               
                   
                   
                 
                   
                     
                     
                   
                   
                     
                   
                     
                 
                   
                   
                   
                     
                   
                 
         
         
         
                   
                        
                         
                   
         
         
         
         
         
         
             
             
          
            

a. Values shown in this table only account for contributions from the basins to Lake Okeechobee. It does not capture contributions 
from these basins to other basins or other surface waters. 
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Table 8-6. The average surface water inflows, TP loads 
and concentration, and unit area loads (lb/ac) from 

subwatersheds to Lake Okeechobee during WY2015.a 

Source 
Area Discharge Unit Area Average TP Load Runoff Load TP Conc. 

(lb/ac) (ppb) (inches) 

6.6 0.19 122 6.8 

0.71 212 14.9 

0.24 78 13.6 

0.33 116 12.4 

(acres) (%) (ac-ft) (%) (mt) (%) 

Fisheating Creek Sub-watershed 318,042 9.2 180,291 6.3 27 

Indian Prairie Sub-watershed 276,577 8.0 342,374 12.0 90 21.6 

Lake Istokpoga Sub-watershed (S-68) 394,203 11.4 446,209 15.6 43 10.3 

Lower Kissimmee Sub-watershed [(S-65E) -
(S-65)] 429,188 12.4 443,778 15.5 63 15.3 

Upper Kissimmee Sub-watershed (S-65) 1,028,421 29.8 1,170,539 40.9 91 21.9 0.19 63 13.7 

18.6 0.86 373 10.2 

5.8 0.07 173 1.7 

Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Sub-
watershed 197,795 5.7 167,617 5.9 77 

Sub-totals for East, West and South Lake 
Okeechobee Sub-watersheds 806,248 23.4 112,690 3.9 24 

Totals from Lake Okeechobee Watershed 3,450,475 100.0 2,863,497 100.0 415 100.0 

Average Values 0.27 117 10.0 

Atmospheric Deposition (mt) 35 

Total Loads to Lake Okeechobee (mt) 450 

a. Values shown in this table only account for contributions from the basins to Lake Okeechobee. The East, West, and South Lake 
Okeechobee subwatersheds drain primarily to the east, west, and south, respectively. This table only represents the portion of runoff 
from these areas that are discharged to the lake. It does not capture contributions from these basins to other basins or other 
surface waters. 

As shown in Table 8-7, during WY2015, TN load to the lake from all drainage basins and 
atmospheric deposition (estimated as 1,233 mt by James et al. 2005) was 6,191 mt, which is 559 mt 
less than the last water year. The unit area load of TN averaged 1.40 lbs/ac (1.57 kg/ha) for the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed. At the drainage basin level, the highest unit area load of TN was 
from the L-59W basin (36.17 lbs/ac or 40.51 kg/ha), followed by the C-41A basin (13.02 lbs/ac or 
14.58 kg/ha) and the L-61E basin (11.54 lbs/ac or 12.92 kg/ha) during WY2015, and all three 
drainage basins are located in the Indian Prairie Subwatershed. The FWM TN concentration 
averaged 1.40 parts per million [ppm or milligrams per liter (mg/L)] for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed. The S-3 basin in the South Lake Okeechobee Subwatershed had the highest FWM TN 
concentration (3.58 ppm), followed by the S-2 basin (3.18 ppm), in the South Lake Okeechobee 
Subwatershed and the C-41 basin (2.83 ppm) in the Indian Prairie Subwatershed during WY2015. 

At the subwatershed level, the highest TN loads were from the Upper Kissimmee Subwatershed 
(1,616 mt), followed by the Lake Istokpoga Subwatershed (836 mt) and the Indian Prairie 
Subwatershed (823 mt) (Table 8-8). The highest unit area load was from the Indian Prairie 
Subwatershed (6.56 lbs/ac or 7.35 kg/ha), followed by the Lake Istokpoga Subwatershed 
(4.67 lbs/ac or 5.23 kg/ha) and the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed (4.21 lbs/ac or 
4.72 kg/ha). In terms of FWM TN concentrations from the subwatersheds, the combined East, 
West, and South Lake Okeechobee subwatersheds had the highest value (2.30 ppm), followed by 
the Indian Prairie Subwatershed (1.95 ppm) and the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed 
(1.83 ppm) during WY2015. 



Table 8-7. WY2015 surface water inflows, TN loads and concentrations (ppm or 
mg/L), and unit area loads (lb/ac) from the drainage basins to Lake Okeechobee.a 

Source 
Area Discharge TN Load Unit Area 

Load 
Average 

TN Conc. 
(acres) (%) (ac-ft) (%) (mt) (%) (lb/ac) (ppm) 

East Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed 239,013 6.9 71,412 2.5 196.8 4.0 1.82 2.23
  C-44/S-153/Basin 8 (S-308 at St. Lucie Canal) 132,572 3.8 16,876 0.6 29.5 0.6 0.49 1.42
  L-8 Basin (Culvert 10A) 106,440 3.1 54,536 1.9 167.3 3.4 3.47 2.49 
Fisheating Creek Sub-watershed 318,042 9.2 180,291 6.3 356.5 7.2 2.47 1.60
  Fisheating Creek at Lakeport/L-61W Basin 298,713 8.7 170,574 6.0 335.4 6.8 2.48 1.59
  Nicodemus Slough North (Culvert 5) 19,329 0.6 9,717 0.3 21.2 0.4 2.42 1.77 
Indian Prairie Sub-watershed 276,577 8.0 342,374 12.0 823.3 16.6 6.56 1.95
  C-40 Basin [(S-72) – (S-68)] 24,076 0.7 10,407 0.4 32.3 0.7 2.96 2.52
  C-41 Basin [(S-71) – (S-68)] 112,880 3.3 45,409 1.6 158.3 3.2 3.09 2.83
  C-41A Basin [(S-84) – (S-68)] 57,748 1.7 151,475 5.3 341.1 6.9 13.02 1.83
  L-48 Basin (S-127 total) 20,798 0.6 19,261 0.7 49.7 1.0 5.27 2.09
  L-49 Basin (S-129 total) 11,966 0.3 8,595 0.3 14.4 0.3 2.65 1.36
  L-59E Basin [(G-33)+(G-34)] 12,589 0.4 5,491 0.2 14.5 0.3 2.55 2.15
  L-59W Basin (G-74) 6,596 0.2 46,357 1.6 108.2 2.2 36.17 1.89
  L-60E Basin (G-75) 4,944 0.1 12,042 0.4 25.9 0.5 11.54 1.74
  L-60W Basin (G-76) 3,453 0.1 2,531 0.1 5.6 0.1 3.57 1.79
  L-61E Basin 14,407 0.4 31,709 1.1 57.4 1.2 8.78 1.47
  S-131 Basin 7,122 0.2 9,096 0.3 15.9 0.3 4.92 1.42 
Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Sub-watershed 197,795 5.7 167,617 5.9 378.1 7.6 4.21 1.83
  S-133 Basin 25,626 0.7 33,451 1.2 68.1 1.4 5.86 1.65
  S-135 Basin 17,756 0.5 32,105 1.1 56.5 1.1 7.01 1.43
  S-154 Basin 31,815 0.9 23,087 0.8 62.5 1.3 4.33 2.20
  S-154C Basin 2,134 0.1 2,621 0.1 9.0 0.2 9.34 2.80
  S-191 Basin 120,464 3.5 76,353 2.7 182.0 3.7 3.33 1.93 
South Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed 363,141 10.5 41,278 1.4 123.4 2.5 0.75 2.42
  715 Farms (Culvert 12A) 3,353 0.1 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Beach Drainage District (Culvert 10) 6,657 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Shore Drainage District (Culvert 12) 8,409 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  Industrial Canal 13,024 0.4 21,255 0.7 54.1 1.1 9.16 2.06
  S-2 Basin 106,274 3.1 673 0.0 2.6 0.1 0.05 3.18
  S-3 Basin 63,134 1.8 69 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.01 3.58
  S-4 Basin 29,121 0.8 19,281 0.7 66.3 1.3 5.02 2.79
  South Florida Conservancy Drainage District (S-236) 9,931 0.3 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  South Shore/South Bay Drainage District (Culvert 4A) 4,036 0.1 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  S-5A Basin (S-352 West Palm Beach Canal) 119,202 3.5 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow 
West Lake Okeechobee Sub-watershed 204,094 5.9 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  East Caloosahatchee Basin (S-77) 198,178 5.7 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow
  Nicodemus Slough South (Culvert 5A) 5,916 0.2 0 - 0.0 0.0 0.00 no flow 
Lake Istokpoga Sub-watershed (S-68) 394,203 11.4 446,209 15.6 835.8 16.9 4.67 1.52 
Lower Kissimmee Sub-watershed [(S-65E) - (S-65)] 429,188 12.4 443,778 15.5 627.7 12.7 3.22 1.15 
Upper Kissimmee Sub-watershed (S-65) 1,028,421 29.8 1,170,539 40.9 1616.2 32.6 3.46 1.12 
Totals from Lake Okeechobee Watershed 3,450,475 100 2,863,497 100 4,958 100 
Average Values 3.17 1.40 
Atmospheric Deposition 1,233 
Total Loads to Lake Okeechobee 6,191 

            
           

    
     

                  
            
    
                
    
    
              
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
                
    
    
    
    
    
                
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
         
    
    
  
  
  
            

 
 

a. Values shown in this table only account for contributions from the basins to Lake Okeechobee. It does not capture 
contributions from these basins to other basins or other surface waters. 



          
          

      

       
         

       
 

 
            

            
         

       
              

            
          

           
           

            
            

            
              
          

          
         

         

         
            

    
         

          
          

           

 

Table 8-8. The average surface water inflows, TN loads 
and concentrations (ppm or mg/L), and unit area loads (lb/ac) from 

subwatersheds to Lake Okeechobee during WY2015.a 

Source 
Area Discharge TN Load Unit Area 

Load 
Average 

TN Conc. Runoff 

Indian Prairie Sub-watershed 276,577 8.0 342,374 12.0 823 16.6 6.56 1.95 14.9 

Lake Istokpoga Sub-watershed (S-68) 394,203 11.4 446,209 15.6 836 16.9 4.67 1.52 13.6 

Lower Kissimmee Sub-watershed [(S-65E) -
(S-65)] 429,188 12.4 443,778 15.5 628 12.7 3.22 1.15 12.4 

Upper Kissimmee Sub-watershed (S-65) 1,028,421 29.8 1,170,539 40.9 1,616 32.6 3.46 1.12 13.7 

Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Sub-
watershed 197,795 5.7 167,617 5.9 378 7.6 4.21 1.83 10.2 

Sub-totals for East, West and South Lake 
Okeechobee Sub-watersheds 806,248 23.4 112,690 3.9 320 6.5 0.88 2.30 1.7 

Totals from Lake Okeechobee Watershed 3,450,475 100.0 2,863,497 100.0 4,958 100.0 

Average Values 3.17 1.40 10.0 

Atmospheric Deposition (mt) 1,233 

Total Loads to Lake Okeechobee (mt) 6,191 

Fisheating Creek Sub-watershed 318,042 9.2 180,291 6.3 357 7.2 2.47 1.60 6.8 

a. Values shown in this table only account for contributions from the basins to Lake Okeechobee. The East, West, and South Lake 
Okeechobee subwatersheds drain primarily to the east, west and south, respectively. This table only represents the portion of runoff 
from these areas that are discharged to the lake. It does not capture contributions from these basins to other basins or other 
surface waters. 

Ambient Water Quality Data Analysis 
The long-term tributary or ambient water quality stations under projects KREA and TCNS 

consist of river and basin-level monitoring locations that are sampled on a biweekly basis when 
flow is present. This analysis also considers concentration data from tributary-level monitoring 
sites collected under project the Lake Okeechobee Tributary Loadings Project (OKUSGS), which 
was initiated in 2003 (Figure 8-5). It is also important to note that the tributary concentration 
stations for C-41 and C-41A are located well upstream compared to the basin loading stations 
discussed earlier. TP and TN concentrations were collected at these 37 monitoring stations 
(7 OKUSGS sites and 31 ambient SFWMD sites) during WY2015. A site usually used for 
assessment of water quality entering the Taylor Creek STA was added to this analysis because it 
represents the water in Taylor Creek directly downstream of an OKUSGS site discontinued in 2009. 
This site now has five years of data that can be added to the long-term data set for the Taylor Creek 
drainage basin. Any additional long term-data within the Taylor Creek basin will be useful in the 
assessment of this priority basin. The ambient water quality network has primarily focused on the 
assessment of those basins considered critical to the nutrient concentration issues in the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (Figure 8-5). Additional water quality assessment in the watershed is done 
under the LOWA monitoring network, which supports the WOD BMP Program, Chapter 40E-61, 
F.A.C., and the results of these efforts are discussed in Chapter 4 and Appendix 4-3 of this volume. 

Concentration data from sites established for the OKUSGS Project are included in statistical 
summaries (Tables 8-9 and 8-10). This project was formally run by USGS under contract from the 
District, FDACS, and USACE and consisted of 16 locations equipped with auto-samplers 
programmed to collect flow-proportional samples. This project was reduced and now includes two 
sites with auto-samplers collecting on a timed program, and five of the original stations are sampled 
via grab collections. All the seven water quality stations and five of the historical USGS program 
sites are still collecting flow data via a contract from FDACS. Several of the OKUSGS water 
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quality sampling sites were leveraged against existing nearby KREA or TCNS sites. Redundancy 
between the two programs was eliminated once the District brought the water quality sampling in-
house in 2011. Future reporting will summarize loadings from these 12 tributary sites once there is 
enough long-term data to establish statistical significance and the historical data are verified by the 
District. The TN samples from unrefrigerated auto-samplers presented in this assessment should be 
viewed as experimental. Until recently, there was no FDEP approved method to maintain TN 
samples in an unrefrigerated environment over a seven-day period if the TN was calculated by 
adding total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN) and nitrate + nitrite (NOx) analyses. The District laboratory 
is now certified to analyze samples for TN directly. TN data collected via auto-sampler in the future 
will have much more validity. The period of record for TN is lacking from several of the basins 
and this data may help to provide preliminary insight into additional sources of nitrogen in 
the watershed. 

Table 8-9. Statistics of TP data collected from the ambient network in the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed. WY2015 values are included to show annual changes. 

[Note: Std Dev – Standard Deviation.] 

BASIN 

WY2006-2014 (TP) WY2015 (TP) 

Mean 
(ppb) 

Number Median Std Dev of(ppb) Samples 

Max 
(ppb) 

Min 
(ppb) 

Mean 
(ppb) 

Median 
(ppb) 

Number Std ofDev Samples 

Max 
(ppb) 

Min 
(ppb) 

C-41 280 186 263 206 1921 27 243 229 151 15 651 99 
C-41A 75 73 28 417 170 6 87 84 25 22 144 30 
Fisheating Creek 236 193 179 429 1283 17 199 177 81 20 417 114 
Lake Istokpoga 110 86 70 477 474 26 123 111 58 105 414 43 
S-65A 74 66 40 413 271 23 63 58 29 36 168 29 
S-65BC 81 68 42 410 273 22 65 63 25 36 120 33 
S-65D 248 160 224 929 1494 11 197 100 211 89 1009 27 
S-65E 439 239.5 531 290 3330 23 446 157 763 56 4855 30 
S-154 604 520 434 300 2330 14 479 413 342 22 1514 101 
S-191TC (Taylor Creek) 395 329 290 2240 2909 14 360 277 254 191 1756 53 
S-191NS (Nubbin Slough) 427 391 256 853 2390 10 413 343 325 93 2270 57 

Table 8-10. Statistics of TN data collected from the ambient network in the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed. WY2015 values are included to show annual changes. 

[Note: Std Dev – Standard Deviation.] 

BASIN 

WY2006-2014 (TN) WY2015 (TN) 

Mean 
(ppm) 

Number Median Std Dev of(ppm) Samples 

Max 
(ppm) 

Min 
(ppm) 

Mean 
(ppm) 

Median 
(ppm) 

Number Std ofDev Samples 

Max 
(ppm) 

Min 
(ppm) 

C-41 2.32 1.99 1.11 210 5.90 0.15 2.13 2.12 0.75 15 4.24 1.34 
C-41A 1.52 1.59 0.64 294 5.80 0.00 1.54 1.44 0.30 10 2.15 1.26 
Fisheating Creek 2.37 2.05 1.12 397 7.90 0.29 1.94 1.83 0.54 19 2.87 1.25 
Lake Istokpoga 1.39 1.37 0.30 314 2.43 0.46 1.16 1.13 0.13 49 1.46 0.92 
S-65A 1.35 1.26 0.41 411 3.69 0.77 1.23 1.14 0.28 33 2.35 0.88 
S-65BC 1.28 1.19 0.30 410 2.38 0.58 1.13 1.11 0.17 33 1.52 0.87 
S-65D 1.63 1.56 0.53 898 6.47 0.49 1.38 1.36 0.27 89 2.19 0.82 
S-65E 2.21 1.92 1.22 291 12.65 0.45 1.89 1.46 1.27 54 6.70 0.28 
S-154 2.29 2.29 0.74 295 4.75 0.06 2.46 2.41 0.54 22 3.84 1.71 
S-191TC (Taylor Creek) 1.98 1.80 1.15 1907 13.37 0.14 2.06 1.88 1.45 115 14.70 0.63 
S-191NS (Nubbin Slough) 2.16 2.04 0.91 835 10.83 0.57 1.90 1.85 1.28 87 11.80 0.59 



         
         
       

         
     

         
        

            
        

        
       

         
       

            
    

           
            

       
           

          
           

        
   

   
 

            
     

         
          

         
 

For WY2015, the mean TP concentrations of the 11 basins—developed from the 37 sites— 
ranged from 63 ppb at the S-65A basin to 479 at the S-154 basin (Table 8-9). For comparison 
purpose, data from nine-year averages for WY2006–WY2014 are also included. Due to its size and 
the numbers of monitoring stations, the S-191 basin (Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough) is further 
divided into two subbasins: Taylor Creek (S-191TC) and Nubbin Slough (S-191NS). During 
WY2015, eight of the basins displayed lower TP concentrations than during the WY2006–WY2014 
period of record, while three displayed higher TP concentrations. The highest mean TP 
concentration at the S-154 basin (479 ppb) was followed by S-65E (446 ppb) and S-191NS basins 
(413 ppb). Among the four original priority basins (S-154, S-191, S-65D, and S-65E), S-65D 
continued to have a relatively lower TP concentration (197 ppb) and both S-191 and S-154 basins 
have concentrations that are lower than the long-term averages. The WY2015 mean TP 
concentrations from the C-41A basin displayed the highest percent increase (17 percent) when 
compared with data collected in WY2006–WY2014. The basins with the highest percent decrease 
in TP concentrations were the S-65D and S-154 basins (both with a 21 percent decrease), followed 
by the S-65BC basin (20 percent decrease). 

TN values are calculated by adding NOx and TKN concentrations for the S-65E structure 
location due to a permit mandate. TN values were obtained directly for all other sites. The S-154 
basin had the highest mean TN value (2.46 ppm) in WY2015, followed by the C-41 (2.13 ppm) 
and S-191TC (2.06 ppm) basins (Table 8-10). The mean TN values were lower in eight of the 
basins and higher in three of the 11 basins in WY2015 as compared to the WY2006–WY2014 
values. Two of the basins with the greatest decrease in TN concentrations in WY2015 compared to 
the WY2006–WY2014 values were Fisheating Creek (18 percent decrease) and Lake Istokpoga 
(17 percent decrease). 

MODELING, RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION 
AND ASSESSMENT PROJECTS 

The District, in cooperation with the FDACS, FDEP, University of Florida Institute of Food 
and Agricultural Sciences, and other agencies and interested parties, has implemented a 
comprehensive research and assessment program for the lake and its watershed. Ten research, 
demonstration, and assessment projects were under way or completed in WY2015 (Table 8-11). 
More information on some of the projects can be found on the District’s website at 
www.sfwmd.gov/okeechobee. 

http://www.sfwmd.gov/okeechobee


          
       

    

 
 

 

 
 

  
  

        
      

  
 

    
 

      
   

 

 

 

  
     

   
   

           
 

   
   

      

 

 
 

 
 
 

       
   

  
 

      
  

     
 

   
  

  

 

 
 

 

  
  

         
         

     
       

   
   

   

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

   
   

   
   

 
   

     

 

  

 

 
 

  
  

    
   

         
 

 

Table 8-11. Status of Lake Okeechobee Watershed and lake modeling, 
demonstration projects, research, and assessment projects during WY2015. 

Project Name Description, Major Objectives and Results Status (Investigator) 

PN-Budget Tool 
Applications to 
Tributaries in 
the Lake 
Kissimmee 
Drainage Area 
(SFWMD) 

WAM Sensitivity 
and Uncertainty 
Analysis 
(FDACS/ 
SFWMD) 

The overall goal of this project is to apply the PN-Budget tool to Lake Cypress, Lake 
Hatchineha, and Lake Kissimmee drainage basins to identify the hydrologic and loading 
data needed to develop a nutrient budget for these lakes. The PN-Budget tool can be 
used to evaluate various phosphorus control programs to maximize water quality 
improvements from a drainage area. Specific objectives are to (1) select the area of Completed interest based on the reaches and monitoring locations that need to be studied, 
(2) compare the area of interest results with the available monitoring data and adjust 
the model inputs if needed; and (3) obtain nutrient loading data needed for the lake 
nutrient budget analysis. The project was completed in May 2015 and results are 
included in Chapter 9 of this volume. 

The Lake Okeechobee Pre-drainage Characterization Project uses the Watershed 
Assessment Model (WAM) (SWET 2011a, 2011b) to compare existing hydrologic 
conditions 
took place (i.e., pre-drainage 1850s). In 2013, the coordinating agencies decided to 

with historical conditions that existed before significant human influences 

perform the sensitivity analysis and uncertainty analysis of WAM prior to completion of On-hold 
the pre-drainage characterization a
performance. Therefore, the Lake Okeechobee Pre-drainage Characterization Study 

nalysis as a means to improve the model’s 

was placed on hold pending the completion of the sensitivity analysis and uncertainty 
analysis that is currently under way. 

Lake 
Okeechobee 
Pre-drainage 
Characterization 
(To be 
determined) 

This project involves implementing the two remaining recommendations for enhancing 
WAM that are included in the Peer Review of the Watershed Assessment Model (WAM) 
(Graham et al. 2009). The two recommendations for enhancing WAM are the 
performance of a sensitivity analysis and an uncertainty analysis. All the other five 
recommendations by the peer review panel have been completed. As part of 
implementing the sensitivity and uncertainty analyses, WAM will be recalibrated Ongoing 
resulting in increased confidence of the model’s results, it will add a margin-of-safety 
value derived through a formal uncertainty analysis and the sensitivity analysis will allow 
us to identify the model’s most sensitive parameters, which can then be refined as 
appropriate. The project was started in February 2015 and is expected to be completed 
in 2016. 

It is anticipated that this project will help inform the reformulation of the Comprehensive 

Northern 
Everglades 
Water Storage 
(SFWMD) 

is a subwatershed suitability analysis for various types of water storage features. 
Storage features being considered are deep and shallow storage, aquifer storage and 
recovery and water storage on ranchlands and fallow citrus (dispersed water 
management). Future tasks will be dependent on the CERP LOW scope and schedule, 
but they may include a subwatershed storage analysis and a cost 
effectiveness analysis. 

Ongoing 

Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) LOW Project which USACE prioritized in the 
November 2015 CERP Integrated Delivery Schedule. The current focus of this project 

Evaluation of 
Storage and 
Water Quality 
Alternatives at 
the Grassy 
Island and 
Brady Ranch 
Properties 
(SFWMD) 

The objective of this study is to evaluate water quality and storage options for the 
District’s Taylor Creek/Grassy Island and Brady Ranch properties located in the Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Subwatershed. The modeling assumptions and constraints, 
boundary conditions and baseline conditions tasks are complete. Additionally, Ongoing 
screening criteria and preliminary alternatives have been drafted. The next step 
includes simulating alternative model runs and screening the preliminary alternatives by 
applying the screening criteria. The completion of the project is anticipated in 2016. 

Development of 
new or revised New and/or revised performance measures relating SAV, periphyton, fisheries, and 

ecological 
performance evaluate potential ecological benefits that may accrue over different stage durations. Ongoing 

cyanobacterial blooms to Lake Okeechobee water levels were developed based on in-lake 
long-term monitoring data sets. These performance measures are being used to 

Current efforts are directed at analyzing and interpreting the information generated by measures 
this effort. 

(SFWMD) 



   

    

 
 

         
     

           
    

  
       

  
    

  

 

 

 
 

   
       

  
  

  
   

       
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

    
  

   
        

        
  

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

  
  

   
 

    
         

       
          

   
   

  
          

 
      

   

 

     

Table 8-11. Continued. 

Project Name Description, Major Objectives and Results Status (Investigator) 

Wading Bird 
Foraging 
Prediction 
Model 
(SFWMD) 

This project involves developing an ecological model to better understand and predict 
how wading birds respond to environmental and climatological changes in Lake 
Okeechobee. Ecological models that predict outcomes of such changes can be useful 
tools in understanding the effects of management decisions and in evaluating 
restoration strategies. There may be limitations to fully understanding cause-and-effect Ongoing 
relationships since local and regional conditions outside of the lake can influence 
responses on the lake. However, completing a Lake Okeechobee model will bring us 
one step closer to better understanding wading bird population ecology in the Greater 
Everglades watershed. 

Evaluation and 
Development 
of Alternative 
Monitoring 
Techniquesa 

(SFWMD) 

Satellite imagery is now being used routinely to inform management. The District is 
evaluating or helping to develop new methods for monitoring ecological parameters in 
Lake Okeechobee. These include refining a satellite imagery tool for use of algal bloom 
monitoring on Lake Okeechobee, merging and interpolating existing bathymetric data Ongoing sets to create a 5-foot digital elevation model of Lake Okeechobee using Lowrance 
sonar technology to improve SAV monitoring. The 5-foot digital elevation model of Lake 
Okeechobee was complete in WY2015. The use of Lowrance sonar technology is still 
in the development phase. 

Lake 
Okeechobee 
Littoral Marsh 
Aquatic Plant 
Communities 
Food Web 
Characteristicsa 

(SFWMD) 

The establishment of marsh EAV habitat in formerly SAV nearshore areas may have 
resulted in a significantly modified nearshore food web. However, relatively little data 
have been collected to document changes among the littoral food web trophic levels. 
To facilitate habitat utilization comparisons among three of the dominant littoral marsh Ongoing 
aquatic plant habitats, throw-trap sampling is being conducted to collect data on water 
quality and on ecological attributes including fish, macroinvertebrates, periphyton, 
phytoplankton, and zooplankton (plankton). 

Major differences in nutrient cycling occur in Lake Okeechobee at low versus high water 

Emergent 
Vegetation 
Decomposition 
and Nutrient 
Cycling Ratesa 

(SFWMD) 

levels
result of extreme weather events such as hurricanes and tropical storms. Increased 

 (James and Havens 2005). Periodically, rapid increases in lake levels occur as a 

waves and turbulence associated with these events uproot and tear emergent 
vegetation leading to significant
the nutrients they contain are likely introduced to the water column contributing to the 

 amounts of fresh litter. As this fresh litter decomposes, 

increased nutrient concentrations observed at higher water levels. To understand how 
plant 
decomposition contributes to nutrient dynamics under high water conditions, this study 

decomposition is affected by such rapid water increases, and how this Ongoing 

tests a standard method to measure fresh plant decomposition under both wet and dry 
conditions.
Okeechobee Water Quality Model (James et al. 2005, James 2013) and give a better 

 This information will increase the reliability of predictions from the Lake 

understanding of the effects of rapid increases in lake level on the water quality of Lake 
Okeechobee. Field work and analysis of the year one pilot study was completed during 
WY2015 and a year two study is under way. 

a. Additional information on this project is available in the Lake Okeechobee Monitoring Results section of this chapter. 



 

 
       

     
       

      
         

          
        
       

              
     

     
    

            
       

        
          
            

             
          
         

        
  

             
          

            
              

         
            

          
   

           
            

         
       

             
      

        
   

           
           

           
           

LAKE STATUS 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Measurements of TP, Chla, phytoplankton, SAV, and water levels are used as quantitative in-

lake performance measures. These measures describe the status of the ecosystem and its responses 
to implemented restoration programs. Measures are five-year averages to ensure consistency with 
TMDL reporting, reduce year-to-year variation due to climate and hydrology, and improve 
understanding of underlying trends. These values are compared to quantitative restoration goals 
(Table 8-12). The Lake Okeechobee Protection Program Report provides a technical foundation 
for these restoration goals (SFWMD et al. 2004). The WY2015 averaged observations document 
this year’s water quality and lake level conditions. 

Despite a 26 percent reduction in TP loads and 8 percent reduction of TN loads in WY2015 
compared to WY2014, there were some nutrient and biological performance measures that 
declined. These included pelagic and nearshore TP which increased by 14 and 26 percent, 
respectively. Total and inorganic nitrogen to phosphorus ratios were also lower (Table 8-12). 

The diatom to cyanobacterial ratio failed to meet the biological performance measure goal 
of > 1.5, although the five-year average remained above the goal threshold. Diatom to 
cyanobacteria ratios declined, the frequency of algal bloom was higher, and SAV coverage in 
August 2014 was slightly lower than in the previous year; and the SAV coverage goal was not 
reached in the WY2015 survey although the five-year average was just 8 percent short of the annual 
goal of 40,000 acres. The five-year average indicated that 65 percent of the SAV was comprised of 
vascular plants, which met the annual performance criterion. (August 2010–August 2014; Table 
8-12). A further evaluation of the last survey is provided in the Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
section of this chapter. The single improvement in WY2015 was water clarity (see below) 
(Table 8-12). 

Calculation of Secchi to total water depth ratio indicates the depth of light penetration in the 
water column. Generally, a Secchi depth to total depth ratio of 0.5 indicates that sufficient light is 
reaching the bottom to allow for the growth of SAV. However, a more stringent criterion of the 
Secchi depth being visible on the bottom (a Secchi to total depth ratio of 1) is used for this 
performance measure. This water year, an updated assessment was undertaken to more accurately 
evaluate the nearshore water clarity performance measure since the elimination of sampling at a 
number of nearshore water quality sites resulted in an insufficient number of data collection sites. 
Data were obtained for 30 SAV grid locations from May to September of each year. This included 
measurements taken in the quarterly SAV monitoring project and a subset of measurements using 
the same grid locations extracted from the annual August SAV mapping study. The percent of 
samples where the Secchi disk reached the bottom of the water column was determined for 
WY2011–WY2015. These percentages were averaged for the five-year period. For WY2015, 53 
percent of the samples met the criteria, an increase from 23 percent for the previous year. For the 
five-year period, the average percent of samples meeting the criteria was 54 percent. 

Overall, lake stage declined gradually from 15.25 ft (4.65 m) NGVD29 in January to 12.24 ft 
(3.73 m) NGVD29 in June during the annual winter/spring recession. However, because of higher 
than normal flow into the lake from January to April, two reversals greater than 0.2 ft (0.061 m) 
(occurred, one in February and the other in April; see Figure 8-7 below). Thus, the stage recession 
goal was partially met (Table 8-12). Lake stage remained above the 10 ft (3.05 m) goal and below 
the 17 ft (5.18 m) goal throughout the year, meeting the low and high lake stage 
criteria, respectively.  



        
          

     

   
   

 

    
    

     

     

     
  

     

  
     

     

     

           
 

    
 

 
 

 
 

     

    
    

      

  
    

 

 

   
 

 
  

   

 
  

         

  

 
 

 
     

 
  

  
  
 

 

  
 
 

  

 
 

  
  

   

 

  

  
 

   

Table 8-12. Summary of Lake Okeechobee rehabilitation performance 
measures, rehabilitation program goals, and lake conditions for the five-year 

average (WY2011–WY2015), WY2015, and WY2014. 

Performance Measure 

Nutrients 

TP Load 

Nitrogen Load 

Goal 

140 metric tons per year 
(mt/yr) 
N/Aa 

Five-Year Average 
(WY2011–WY2015) 

436 mt/yr 

5,374 mt/yr 

WY2015 

450 mt/yr 

6,191 mt/yr 

WY2014 

609 mt/yr 

6,750 mt/yr 

Pelagic TP 40 ppb 117 ppb 134 ppb 118 ppb 

Pelagic TN 
Pelagic soluble reactive phosphorus 
(SRP) 
Pelagic dissolved inorganic nitrogen 
(DIN) 
Pelagic TN:TPb 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

> 22:1 

1.39 ppm 

38 ppb 

168 ppb 

11.8:1 

1.36 ppm 

43 ppb 

155 ppb 

10.2:1 

1.28 ppm 

30 ppb 

139 ppb 

10.8:1 

Pelagic DIN:SRP > 10:1 4.5:1 3.6:1 4.6:1 

Nearshore TP 
Biota 
Plankton nutrient limitation 

Below 40 ppb 

Phosphorus > Nitrogen 

71 ppb 

Nitrogen >>> 
Phosphorus 

97 ppb 

Nitrogen >>> 
Phosphorus 

76 ppb 

Nitrogen >>> 
Phosphorus 

Diatom:cyanobacteria ratioc > 1.5 1.6 1.2 1.3 

Algal bloom frequency < 5% of pelagic Chla 
exceeding 40 µg/L 11.50% 16% 14% 

SAVd 
Total SAV > 40,000 acres 37,043 acres 31,877 acres 33,854 acres 

Physical Parameters 

Water claritye 

Vascular SAV > 50% of 
total acres 

Secchi disk visible on lake 
bottom at all nearshore SAV 

sampling locations from 

65% 

54% 

67% 

53% 

83% 

23% 

May through September 
Hydrology 
Extremes in low lake stage 
(current water year) Maintain stages above 10 ft N/A Goal attained Goal attained 

Maintain stages below 17 ft; Extremes in high lake stage stage not exceeding 15 ft (current water year) for more than 4 months 
N/A Goal attained Goal attained 

Goal partially attained 
Stage recession from nearSpring recession 15.5 ft in January to near (January to June 2015) 12.5 ft in June 

N/A 15.23 to 12.24 ft in 
June with two 

(January stage just over 
14 ft to 12.98 in June. A 

reversal occurred in 
reversals of more June) 

than 0.2 ft) 

a. N/A – Not applicable 
b. Calculated by weight. 
c. Mean values from May 2009 to February 2013 
d. Mean yearly acreages (from August 2010–2014 maps) 
e. SAV transparency readings taken from May to September 2014 

Goal partially 
attained (January 

stage declined from 
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LEGEND 

Lake Release Color Code 

S80 & S77 max practicable 

S80 < 2,800 cfs; S77 < 6,500 cfs 

S80 < 1,800 cfs; S77 < 4,000 cfs 
S80< l ,170cfs; S79< 3000cfs 

Baseflow S80 <200 cfs; S79 < 450 cfs 

No Regu latory Release From Lake 

Environmental WS Release 
Regulatory Release to WCAs 

Sep-2014 Nov-2014 Jan-2015 

HIGH LAKE 

MANAGEMENT 

HIGH 

19.0 

18.0 

17.0 

16.0 

15.0 

•,. 
•• L 14.0 .. , __ _, 

BASE FLOW 13.0 

BENEFICAL USE 12.0 

11.0 
WATER SHORTAGE 

Mar-2015 

10.0 

9.0 

8.0 

May-2015 

HYDROLOGY 

Lake Okeechobee was at an elevation of 13.05 ft (3.98 m) NGVD29 on May 1, 2014, which 
placed water levels in the Base Flow Subband (Figure 8-7). Over 1.9 million ac-ft of water was 
released in WY2015. Regulatory releases from the lake to the estuaries comprised a third 
(0.7 million ac-ft) of this discharge and were made throughout the water year based on SFWMD 
adaptive protocols (SFWMD 2010). Pulse releases to the east and west coast estuaries occurred 
from mid-July to mid-September 2014 and from mid-October 2014 through the end of April 2015. 
These discharges were primarily to the Caloosahatchee River through S-77 (704,000 ac-ft), with 
smaller, less frequent releases being made to the St. Lucie Estuary through S-308 (129,000 ac-ft; 
see Table 7 in the 2015 SFER – Volume III, Appendix 4-1; Hansing et al. 2015). Releases of 1.2 
million ac-ft were made south through the S-351, S-352, and S-354 structures and Culvert 10A, 
constituting approximately half of all the water discharged from the lake during WY2015, with 
585,000 ac-ft of that water being directed to the Everglades STAs. Lake stage reached a minimum 
level of 12.38 ft (3.77 m) NGVD29 on June 12, 2014, and its maximum level for the water year of 
16.01 ft (4.88 m) NGVD29 on October 23, 2014. 

Figure 8-7. Annotated Lake Okeechobee stage hydrograph. 

NUTRIENT BUDGETS 

TP loads to the lake from tributaries and atmospheric deposition [estimated as 35 metric tons 
per year (mt/yr), FDEP 2001) totaled 450 mt in WY2015 (Table 8-12 and Figure 8-8). This is a 
26 percent reduction from the previous year despite total discharge flows to the lake being nearly 
the same as WY2014 (within 2 percent) (see Tables 6 and 14 from the 2015 SFER – Volume III, 
Appendix 4-1; Hansing et al. 2015). The load reduction is attributed to cleaner water discharging 
to the lake with a FWM TP concentration of 117 ppb. This is less than the in-lake TP concentration 
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estimate of 134 ppb (Figure 8-9). As previously noted, the source of a majority of this cleaner 
water was the Upper Chain of Lakes (S-65), which discharged over 1.171 million ac-ft of water in 
WY2015 (an increase of 53 percent from WY2014). The average FWM TP concentration at S-65 
was 63 ppb, which was an 18 percent reduction from the previous year. 

Figure 8-8. Timelines of water year TP load and inflow entering 
Lake Okeechobee from its tributaries calculated from the lake phosphorus budget. 

Figure 8-9. Timelines of inflow and lake average TP concentrations (five-year 
moving average trend lines calculated from the lake phosphorus budget). 

Mean lake TP mass in WY2015 was higher than the previous water year due to increased 
overall TP concentrations (Table 8-13 and Figure 8-8). Loads out of the lake in WY2015 were 
lower than in WY2014 as discharge was lower by 24 percent. As with the load into the lake, the 
net load (inputs minus outputs) in WY2015 was 152 mt, or a 45 percent reduction from WY2014. 
Sediment accumulation was also lower than the previous year, resulting in a net sedimentation 
coefficient of 0.35 (Table 8-13 and Figure 8-10). A low sedimentation coefficient indicates that 
the lake absorbed less excess TP load from the watershed. The sedimentation coefficient is based 
on the estimated removal of TP from the water column to the sediments divided by the average 
water column mass in the year. Lower coefficients indicate smaller portions of the mass are 
removed. The TP budget for Lake Okeechobee estimates the removal of phosphorus from the water 



            
           

         
          

       
            

  

  
           

          
              

  

             
           

       
              

           
      

       

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        

        
         

   

        

column by subtracting the net change in lake mass (estimated from the beginning of the water year 
to the beginning of the next water year) from net loads (atmospheric deposition + external loads – 
discharge from the lake). Note that TP analyses includes phosphorus in phytoplankton, bacteria, 
and organic and inorganic particles and does not differentiate among them. Thus, the net 
sedimentation is an estimate of the sum of settling, resuspension, diffusion, and adsorption to the 
sediments and the uptake by phytoplankton, and settling out cannot be distinguished based on 
this analysis. 

TP concentrations in the water column declined from a high of 227 ppb in WY2006 to 96 ppb 
in WY2013. The current WY2015 value is 134 ppb (Figure 8-9). The higher concentration in 
WY2015 compared to WY2014 (118 ppb) can be attributed to higher water levels in the dry winter 
season than in WY2014. This season period is windier than the summer wet season, resulting in 
greater sediment resuspension and internal nutrient loading to the water column. 

For WY2015, the sediment coefficient value was 0.36 per year (Table 8-13), which was lower 
than the 10-year average value of 0.50 per year. The value for WY2015 was also lower than the 
previous year’s value primarily because of the small change of storage in the lake and the lower 
net loads. Over the past four decades, the sediment coefficient declined from around 2.5 in the 
1970s to below 1 in the 1990s (Figure 8-10) (Janus et al. 1990, James et al. 1995, Havens and 
James 2005), but it appears that the values are again increasing. 

Table 8-13. Phosphorus budget for Lake Okeechobee (WY2006–WY2015). 

May 1–
April 30

Water Year 

Mean 
Lake TP 

Mass 
(mt) 

Net 
Change in

Lake 
Contenta 

Load 
Inb 

(mt) 

Load 
Out 
(mt) 

Net 
Loadc 

(mt) 
Sediment 

Accumulationd 

Net 
Sedimentation 

Coefficient 

2006 1,175 -186 795 798 -3 183 0.16 
2007 599 -288 203 184 19 307 0.51 
2008 459 113 246 27 219 106 0.23 
2009 608 -257 656 243 413 670 1.10 
2010 500 283 481 79 402 119 0.24 
2011 439 -320 170 210 -40 280 0.64 
2012 318 11 373 88 285 274 0.86 
2013 545 280 569 126 443 163 0.30 
2014 542 -34 609 332 277 311 0.57 
2015 604 -63 450 298 152 215 0.36 

Average 579 -46 455 238 217 263 0.50 
a. Net change from the start (May 1) through the end (April 30) of each water year 
b. Includes 35 mt/yr to account for atmospheric deposition 
c. Difference between load in and load out 
d. Difference between net change in lake content and net load (positive value is accumulation in sediments) 
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Figure 8-10. Timeline of the net sedimentation coefficient calculated from the lake 
phosphorus budget. Trend line is a second-order polynomial. 

TN loads to the lake were slightly lower than the previous water year, showing an 8 percent 
reduction (Table 8-14 and Figure 8-11). This is reflected in the smaller difference of TN inflow 
weighted concentration as compared to TP (Figure 8-12). Discharge TN loads also were lower than 
the previous year (Table 8-14) as reflected by the lower water discharge from the lake. Unlike the 
phosphorus budget, the net TN load in WY2015 was higher than WY2014. The lake also removed 
a larger amount of nitrogen as compared to the previous water year. This removal resulted in an 
adsorption coefficient that is higher than both the previous year and the 10-year average. These 
contrasting results to phosphorus suggest the significant role that biological processes (nitrogen 
uptake and denitrification) have on the lake (James et al. 2011). 

Table 8-14. Nitrogen budget for Lake Okeechobee (WY2006–WY2015). 

May 1–
April 30

Water Year 

Mean 
Lake TN 

Mass 

Net 
Change in

Lake 
Contenta 

Load Inb 

(mt) 
Load Out 

(mt) 
Net 

Loadc 

(mt) 
Lake 

Adsorptiond 

Net 
Adsorption
Coefficient 

2006 9,389 -2,692 7,992 8,048 -56 2,636 0.28 
2007 4,873 -3,460 2,965 2,023 942 4,402 0.90 
2008 3,772 2,128 3,393 392 3,001 873 0.23 
2009 6,566 -1,075 6,689 2,841 3,848 4,923 0.75 
2010 6,659 2,735 6,325 1,106 5,219 2,484 0.37 
2011 5,762 -3,402 2,913 3,018 -105 3,297 0.57 
2012 4,427 487 4,620 1,460 3,160 2,673 0.60 
2013 6,178 1,705 6,397 1,879 4,518 2,813 0.46 
2014 5,900 -81 6,750 4,258 2,492 2,573 0.44 
2015 6,159 -1,021 6,191 3,311 2,879 3,901 0.63 

Average 5,969 -468 5,424 2,834 2,590 3,057 0.52 
a. Net change from the start (May 1) through the end (April 30) of each water year 
b. Includes 1,233 mt/yr to account for atmospheric deposition 
c. Difference between load in and load out 
d. Difference between net change in lake content and net load (positive value is adsorption from water column) 
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Figure 8-11. Timeline of water year inflow and outflow nitrogen load to 
and from Lake Okeechobee calculated from the lake nitrogen budget. 

Figure 8-12. Timelines of inflow, outflow, and lake average 
TN concentrations calculated from the lake nitrogen budget. 
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LAKE OKEECHOBEE MONITORING RESULTS 

SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION 
SAV abundance, a key indicator of the lake’s overall ecological health, has been routinely 

monitored on Lake Okeechobee since WY2000. SAV is sampled in two ways that vary in temporal 
and spatial scale. On a yearly basis, the entire nearshore and marsh zones of the lake are mapped 
to determine the spatial extent of each SAV species. On a quarterly basis, SAV is sampled at a 
subset of these annual sites in the south, west, and north nearshore zone. Further details of current 
methods and sampling sites are presented in the 2012 and 2013 SFER – Volume I, Chapter 8 (Zhang 
and Sharfstein 2012 and 2013, respectively). 

Annual Mapping 
In August of WY2011, the 1-km2 nearshore sampling grid was extended into the marsh to 

incorporate SAV present in this habitat as well (Figure 8-13). This resulted in an additional 357 
sites, for a potential grand total of 985 sampling sites. Because only nearshore sites were sampled 
prior to WY2011, the spatial extent of SAV for the nearshore sites are reported separately from the 
SAV coverage for the marsh sites to maintain consistency. 

Figure 8-13. Map showing the geographic areas defined as nearshore (628 grid 
cells) and marsh (357 grids cells) SAV sites. The grid cells outlined in red are the 

nearshore grid cells that have been sampled since WY2001. The grid cells outlined in 
black are the marsh grid cells that were added in WY2011. Grid cell size = 1 km2. 



  

             
             

      
              
          

         
          

          
      

          
  

       
       

       
       

         
          

   
           

          
               

          
        

           
           

           
         

 

             
           

  
         
         

          
  

Nearshore Results 

Areal coverage of SAV in the nearshore region over the past two years, as measured in August 
of each year, decreased by less than 2,000 ac (810 ha) with total acreage going from 33,854 ac 
(13,700 ha) in WY2014 to 31,877 ac (12,900 ha) in WY2015 (Figure 8-14). Lake stages during 
the three months prior to the August sampling were similar between the water years even though 
the stage at the time of sampling was 1.46 ft (0.445 m) higher in WY2014. In general, recent lake 
levels have been in the preferred stage envelope of 12.5 to 15.5 ft (3.81 to 4.72 m) and conditions 
have been favorable for growth. Over the past seven years, SAV areal coverage has been greater 
than 30,000 ac (12,140 ha) but only on two occasions (WY2010 and WY2013) did the total acres 
of SAV meet the Restoration Coordination and Verification Program (RECOVER) performance 
measure of greater than 40,000 ac (16,187 ha). Both of those water years were preceded by or 
during low lake stage conditions. 

On an individual species basis in WY2015, muskgrass (Chara spp.), hydrilla (Hydrilla 
verticillata), and pondweed (Potamogeton spp.) increased in areal coverage, while bladderwort 
(Utricularia spp.), tape grass (Vallisneria americana), and hornwort (Ceratophyllum spp.) 
declined. Coverage of southern naiad (Najas guadalupensis remained the same in both water years 
(Figure 8-15). The vascular species were dominated by H. verticillata (12,602 ac, 5,100 ha) 
followed by Utricularia spp. (9,637 ac, 3,900 ha), Ceratophyllum spp. (8,649 ac, 3,500 ha), 
V. americana (2,965 ac, 1,200 ha), Potamogeton spp. (2,224 ac, 900 ha), and N. guadalupensis 
(2,224 ac, 900 ha). In WY2015, vascular species accounted for 67 percent of the total acres of SAV 
compared to 75 percent in WY2014. The metric that at least half of the total acreage be comprised 
of vascular species was met in both water years. Although the non-vascular Chara spp. covered 
10,626 ac (4,300 ha) in WY2015, accounting for 33 percent of the total acres of SAV compared to 
25 percent in the previous water year, its areal coverage has decreased significantly since WY2012 
when it covered over 27,000 ac (10,926 ha). Water levels in WY2012 were extremely low (10.26 ft 
NGVD29 at the time of sampling) providing exceptional light conditions for Chara germination 
and growth. Water levels over the past two water years have been much higher (15.72 and 14.26 ft 
NGVD29 at the time of sampling in WY2014 and WY2015, respectively) resulting in less favorable 
growing conditions. 

A number of shifts in species distribution have also occurred over the past few water years. 
The Vallisneria beds that had been present along the southwestern shoreline since the WY2009 
surveys have diminished and were not evident in the most recent mapping effort. Utricularia spp., 
which was the dominant vascular species in WY2014, showed the biggest decrease in coverage, 
mostly in Fisheating Bay. Encouragingly, approximately 1,000 ac (404 ha) of Potamogeton were 
found in the southern end of the lake―the highest coverage reported in this area during annual 
mapping since before the hurricanes of WY2005. 
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Figure 8-14. Annual nearshore SAV mapping results for WY2014 and WY2015. 
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Figure 8-15. Total nearshore acres for each SAV species for WY2014 and WY2015. 
Vascular species include Hydrilla verticillata, Potamogeton spp., Utricularia spp., 

Vallisneria americana, Ceratophyllum spp., and Najas guadalupensis. Chara spp. is 
the only non-vascular species. Sampling was conducted in August of each year. 

Marsh Results 

Although SAV mapping in the marsh began in WY2011 and there were over 11,000 ac 
(4,450 ha) of SAV present, lake levels were so low in WY2012 and WY2013 that the marsh was 
dry and inaccessible. The higher lake stages in WY2014 and WY2015 allowed for sampling at 
many more marsh grids and total marsh SAV acreages were 27,923 ac (11,300 ha) and 18,533 ac 
(7,500 ha), respectively. Most of the decrease in coverage over the past year was seen in the extreme 
interior of the western marsh close to the Herbert Hoover Dike. Additionally, and in contrast to the 
WY2011 sampling effort, sites that were not navigable by boat were visited by helicopter in 
WY2014 and WY2015 to allow a better estimate of how much total potential habitat exists in the 
very interior areas of the marsh. Observations made from the air confirmed the assumption that 
many of the interior marsh grid cells primarily consisted of woody or terrestrial vegetation but also 
often had ponds that contained SAV. Utricularia spp. was the dominant SAV species in the marsh 
and accounted for 57, 82, and 83 percent of the SAV community in WY2011, WY2014, and 
WY2015, respectively. 

The higher lake stages during the past two summers uprooted cattail (Typha sp.) along the 
littoral fringe of the western marsh, but SAV has not colonized this newly created available habitat. 
No reduction occurred in the approximately 7,000 ac of EAV in the south end of the lake that was 
formerly SAV habitat, but sparse beds of Chara and Utricularia spp. continue to thrive in the 
pockets of open water in this area. 



 

  

         
           

          
            

          
           

   

      
       

          
        
          

         
          

             
          

           
    

Quarterly Mapping 

Methodological Modifications 

In WY2012, the quarterly sampling method was changed from sampling along 16 transects to 
sampling a subset of annual mapping grid cells. This change was made to reduce the sampling 
effort, make the quarterly data comparable to the annual data, and offer more informative data to 
stakeholders. As the sites and the sampling techniques were identical in both the annual and 
quarterly mapping efforts, data can be extracted from past annual mapping efforts and SAV 
distribution and relative abundance can be compared over time. Further details are presented in the 
2013 SFER – Volume I, Chapter 8 (Zhang and Sharfstein 2013). 

The 54 grid cells that were chosen bracketed the southern, western, and northern nearshore 
zones and spanned lake stages typical of the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 2008 
(LORS2008) that is currently in effect. However, after sampling these 54 grid cells for three full 
years it became apparent that a number of these cells were more representative of emergent marsh 
habitat rather than nearshore SAV habitat. Also, at lake stages lower than approximately 12.0 ft 
(3.66 m) NGVD29, sites were too dry to sample or to support SAV. In February WY2015, the grid 
cell selection was reevaluated and a subset more representative of nearshore habitat was chosen. 
Figure 8-16 shows the location of the current subset of 44 quarterly grid cells in relation to both 
the previous subset of 54 quarterly grid cells and to the original 16 quarterly transects. Yearly 
comparisons of SAV distribution and relative abundance of these 44 grid cells can be made in the 
same manner as stated above. 
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Figure 8-16. Change in SAV quarterly mapping locations over the 14-year sampling 
period. Both the 44 current (blue crosshatch) and the 54 previous (red crosshatch) 
grid cell sites are a subset of the annual mapping grid (grid cell size = 1 km2). The 

16 transects sampled prior to 2011 (WY2012) are depicted by yellow lines. 
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Results 

Results from the quarterly grid mapping show a pattern similar to the annual nearshore results 
with a slight decline in numbers of sites with plants over the past two years and a larger decline 
compared to WY2013 (Figure 8-17). The slight decline in number of sites with plants seen between 
the WY2015 summer and winter sampling events is due to a loss of Chara sp. in the southern 
nearshore region (Figure 8-18). This is a typical seasonal pattern for SAV in Lake Okeechobee as 
Chara is easily uprooted during windy winter cold fronts. Chara densities generally increase slowly 
over the spring and summer months, peak in late August, then slowly declines through the winter 
months. The disappearance of the SAV beds (primarily Vallisneria) along the southern shoreline 
is also evident from the WY2015 summer and winter maps.  

Figure 8-17. Number of grid cells with plants, without plants and that were 
inaccessible (dry, or too much terrestrial or emergent vegetation) for the 

44 sites on an annual basis from WY2002–WY2012 (data from the 
August annual mapping grid cells) and in February of WY2015. 
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Figure 8-18. Quarterly mapping results for August 2014 and February 2015. 
The August data were extracted from the annual mapping grid cells. 
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EMERGENT VEGETATION 
Vegetation Mapping 

The emergent marsh in Lake Okeechobee provides important habitat for fish, wading birds, 
and other wildlife. The composition, distribution and areal coverage of the plant communities in 
the marsh are strongly influenced by hydrologic conditions, vegetation management actions, and 
competition between species, especially when native habitats are impacted by invasive exotic 
plants. To document and quantify how Lake Okeechobee’s emergent marsh community responds 
to variable hydrologic conditions, management activity, and species competition, detailed 
vegetation maps showing the dominant and subdominant plant communities in the marsh are being 
created. Because of the vast size of Lake Okeechobee’s marsh (> 40,000 ha) it is not feasible to 
map the entire marsh annually. Therefore, in years when the entire marsh is not mapped, plant 
communities are being mapped at sentinel sites. The sentinel sites consist of upper, mid and lower 
elevation plant communities, are considered representative of the entire marsh, and provide a means 
to detect and quantify spatial and temporal changes in plant communities (wildlife habitat) that 
occur in response to changing environmental conditions.  

Temporal changes in the littoral landscape were evaluated by comparing the dominant plant 
communities observed within the same 1,170 1-ha grids in June 2014 and June 2015. Hydrologic 
conditions strongly influence plant community distribution and abundance in the marsh, although 
there often will be a lag in the plant community’s response to changing conditions. Thus, antecedent 
hydrologic conditions were evaluated for the five month period (January 1–May 31) that preceded 
the June plant and habitat evaluations. In 2014, lake stage remained below 13.5 ft (4.11 m) 
NGVD29 for 34 percent of the time and never exceeded 14.49 ft (4.42 m) NGVD29. As a result, 
portions of the upper marsh were never inundated. In comparison, lake stage remained above 14.49 
ft (4.42 m) NGVD29 for 49 percent of the time during the same five-month period in 2015. The 
higher lake stages inundated all the upper marsh and flooding depths in the mid and lower marsh 
were generally greater in 2015 compared to 2014 (Figure 8-19). 

Figure 8-19. Lake stage recorded at LZ40 during the five-month periods from 
January 1 through May 31, 2014 (blue bars) and January 1 through May 31, 2015 

(orange bars). 



          
          

         
           

          
            

 

            
            
             

    

           
         

       
    

     
 

       
         

    

In 2014, cattail was the dominant plant species in 229 of the 1,170 grids sampled. Cattail 
dominance increased to 26 percent of the total area in 2015 (309 grids). Most of the increase in 
cattail coverage occurred at interior marsh locations. Along the outer edge of the marsh, cattail 
coverage declined and was replaced mostly by open water (Figure 8-20). The loss of cattail and an 
increase in open water was likely due to wave action that uprooted some of the cattail and damage 
from herbicide spraying that targeted the floating exotic species often tangled in cattail. 

Figure 8-20. Alligator sunning on a tussock consisting of uprooted and sprayed 
cattail along the outside edge of the marsh near Observation Island (photo by 

SFWMD, March 2015). [Note: In some areas, a wall of cattail greater than 100 m 
wide disappeared between 2014 and 2015.] 

Following a large increase in the distribution of woody species in 2014, wetter conditions in 
2015 resulted in a slight decline (8 grids) of woody species. Other species that became less 
dominant in 2015 included water lily (Nymphaea sp. and Nelumbo lutea), pickerelweed 
(Pontederia cordata), arrowhead (Sagittaria lancifolia), spikerush (Eleocharis cellulosa), and 
beakrush (Rhynchospora sp.). Some of the decline in these native species was due to an increase in 
the exotic species torpedograss (Panicum repens). Additionally, smartweed (Polygonum 
hydropiperoides), American cupscale (Sacciolepis striata), and maidencane (Panicum hemitomon) 
were not observed in 2015. Some of the described vegetative changes were observed at sentinel 
monitoring sites IP-3, MH-5, and MH Edge-1 (Figure 8-21). 
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Plant dominance (#of 1 ha grids) 

Selected Species 2014 2015 

Cattail 229 309 

Torpedograss 199 246 

Spikerush 108 74 

Woody Shrubs 115 107 

Pontedaria and 73 40 

Sagitteria 

Open water 34 71 

Figure 8-21. Vegetation maps for three sentinel study sites (IP-3, MH-5 and 
MH-Edge-1) in Lake Okeechobee’s littoral marsh. IP-3 and MH-5 consisted of 

100 1-ha grids and MH-Edge-1 consisted of 50 1-ha grids. A total of 1,170 grids 
were evaluated throughout the marsh and the numbers of grids dominated by 

selected vegetation classes are shown in the inset table. 

Cattail has aggressively expanded through much of the marsh during the past few years and 
replaced several thousand hectares of important open water and spikerush habitat that once defined 
Moonshine Bay (Figure 8-22). There are several possible and non-mutually exclusive reasons that 
may explain why cattail is expanding: (1) treatment efforts have been relatively limited over the 
last several years; (2) generally, lower lake levels are creating more hydrologically suitable cattail 
habitat; (3) the hurricanes and associated elevated water levels of the mid-2000s pushed large 
volumes of nutrient-rich pelagic zone water back into portions of the previously pristine, rain-
driven western marsh stimulating rapid expansion of cattail (note that this is the area where much 
of the cattail expansion has occurred in recent years); and (4) the relative infrequency of higher 
lake stages coupled with storm-generated wind and wave activity over the recent past. A 



            
    

  

          
           

    

          
           

            
          

         
         

  

         
       

           
      

     
       

     

           
           

         
     

combination of conditions appears to be capable of uprooting large areas of cattail along the 
nearshore-littoral edge when they occur. 

Figure 8-22. Cattail expansion on the western side of Moonshine Bay 
looking north (photo by SFWMD, April 2015). [Note: This area was 

previously dominated by spikerush.] 

Approximately 75 ha of cattail were treated in Moonshine Bay in 2014 and nearly 1,300 ha are 
scheduled to be treated in the area in 2015. Some of the cattail treated in 2014 was burned to prevent 
the dead plant material from accumulating on the lake bottom and further degrading fish and 
wildlife habitat (Figure 8-23). FWC and the District will continue working together in 2015 to 
reduce cattail coverage and reestablish a mix of open water and desirable native plant habitat in 
Moonshine Bay. Cattail management in 2015 will again include a combination of herbicide 
treatments and prescribed burning. 

All herbicides are applied according to label directions and none are classified as having direct 
adverse effects on wildlife. It is possible that herbicide application activities may have localized 
indirect temporary negative impacts on wildlife as a result of abrupt habitat shifts. However, many 
years of experience on Lake Okeechobee indicate that vegetation control activities produce 
overwhelming positive impacts on the ecosystem as a whole. The Lake Okeechobee Operating 
Permit requires that both herbicides and pesticides are monitored and reported in annual permit 
report. Therefore, this information is reported in the final 2016 SFER – Volume III, Appendix 4-1. 

Annually fluctuating water levels and exotic and nuisance vegetation management lead to and 
support the development of a healthy and productive marsh. Annual monitoring and mapping of 
the dominant plant communities provides a quantifiable method to monitor and evaluate temporal 
changes that occur across the marsh landscape. 



              
           

           

  
             
         

     
         

  

        
        

     
        

         
         

         
             

    

 

Figure 8-23. Treated cattail being burned in Moonshine Bay (photo by 
SFWMD, January 2015). Burning the cattail prevents the dead plant material from 
accumulating on the lake’s bottom and further degrading fish and wildlife habitat. 

EXOTIC SPECIES CONTROL PROGRAM 
The Exotic Species Control Program has a requirement to identify the exotic species that 

threaten native flora and fauna within the Lake Okeechobee Watershed, and develop and implement 
measures to protect native species. The exotic plants and animals identified as threatening native 
species require management, or in the case of some animal species, monitoring to maintain 
awareness of possible future invasions. 

The District’s exotic and nuisance vegetation management program is designed to protect 
threatened native habitat in Lake Okeechobee and restore areas of the marsh that have been 
impacted by non-desirable species. Torpedograss is the most common emergent exotic plant in the 
lake’s marsh and extensive efforts to reduce its coverage are ongoing. An evaluation of recent and 
historic torpedograss treatments dating as far back as 2010 indicated that several of the treatments 
provided excellent torpedograss control (greater than 90 percent), some for four years following a 
single treatment. Of the 12 treatment sites evaluated in 2015, control of torpedograss (treatment 
efficacy) was rated as 90 percent or greater at three sites, 50 to 89 percent at six sites, and less than 
25 percent at three sites (Figure 8-24). 



          
           

       

             
           

            
           

         
           

     

      
          

       
         

           
             

  

    

   

Location and efficacy of torpedograss 
treatments in Lake Okeechobee's 
western marsh (2010. 2013). No 
treatments were made in 2012. 

Evaluation made June 2015. 
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Marsh (March 2015) 

Figure 8-24. Location and efficacy of torpedograss treatments in Lake Okeechobee’s 
western marsh (left panel; sites were evaluated in June 2015) and torpedograss 

treatment in Indian Prairie Marsh (right panels; March 2015). 

During the past 12 months, treatment efficacy at the four evaluation sites treated in 2013 
declined from greater than 90 percent control to 10 to 85 percent control. Efficacy remained high 
(90 to 100 percent control) at three of the four sites treated in 2011. Control at the fourth site 
dropped from moderate control (70 percent) in 2014 to poor control (20 percent) in 2015. One of 
the sites originally treated in 2010 was treated again in 2014 because torpedograss coverage 
exceeded 80 percent. Control was also poor (10 percent) at a second 2010 site and moderate (65 to 
75 percent) at the remaining two sites. 

Torpedograss treatments reduce the occurrence of dense monocultures of an exotic plant that 
provides limited habitat for wading birds, harvestable sport fish and other animals. When 
torpedograss is removed, native plants including spikerush, water lily, pickerelweed, and 
arrowhead commonly recolonize treated sites. Replacing torpedograss with shallow open water 
sites that include a mix of native vegetation can provide productive foraging habitat for wading 
birds and spawning and foraging habitat for fish. This was observed in a number of sites throughout 
the marsh during the 2015 wading bird survey (Figure 8-25). 



           
          

           

      
         

          
          

               
       

   
  

Wading birds foraging in open water 

following a torpedograss treatment 

Figure 8-25. Wading birds foraging in open water with native vegetation following 
torpedograss treatments (left and upper right panels), and wild hog running through 

a treated torpedograss site in the Moore Haven marsh (lower right panel). 

It is important to continue treating large acreages of torpedograss in Lake Okeechobee’s 
interior marsh and infestations of torpedograss and exotic water grass (Luziola subintegra) that 
have recently established in productive fish habitat near the outer edge of the marsh. During the 
period from October 2013 through September 2014, 1,610 acres of torpedograss were treated. In 
addition, 718 acres of exotic water grass, 850 acres of cattail, and 41 acres of West Indian marsh 
grass (Hymenachne amplexicaulis) were also treated (Figure 8-26). In addition to emergent exotic 
and nuisance plant treatments, 2,503 ac (1,013 ha) of the floating exotic plant water lettuce (Pistia 
stratiotes) were treated. 
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Figure 8-26. Number of acres of the most commonly treated exotic or 
invasive plants in Lake Okeechobee’s western marsh. Treatments were 

conducted from October 2013 through May 2015. 

ALGAL BLOOM MONITORING 
Monthly Grab Sampling 

Chla concentrations, indicative of phytoplankton densities, and microcystin-LR toxin 
concentrations, produced by some cyanobacterial blooms, were monitored on a monthly basis at 
nine nearshore sites from May 2004 (WY2005) through April 2012 (WY2012). In May WY2012, 
this sampling effort was combined with the agency’s long-term water quality monitoring effort. 
Currently, bloom conditions are reported from ten nearshore and nine pelagic sites and microcystin 
toxin concentrations are reported from six of those same sites (Figure 8-27). Further details 
describing this relocation rationale are presented in the 2013 SFER – Volume I, Chapter 8 (Zhang 
and Sharfstein 2013). 
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Figure 8-27. Nineteen algal bloom and six microcystin-LR 

toxin (yellow outline) sampling locations in Lake Okeechobee. 

Algal bloom occurrences over the past two water years have increased compared to the 
previous two water years. In WY2012 and WY2013, there were a total of seventeen times when 
site specific Chla values exceeded the 40-ppb threshold that the District defines as algal bloom 
conditions, while during WY2014 and WY2015, site specific blooms occurred 44 and 33 times, 
respectively (Figure 8-28). In WY2014, 73 percent of the blooms occurred at nearshore sites and 
27 percent occurred at pelagic sites. In WY2015, blooms occurred at the nearshore and pelagic sites 
55 percent and 45 percent of the time, respectively. The highest frequency of blooms occurred at 
RITTAE2 in WY2014 with eight blooms. In that same water year, three sites along the western 
shoreline (L005, PALMOUT, and POLE3S) had bloom conditions seven times each. In WY2015, 
the highest frequency of blooms occurred at L005 (6 blooms), followed by Palm Out (5 blooms), 
and L008 and Poles Out with 3 blooms each. Over the past four water years, most of the blooms 
occurred at the southern and western sites. A few blooms occurred at the northern sites and no 
instances of blooms were reported at the eastern sites. From WY2012 through WY2015, bloom 
conditions occurred more frequently during the late summer and fall months but also occurred 
during spring (Figure 8-29). The highest Chla concentration (142 ppb) occurred in June at L005 
during WY2014. The second highest Chla value was 113 ppb in May WY2015 and it also occurred 
at L005. These values suggest moderate to severe bloom conditions. 
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Figure 8-28. Frequency of blooms at the nineteen sites in Lake 
Okeechobee from WY2012 through WY2015. Chla concentration of 

> 40 ppb indicates bloom conditions. 
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Figure 8-29. Frequency of blooms (Chla concentrations of > 40 ppb) 
by month for the 10 nearshore (blue bars) and 9 pelagic sites 

(gold bars) in Lake Okeechobee from WY2012 through WY2015. 

Algal bloom proliferation generally results from a combination of environmental factors; 
including available nutrients, water temperatures, water column stability, light, and hydrology. 
Analysis suggests Chla concentrations in Lake Okeechobee were inversely correlated with 
dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) concentrations (r = -0.45, p < 0.0001) and soluble reactive 
phosphorus (SRP) concentrations (r = -0.40, p < 0.0001), and positively correlated with TN 
concentrations (r = 0.45, p < 0.0001). Average DIN concentrations over the past two water years 
increased from 0.117 mg/L (range of 0.005 to 0.496 mg/L) to 0.130 mg/L (range of 0.001 to 
0.444 mg/L) and average Chla concentrations decreased from 24.5 ppb to 19.8 ppb. Additionally, 
the four sites that had a high frequency (> 6) of bloom occurrences, L005, PALMOUT, POLE3S, 
and RITTAE2, had higher average Chla concentrations and lower average DIN and SRP 
concentrations compared to all of the other sites. In WY2014, the average Chla, DIN, and SRP 
values for the high bloom frequency sites were 51 ppb, 0.033 mg/L, and 0.007 mg/L, respectively 
while the averages for all the other sites were 17 ppb Chla, 0.140 mg/L DIN, and 0.042 mg/L SRP. 

Microcystin concentrations at the six toxin sites in the 2012 and 2013 water years were low 
with averages across all sites of 0.14 µg/L and 0.13 µg/L, respectively. There were only two 
occasions in each of these water years when toxin concentrations exceeded the District’s analytical 
detection limit of 0.2 µg/L. In WY2012, both instances occurred at the northern KISSR0.0 site and, 
in WY2013, one instance occurred at the southern LZ30 site and the other occurred at POLESOUT, 
a site along the northwest shoreline (Figure 8-28). Average microcystin concentrations increased 
in WY2014 and WY2015 to 0.20 µg/L and 0.25 µg/L, respectively. In contrast to the previous two 
water years, there were eighteen threshold exceedances in the last two water years, eight of them 
occurring in WY2014 and ten occurring in WY2015 (Figure 8-30). Over the past four years, nine 
of the twenty-two exceedances occurred at the northern KISSR0.0 site, and seven of the nine were 
in the last two years. 
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Figure 8-30. Frequency of microcystin concentrations that exceeded the analytical 
detection limit of 0.2 µg/L at the six toxin sites for WY2012 and WY2015. 

The highest toxin value over the past four water years was reported at the easternmost site 
(CLV10A) in August WY2014 where toxin concentrations reached 2.2 µg/L. The second highest 
value (2.1 µg/L) was also reported from CLV10A exactly one year later. Even though CLV10A 
had the two highest toxin values, the concomitant Chla values were well below the bloom threshold 
value of 40 ppb, suggesting that there were blooms at this site prior to sampling but not during the 
sampling event. It is not clear what factors influence microcystin production in Lake Okeechobee 
as correlations have shown very weak relationships with inflows and temperature. In other Florida 
subtropical lakes, temperature does influence microcystin concentrations with the majority of 
elevated concentrations (≥ 1.0 µg/L) occurring from May to November (Bigham 
et al., 2009). This pattern has also been seen in Lake Okeechobee over the past four water 
years (Figure 8-31). 
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Figure 8-31. Frequency of microcystin concentrations exceeding the analytical 
detection limit of 0.2 µg/L by month for the three nearshore (blue bars) and three 

pelagic sites (gold bars) in Lake Okeechobee for WY2012 and WY2015. 

Although the average microcystin concentrations have gradually increased from 0.14 µg/L in 
WY2012 to 0.25 µg/L in WY2015, the maximum toxin value observed over the four water years 
(2.2 µg/L) was well below the recreational guidance value of 20 µg/L for activities in direct contact 
with water, and 100 µg/L for activities having indirect contact with water (Chorus and Bartram 
1999). These guidance values represent a moderate probability of adverse health effects for 
humans. Over the past four to five years, the toxin values during the summer months have been 
surprising low given the relatively high Chla values, especially during isolated blooms. It has been 
suggested that shallow, eutrophic, subtropical systems have low microcystin to Chla ratios, which 
may explain the low toxin values. Additional research is needed to determine the reason for 
these results. 

It should be noted that because the Lake Okeechobee algal bloom monitoring program is based 
on a finite number of stations sampled once monthly, it is primarily useful for providing an estimate 
of seasonal or annual trends. Algal blooms tend to be transient and ephemeral; therefore, the algal 
bloom monitoring program is in no way meant to be a comprehensive assessment of bloom or 
cyanotoxin events on Lake Okeechobee. The data presented above needs to be interpreted with 
these limitations in mind. 

A more frequent, less time consuming and quicker determination of algal bloom conditions on 
Lake Okeechobee would allow for a more thorough understanding of bloom dynamics and might 
lead to information that would allow for the development of management strategies to prevent or 
disrupt the progress of ongoing blooms. The following section describes a project that has been 
implemented in an effort to address this capability. 

Satellite Imagery for Algal Bloom Monitoring 
The District has partnered with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 

National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science (NCCOS) to evaluate using satellite imagery as a tool 
for frequently monitoring and forecasting algal blooms on Lake Okeechobee. NCCOS has 
developed a cyanobacteria bloom satellite image product which is being used to forecast blooms 
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• As shown in the true color image on page 2, cloud cover obscured some areas of the state. 
• Lake George (Volusia/Putnam Counties) displayed low estimated elevated chlorophyll-a 

concentrations. 
, • Lake Eustis and Lake Hanis (Lake County) displayed medium estimated elevated chlorophyll-a 

concentrations. 
• Lake Apopka (Orange/Lake Counties) displayed high estimated elevated chlorophyll-a 

concentrations. 
• Lake Kissimmee (Osceola/Polk Counties) displayed low estimated elevated chlorophyll-a 

concentrations. 
• Lake Okeechobee (Okeechobee/Glades/ Hendry/ Palm Beach/Martin Counties) displayed low to 

medium estimated elevated chlorophyll-a concentrations. 

Federal labs in Cincinnati tested Toledo wat er samples for algae 
By Che lsey Levingston, Staff Writer 
Posted: 6:01 p .m. Tuesday, Aug. 5, 2014 

CINCINNATI - Toxic water samples from Toledo were sent over the weekend to a federal 
laboratory in Cincinnati for testing. The United States Environmental Protection Agency operates in 
Cincinnati specialized laboratories for water research, highly toxic materials and bacteria. among 
other things .. n •on Aug. 2, Ohio EPA made a request to EPA's labora tory in Cincinnati t.o provide 
technical assistance and water sample analysis for the City of Toledo's drinking water utility. Tests 
for cyanobacteria toxins are currently being run in the lab, and results ·will be provided to the Ohio 
EPA once they are complete,• according to a statement provided by a U.S. EPA spokesperson late 
Sunday night. By Monday morning. Ohio's fourth largest city lifted its water use ban, that had 
prevented approximately 400,000 people in northeastern Ohio fro m drinking the water. brushing 
their teeth or washing their dishes with it .. After exhaustive testing. analysis and discussions 
between Toledo water officials, the U.S. EPA and the Ohio EPA. we support the city's decision t.o lift 
its drinking water advisory: Ohio EPA Dir ector Craig Butler said in a provided statement issued 

· Monday. "The mayor and his team, U.S. EPA and the other scientific and academic leaders who lent us 
their expertise worked in a constructive way to turn the wate r back on for the people of Toledo. In 
the days ahead. we will continue to work closely with Toledo and others to better understand what 
happened and su pport their effort to supply safe drinking water to its customers," Butler said. The 
advisory was lifted after dozens of tests over the weeke nd showed an algae-induced toxin 
contaminating Lake Erie had dropped to safe levels following intensive chemical treatments . 
Drinking the tainted water could cause vomiting. cramps and rashes .... For the complete article, see 

MODIS Images display a chlorophyll-a index generated with a Moderate http·//WWIYdgytqndqjlyncwycqm /uttW§lnrm&,:krnl-lqbi-in-cjnrinnuti-t:t:::s:tecl-t-01t:rle-wat&c:wm l 
Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer provided by the National .,na=tn=L=f~------------------------------~ 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) I Marine Update: SW Florida Coa st and IRL 
Very low likelihood of a bloom ■ LR_e_d_T_i_d_e_U_p_d-at_e ___ F\_V_Rl_fFW __ C_8~/~1-/ 2_0_1_4_:_K_a_re_n_ia_ b_rev_ i_s _w_as_d_e_te_ct_ e_d_i_n_b_a_ckgr_ o_u_n_d_to_ m_e_d1-·u-m~ 

May indicate clouds or missing dab (51 concentrations in several water samples analyzed 7 /26/2014--7 /31/ 2014 from offshore of 
Low estimated chlorophyll~a concentrations -■ Hernando and Pasco counties. Additional samples collected offshor e of Pinellas County ranged from 
Medium eS'timated chlorophyll-a concentrations [JI~■ background to low concentrations. Sampling confirmed K brevis populations at depth 33 miles west 
Higher estimated chlorophyll-a concentrations LI of Caladesi Island and 13 miles west of Madeira Beach, both offshore of Pinellas County. 

of the toxic cyanobacterium Microcystis aeruginosa in western Lake Erie. This product is also 
being provided by the Florida Department of Health as an indicator of potential cyanobacteria 
bloom conditions in Florida lakes and is distributed to lake managers via the Inland Harmful Algal 
Blooms Health Bulletin (Figure 8-32). 

Figure 8-32. Algal Bloom Health Bulletin distributed by Florida Department of Health 
reporting bloom conditions in major waterbodies in the SJRWMD and in Lake 

Okeechobee. [Note: Data from Lake Okeechobee is currently being validated.] 

Following a training session in February 2014, the District began collecting instantaneous 
surface reflectance data using an NCCOS above-water radiometer (a Satlantic Hypergun) at the 
monthly water quality/algal bloom monitoring stations in addition to the chlorophyll, toxin, and 
phytoplankton samples already being collected (Figure 8-27). Currently, NCCOS is analyzing the 
instantaneous surface reflectance data and comparing it to the corresponding moderate resolution 
imaging spectroradiometer (MODIS) cyanobacteria index (CI) imagery. An example of this 
comparison is shown in Figure 8-33. The CI being used to detect blooms in Lake Erie was applied 
to MODIS-aqua imagery on Lake Okeechobee on August 6, 2014. The CI is essentially a measure 
of the shape of the remote sensing reflectance curve centered at 681 nanometers (nm). A more 
negative shape (or decrease) at 681 nm indicates a higher concentration of cyanobacteria and is 
represented by the light blue to orange (warm) colors in the MODIS CI image (Figure 8-33, right 
side). Both the MODIS CI image and the field spectral scan at PALMOUT (Figure 8-33, left side; 
note decrease at 681 nm) indicated a cyanobacterial bloom. Field data also confirmed that bloom 
conditions (Chla > 40 ppb) occurred at PALMOUT, RITTAE2, L007, POLESOUT, and PELBAY3 
and that a mixed cyanobacteria bloom, dominated by Cylindrospermopsis raciborskii and 
Anabaena spp., was present on August 6, 2014, in the western portion of the lake. Additionally, the 
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microcystin concentration observed at LZ30 was 2.62 µg/L, which is above both the District’s 
analytical detection limit of 0.2 µg/L and the FDEP analytical detection limit of 1.0 µg/L. These 
preliminary results show promise for satellite detection in Lake Okeechobee. 

Figure 8-33. Reflectance data at PALMOUT (left) and MODIS CI image with Chla and 
microcystin data for Lake Okeechobee on August 6, 2014 (right). The magnitude of 

the decrease at 681 nm in spectral image on left (red arrow) translates into the 
relative magnitude of a cyanobacterial bloom and is represented by the light blue to 

orange colors on the MODIS image on the right. 

Future analyses are planned to involve comparisons with the water quality data and bloom 
information to tease out the various contributions of sediment, dissolved pigments, Chla, and 
characteristics indicative of cyanobacteria (absorption and backscattering at specific wavelengths) 
to develop a satellite algorithm specific to Lake Okeechobee and other turbid lakes throughout the 
United States. 

If successful, then this satellite technology has the potential to be a rapid, effective, and 
affordable option for monitoring blooms at lake-wide scale and their potential severity on a routine 
and near-real time basis. Additional potential uses for the imagery include (1) linking to current 
and future models (e.g., Lake Okeechobee Ecological Model) to allow predictions of bloom 
movements as is currently being done with Great Lakes data, and (2) providing algal bloom data 
for other District waterbodies that are large enough to be seen by the MODIS satellite (Lakes 
Istokpoga and Kissimmee for instance). 

Satellite technology does have limitations including reduced image quality or the inability to 
collect images during periods of heavy cloud cover or sun glint and the lack of penetration below 
a few centimeters of the water’s surface. The latter limitation does not allow the depth of bloom 
dispersal through the water column to be detected and, therefore, field observations will continue 
to be needed to fully describe blooms of interest. However, with the satellite tool targeted rather 
than hit-or-miss sampling of algal blooms could be done. 
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STATUS OF THE LAKE OKEECHOBEE FISHERY 
Lake Okeechobee’s fishery is monitored annually by the FWC. They use a standardized lake-

wide electrofishing protocol to monitor the near shore fishery and a lake-wide trawling protocol to 
monitor pelagic species. 

Electrofishing 
Lake-wide electrofishing conducted at 22 nearshore sites during October 2014 resulted in the 

capture of 11,858 fish with a combined biomass of 1,172 kilograms. Forty-three species were 
represented in the catch. Five dominant species (more than 5 percent composition) collectively 
comprised 75 percent of the catch by number and were, in order of abundance: threadfin shad 
(Dorosoma petenense), eastern mosquitofish (Gambusia holbrooki), bluegill (Lepomis 
macrochirus), sailfin molly (Poecilea latipinna), and largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides) 
(LMB). Seven dominant species collectively comprised 78 percent of the catch by weight and were, 
in order of biomass: LMB, bluegill, Florida gar (Lepisosteus platyrhincus), striped mullet (Mugil 
cephalus), bowfin (Amia calva), lake chubsucker (Erimyzon sucetta), and gizzard shad 
(Dorosoma cepedianum). 

About 4,000 to 7,000 fish were collected annually between 2008 and 2013 (Figure 8-34). The 
large increase in the number of fish collected in 2014 (11,858) was mostly due to an increase in 
small forage fish including eastern mosquitofish and threadfin shad. The total fish biomass 
collected in 2014 increased by 255 kg compared to 2013. Reductions in common snook 
(Centropomus undecimalis) and Florida gar biomass were offset by increases in biomass of 
bluegill, redear, LMB, gizzard shad, lake chubsucker, and other species. 

Figure 8-34. Lake-wide electrofishing data indicating the total number of fish (blue 
bars) and the total fish biomass (kg) (orange bars) collected October 2008–2014. 



          
       

          
        

          
           

  

           
      

          
       

 
           
         

        
       

          
      

  
         

  

 

40 

35 

30 
.s= 
u .... 
(II 
u 25 
(II 

0 .... 20 
0 .... 
C: 
a, 
u ... 15 
a, 
Q. 

10 

5 

0 

GISH THSH LMB BLUE RESU MOSQ 

■ 2008 ■ 2009 ■ 2010 ■ 2011 ■ 2012 ■ 2013 ■ 2014 

Temporal changes in the fish community, as indicated by changes in proportions of selected 
prey and predator species, were common in the nearshore fishery (Figure 8-35). Collectively, shad 
species and mosquitofish accounted for 69 percent of the total catch in 2008 but declined to 
16 to 27 percent of the total catch in 2009–2011. Their abundance has again increased and 
accounted for 56 percent of the total catch in 2014. Due to the recent large increase in forage fish 
abundance, the portion of the total catch consisting of LMB and bluegill declined the past two years 
even though more fish of these two species were collected in 2014 compared to 2013.  

Figure 8-35. Percent of total catch of selected prey and piscivorous species 
collected by electrofishing October 2008–2014. [Note: GISH =gizzard shad, 

THSH = thread fin shad, LMB =largemouth bass, BLUE =bluegill, 
RESU = redear sunfish, and MOSQ = mosquitofish.] 

In addition to fish abundance and biomass, the size and composition of the fish community can 
be evaluated using catch per unit effort (CPUE) data (Figure 8-36). Low catch rates were reported 
for LMB, bluegill, and redear sunfish from 2005 through 2008 following damaging hurricanes in 
2004 and 2005 that impacted important fish habitat and food chain links. Catch rates for LMB have 
remained greater than 0.4 fish per minute since 2009, with small peaks in 2010, 2012, and 2014. 
Bluegill abundance increased in 2009 and has remained above the 2008 catch rate for the past six 
years. Catch rates for redear sunfish increased from 2009 through 2011, declined in 2012–2013, 
and then increased again in 2014. Gizzard shad abundance peaked in 2008, while the abundance of 
many piscivorous fish was relatively low. The catch rate for threadfin shad was lowest in 2009 and 
peaked to 3.3 fish per minute in 2014. 
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Figure 8-36. Electrofishing CPUE values for selected 
species collected October 2008–2014. 

Trawling 

Lake-wide trawl sampling at 27 pelagic sites during December 2014 resulted in the capture of 
5,565 fish with a combined biomass of 419 kg. These were the second largest values for the total 
number of fish and biomass collected during the 10-year period from 2005 through 2014 (Figure 
8-37). Eighteen fish species were represented in the catch. Five dominant species collectively 
comprised 94 percent of the catch by number and were, in order of abundance: threadfin shad, black 
crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), bluegill, gizzard shad, and white catfish (Ameiurus catus). 
Seven dominant species collectively comprised 96 percent of the catch by weight and were, in order 
of biomass: white catfish, black crappie, bluegill, Florida gar, gizzard shad, channel catfish 
(Ictalurus punctatus), and threadfin shad. 

Figure 8-37. Comparison of lake-wide trawling data indicating 
the total number of fish (blue) and total biomass 
(orange) collected during December 2008–2014. 
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Black crappie comprised less than 5 percent of the pelagic catch from 2008 through 2010. 
However, concurrent with improvements in water quality and increased prey availability, mostly 
threadfin shad and black crappie abundance increased and accounted for 19 to 38 percent of the 
total catch in 2012, 2013, and 2014 (Figure 8-38). During the same three-year period, bluegill 
accounted for 13 to 24 percent of the total catch and white catfish comprised 9 to 15 percent of the 
catch (Figure 8-38). 

Figure 8-38. Percent of total catch of selected prey and piscivorous species collected 
by trawling in the pelagic region of the lake during December 2008–2014. 

Selected Sportfish 
The 2014 catch rate of 0.68 largemouth bass per minute was the third highest catch rate reported 

since 2005 and was more than twelve times greater than the lowest catch rate reported in 2008. 
In addition to an increase in largemouth abundance, the bi-modal size class peaks (8 to 18 cm and 
24 to 36 cm) indicate that recruitment has occurred for a number of years and the population 
currently consists of a relatively large group of subadult (< 25 cm) and adult fish (Figure 8-39). 

Figure 8-39. Length distribution per 2-cm size class for LMB (n = 676) collected by 
electrofishing at 22 nearshore sites in October 2014. 



              
            

             
           

           
  

              
       

 

          
         

 

A total of 1,062 black crappie was collected by trawl from 27 pelagic sites in 2014. The catch 
rate of 1.97fish per minute was the third largest value reported during the period from 2005 through 
2014 (Figure 8-40). Twenty-two percent of the black crappie were adult fish (≥ 20 cm) and the 
remainder were subadults (Figure 8-41). Having such a high number of smaller black crappie is a 
positive indicator for the population and suggests that the black crappie population is continuing 
to recover. 
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Figure 8-40. Catch rate (number of fish per minute) for black crappie collected by 
trawl from 27 pelagic sites during December 2008–2014. 
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Figure 8-41. Length distribution per 2-cm size class for black crappie 
(n = 1,062) collected in December 2014 lake-wide trawl samples. 
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AVIAN MONITORING 

Wading Bird Surveys 

Wading bird foraging has been monitored in Lake Okeechobee since 2010. These data can be 
used as indicators of habitat quality and provide an important tool for examining the effects of 
hydrology, restoration efforts, and changes in the trophic levels that constitute the prey base. 
This monitoring can provide insight into habitat suitability and utilization based on climatology 
and water management decisions and allows for a general overall assessment of ecological 
conditions within the lake. It also provides important supporting data for the annual Lake 
Okeechobee wading bird nesting surveys carried out by Florida Atlantic University for RECOVER 
(www.evergladesrestoration.gov). 

Methods 

Wading bird surveys were conducted every two weeks via helicopter from December 
2014 through June 2015 along east-west transects established at 2 kilometer (km) intervals 
throughout the entire littoral zone of Lake Okeechobee. Survey frequency was increased to 
biweekly starting in March 2013. Further details regarding survey methods are described in the 
2012 SFER – Volume I, Chapter 8 (Zhang and Sharfstein 2012). 

Foraging 

In WY2015, lake levels during the survey season started at 15.58 ft NGVD29 on December 1, 
2014, considerably higher (0.83 ft higher) than the average stage of 14.75 ft recorded for that date 
(Figure 8-42). This higher lake stage coincided with the lowest wading bird foraging numbers 
(169 birds on December 4, 2014) since surveys were initiated in 2010. After this initial high water 
period, levels receded by 0.92 ft from mid-March to mid-April, creating more suitable foraging 
conditions and establishing conditions for peak nesting on the lake. A reversal of approximately 
0.2 ft occurred in late April at which time, the foraging survey conducted on April 30 identified 
only eight white ibis (Eudocimus albus) foraging on the lake. At that time, many wading birds were 
seen foraging outside of the lake primarily in canals and flooded fields in the EAA.  

http://www.evergladesrestoration.gov/
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Figure 8-42. Number of foraging wading birds based on monthly surveys conducted 
on Lake Okeechobee from 2010 through 2015. Gray areas indicate the wading 
bird nesting season. The red line is the actual stage hydrograph while the gray 

dashed line represents the idealized, ecologically preferred hydrograph. 

Nesting 

Nesting effort data for wading birds on Lake Okeechobee are collected by Florida Atlantic 
University as part of the RECOVER baseline monitoring program. The small number of foraging 
birds in 2015, relative to the last two years, which had similar hydrologic parameters but many 
more birds foraging on the lake, did not translate into a below average nesting effort (Figure 8-43). 
This suggests that foraging conditions outside of the lake may have been better suited for wading 
birds and that these areas were selectively used relative to the Lake Okeechobee marsh even though 
water levels and recession rates also indicated suitable conditions on the lake. 

 A total of 4,615 nests [great egret (Ardea alba), snowy egret (Egretta thula), great blue heron 
(Ardea herodias), white ibis, tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), little blue heron (Egretta 
caerulea), and glossy ibis (Plegadis falcinellus)] were estimated from monthly aerial surveys taken 
from March to May. Eight colonies were active (two of which are not directly on the lake), 
including the Liberty Point Two Colony, which produced over 60 percent of the total nesting effort 
including over 90 percent of the white ibis nests. 

Since 2009, wading bird nesting on the lake has been fairly constant with average yearly 
numbers of 4,768 nests, ranging from 3,457 nests in 2014 to 9,185 nests in 2009. Environmental 
conditions contributing to this relatively stable nesting history may include the absence of large 
storm events, high prey production within the littoral zone, and an increase in woody 
nesting substrate. 

For the first time since 1874 (an anecdotal report), a roseate spoonbill has successfully nested 
on Lake Okeechobee (personal communication, D. Essian, Florida Atlantic University). Through 
ground visits, Florida Atlantic University confirmed a nest with three fledglings on Little Bear 
Beach. Roseate spoonbills regularly use the lake as foraging grounds and have attempted to nest in 



        
  

  
         

            
        

   
          

            
      

            
              

   

       
             

          
            

         
         

         
       

         
            
          

 

         
       

2009, 2012, and 2013, but according to available data this was the first successful attempt in the 
recent past. 
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Figure 8-43. A comparison of nesting effort from 2007 until 2015. Total number of 
nests include seven species: great egret, snowy egret, great blue heron, white ibis, 

tricolored heron, little blue heron, and glossy ibis. 

Lake Okeechobee Secretive Marsh Bird Monitoring 
Emergent wetlands have declined precipitously in the past century (Tiner 1984), and the many 

species of birds that rely on these wetlands for their survival appear to be declining as well (Tate 
1986, Conway 2008). Secretive marsh birds, such as bitterns and rails, which tend to be solitary 
and difficult to detect, are of heightened conservation status at the local and regional level as a 
direct result of habitat loss. The need to monitor populations of these birds is critical to effective 
conservation and management. 

Lake Okeechobee has extensive suitable habitat to sustain a secretive marsh bird population, 
but the current status of the overwintering and breeding population is unknown. The paucity of data 
on population status and trends has led to very little consideration for management of this group of 
species. Resource management plans that focus only on wading birds may not support other 
obligate wetland species. For example, whereas wading birds require sparsely vegetated areas for 
foraging, secretive marsh birds require dense vegetation such as cattail for foraging and nesting, 
thus removal of dense emergent vegetation reduces habitat for these bird species. This is important 
information for Lake Okeechobee since current vegetation management plans primarily focus on 
creating open marsh habitat, whereas a habitat management plan that considers all native wetland 
avifauna might call for the maintenance of a mosaic of sparse and dense emergent habitats to 
support a greater diversity of bird species, and the avoidance of vegetation removal during critical 
breeding periods. 

Therefore, the District has begun monitoring the secretive marsh bird population of Lake 
Okeechobee. Specific goals of this effort include (1) establishing baseline estimates of 



       
       

         
  

 

         
          

           
          

         
 

          
           

           
     

     
    

     
      

      
        

          

   

         
          

             
      

         
          

          
         

       
              
       

           
         

     

          
        

    
        

         
           

           
              

   

overwintering individuals and breeding pairs, (2) developing habitat and hydrologic management 
approaches to benefit marsh birds, (3) evaluating the impacts of habitat restoration success and 
assessing wetland ecosystem quality and, (4) assessing the potential impacts of invasive species on 
marsh birds [e.g., Burmese pythons (Python bivittatus) and other predatory species]. 

Methods 

Call-response point count surveys are conducted in November and January for overwintering 
birds and in March and April for breeding birds. One round of surveys is conducted each month 
for overwintering birds and then one round for each survey period during the breeding season; 
March 15–31, April 1–14, and April 15–30. At least three surveys are needed to confirm seasonal 
presence/absence of some marsh bird species in a wetland with 90 percent certainty (Gibbs and 
Melvin, 1993). 

Four survey transects consisting of 10 survey points each have been established throughout the 
littoral zone (Figure 8-44). Survey points along each route are 400-m apart to avoid the risk of 
double counting individual birds and to increase the total area covered by monitoring efforts. Target 
species include king rail (Rallus elegans), Virginia rail (Rallus limicola), sora (Porzana carolina), 
American bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus), least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis), purple gallinule 
(Porphyrio martinicus), pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), 
American coot (Fulica americana), common gallinule (Gallinula galeata), black rail (Laterallus 
jamaicensis), yellow rail (Coturnicops noveboracensis), and an exotic species, purple swamphen 
(Porphyrio sp.). Habitat characterization includes quantifying the percent coverage by wetland 
plants and major vegetation surrounding each survey point each year, which helps identify the 
causes of observed changes in marsh bird populations and the habitat preferences of each species. 

Results and Discussion 

Surveys for overwintering and breeding marsh birds were completed in 2015 and are planned 
to continue for one more season in 2016. Preliminary results from the breeding season surveys have 
been examined and are discussed in this section. One of the most abundant marsh birds in South 
Florida, the common gallinule, was also the most common bird detected in the survey (Figure 
8-44). Two species, whose populations have been steadily declining (Sauer et al. 2014), the purple 
gallinule and the least bittern, were the next most abundant birds, respectively. The Torrey Island 
transect showed the highest abundance for all three of these species but also contained the highest 
abundance of the exotic purple swamphen. In contrast, no purple swamphens were found on the 
Cody’s Cove transect although this species has been observed in close proximity to this transect. 
Two species, the king rail and least bittern were noticeably absent on the Cody’s Cove transect as 
well even though confirmed breeding has been observed on the lake (personal observation, M. 
Baranski, SFWMD). It is assumed that higher than average water levels (50 to 120 cm) along this 
transect made the habitat unsuitable for king rail and least bittern breeding since preferred depths 
are 25 cm and 2 to 3 cm, respectively (Richmond et al. 2010, Rabe 2001). 

Overall abundance data estimated for the entire lake identified the common gallinule as the 
most common secretive marsh bird species followed by the purple gallinule, least bittern, purple 
swamp hen, limpkin, and pied-bill grebe, respectively. It is possible that Lake Okeechobee may be 
a stronghold for the purple gallinule based on the high detection rates. Therefore, understanding 
habitat preferences for this species and adapting management activities accordingly could be a key 
factor in reversing its downward population trend. To gather accurate baseline data and density 
estimates for all marsh bird species utilizing the lake, transects may be moved or new ones created 
based on water levels at the time of the next survey to increase the probability of detecting king 
rails and black rails. 
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Figure 8-44. Location of the four marsh bird sampling transects used in 2015. 

When sampling commences in 2016, marsh bird densities based on detection 
probabilities will be estimated using Distance software (Thomas et al 2010). These densities when 
combined with their associated habitat characterization will provide information on 
each species preferred breeding habitat; including hydrology and vegetation type and density. 
Estimated marsh bird densities can be compared to surrounding wetlands that 
have been surveyed in the North American Marsh Bird Monitoring 
Databasehttp://ag.arizona.edu/research/azfwru/NationalMarshBird/index.htm) as an indication of 
how much quality habitat exists for marsh birds on Lake Okeechobee. The same process will be 
utilized to estimate density and preferred habitat for wintering species. 

Analysis of White Ibis Chick Diets in Lake Okeechobee 
Wading birds are connected to hydrology through several aspects of their life history including 

nesting effort and success. Prey availability and foraging selection can also be influenced by 
variations in water management. Wading bird nesting success is necessarily related to the 
abundance and availability of different types of prey during the chick-rearing stages of the nesting 
season. Documenting diet composition and dietary responses to environmental variation yields 

http://ag.arizona.edu/research/azfwru/NationalMarshBird/index.htm


          
           

         
           

        
       

        
          

        
          

         
         

              
   

         
           

             
 

 
           

        
          

        
       

        
       

           
        

       
           

         
       

  
        

     
          

     

         
             

        
           

   
  

 

 

important knowledge about patterns in resource use and impacts on resource management (Smith 
1997). Dorn et al. (2011) suggest white ibis in the Greater Everglades will switch prey preferences 
according to changing water depths. Crayfish were preferred when levels were relatively higher 
and use of fish increased under drier conditions when the wetlands around the colony were 
simultaneously shallower and reduced in area. Understanding which prey species are critical to 
wading bird reproductive success is essential to effective management and restoration strategies. 
Fluctuating lake levels caused by management actions as well as natural occurrences can have 
substantial effects on nesting effort and success of wading birds on the lake. 

The objectives of this project are to provide a quantitative assessment of white ibis diet 
composition in Lake Okeechobee and characterize the response of prey base and white ibis prey 
preference to changing hydrologic conditions during the breeding season by collecting and 
analyzing bolus samples. During the 2015 wading bird nesting season, the District collected 
62 white ibis boluses in a three-week period from chicks ranging in age from 10 to 30 days at the 
Liberty Point colony in the southwest portion of the Lake Okeechobee littoral zone. Samples from 
the first season’s collection will be processed and analyzed during the next several months. This 
project is planned to continue through the 2016 breeding season and become part of a collaboration 
with Florida Atlantic University where studies quantifying the available wading bird prey base and 
a diet study of breeding herons and egrets are being conducted concurrently. 

FOOD WEBS IN LITTORAL MARSH PLANT COMMUNITIES 
As a result of nearly seven years (2007–2013) of lake stages being mostly in or below the 

preferred stage envelope (12.5–15.5 ft NGVD29), EAV has expanded into former SAV habitat at 
a number of locations in the western nearshore region and in Fisheating Bay. The stable 
environment has also resulted in increased periphyton productivity, which may be translating into 
increases in higher trophic level consumer populations such as macroinvertebrates and fish. 
However, despite the apparent increase in littoral marsh habitat and its probable long-term 
persistence if the lake operating schedule does not change, relatively little data have been collected 
regarding littoral food web trophic dynamics. Of particular interest is how EAV communities 
dominated by Sagittaria sp., smartweed (Polygonum sp.), and water lily (Nymphaea sp.) contribute 
to the overall littoral trophic structure since these communities appear to be prime foraging habitat 
for Lake Okeechobee’s breeding wading bird populations (Figure 8-45). The primary questions to 
be answered are (1) what type of habitat utilization is occurring in these important plant 
communities, and (2) are the food webs similar or different among the three vegetation types. 

Sampling Regime 
Throw trap sampling was conducted between February and June 2014 and 2015 for the 

following attributes: water quality, fish, macroinvertebrates, periphyton, phytoplankton, and 
zooplankton using techniques similar to those used in previous work evaluating the trophic 
structure of torpedograss and spikerush communities (Rodusky et al. 2013). 

Biotic sampling was conducted within a throw trap, tossed haphazardly at four random 
locations in each of three dominant macrophyte habitats within the foraging range (< 5 km) of a 
littoral marsh wading bird colony, located in the western littoral marsh of Lake Okeechobee. 
Initial plans were to monitor each variable and biotic component at each site on a monthly basis for 
a year, but water depths from August 2014 through January 2015 were too deep to collect fish and 
macroinvertebrate samples via throw trap. 



           
       

 
    

          
 

         
      

           
           

        
          

    

Figure 8-45. Location of the three western marsh littoral habitats: Sagittaria sp. 
(SAG), Polygonum sp. (SMART) and Nymphaea sp. (LILY). 

Results 
Preliminary results from this study indicate the following: 

• Dissolved oxygen concentrations are generally very low in all three of these EAV 
communities. 

• Polygonum communities generally had the lowest plant densities, while Nymphaea and 
Sagittaria communities had similar higher densities. 

• All three communities appear to be dominated by fish rather than by macroinvertebrates 
with the Polygonum community having the highest fish densities relative to the Nymphaea 
and Sagittaria communities. 

• The most abundant fish taxa in all three communities were eastern mosquitofish and least 
killifish (Heterandia formosa). However, overall species composition data for the three 
habitats has not yet been analyzed. 



         
   

       
 

       
 

          
     

          
         
        
            

           
 

   
            
        
          

         
       

  

           
       

         
          

            
              

        
      

         

            
         

             
        

              
        

         
  

• Epiphyton, whether measured as ash free dry matter or biovolume was always highest in 
the Polygonum habitat. 

• Phytoplankton densities were generally higher in Sagittaria and lowest in Polygonum and 
Nymphaea. 

• Conversely, zooplankton densities were generally higher in Polygonum relative to 
Nymphaea  and Sagittaria. 

Overall, these preliminary data analyses suggest that Polygonum may provide better habitat for 
fish, macroinvertebrates, periphyton, and zooplankton than either Nymphaea or Sagittaria, 
although the disappearance of Polygonum habitat prior to and during the 2015 sampling period 
does not lend strong support to this theory because of Polygonum’s possibly ephemeral nature. 
Until the remaining samples are processed, no substantive ecological conclusions can be expressed 
about potential differences in the food webs in these three habitats. This study remains a work in 
progress and more details are expected to be available in the next water year and reported in the 
2017 SFER. 

VEGETATION DECOMPOSITION AND 
NUTRIENT RECYCLING STUDY 

Major differences in nutrient cycling occur in Lake Okeechobee at low versus high water levels 
(James and Havens 2005). Periodically, there is a rapid increase of water level of the lake. Increased 
waves and turbulence associated with increasing water levels uproot and tear emergent vegetation 
leading to significant amounts of fresh litter. As this fresh litter decomposes, the nutrients are likely 
introduced to the water column contributing to increased nutrient concentrations observed at higher 
water levels. 

To understand how plant decomposition is affected by such rapid water increases and how this 
decomposition contributes to nutrient dynamics under high water conditions, a standard method to 
measure fresh plant decomposition under both wet and dry conditions was tested. Litterbags (mesh 
bags filled with approximately 10 grams of plant material) of cattail or bulrush (Schoenoplectus 
spp.) were placed in dry or wet (submerged) locations within the lake. Three litterbags of each plant 
at each location were retrieved at six time points over the course of 120 days. The material was 
removed from the bags, dried in a 60 degrees Celsius oven to a constant weight, and ground and 
analyzed for nitrogen, phosphorus, and carbon. Based on the dried weights over time and the 
nutrient content, estimates of the change in nutrient mass over time could be determined. 

These preliminary data suggest that similar to the dry weight reductions (as reported in the 
2015 SFER – Volume I, Appendix 8-1; Sharfstein et al., 2015) there is a more rapid removal of 
nutrients under wet conditions than dry (Figure 8-46). This is defined by the differences in the 
intercept estimates for carbon and nitrogen (Figures 8-46, panels A through D). The change is more 
pronounced for phosphorus (Figure 8-46, panels E and F), with a rapid reduction in the first two 
weeks followed by a much slower rate thereafter. These results are consistent with those of 
Chimney and Pietro (2006) who also found rapid loss of nutrients in wet cattail litter bags as 
compared to those left in the air on a pole to simulate decomposition of standing dead cattail. 
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Figure 8-46. (A) Bulrush and (B) cattail percent carbon remaining over time, (C) 
bulrush and (D) cattail percent nitrogen remaining, and (E) bulrush and (F) cattail 

phosphorus remaining for litterbags in wet or dry conditions. Lines are linear 
regressions of the data. Error bars are 1 standard deviation. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

CIVIL WORKS 
108 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-0108 

The Honorable Patrick E. Murphy 
United States House of Representatives 
211 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Murphy: 

This letter is in response to your letter dated July 19, 2016, urging the US Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) to begin the planning study for the Everglades Agricultural Area. In 
your letter you stated that planning for water storage north and south of Lake Okeechobee 
will demonstrate a thoughtful commitment to reducing the devastating discharges and 
restoring Everglades. 

The Corps, in partnership with the South Florida Water Management District, is 
starting two new studies this year. One study northeast and one southwest of Lake 
Okeechobee may include recommendations for additional water storage capacity projects 
that could be integrated into the Everglades Restoration program. As you stated, a study of 
the Everglades Agricultural Area is scheduled to start in 2021 and will investigate 
opportunities to create water storage areas south of the lake. The Army is prepared to 
initiate this study quickly, once a non-Federal sponsor for the study is identified. 

In the long-term, implementation of the Everglades restoration projects will allow 
permanent reductions in flows to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee River estuaries by 
directing more flows to the south. This Administration has invested $2.4 billion in 
Everglades restoration, including projects that increase capability to move water south 
towards Florida Bay. This funding includes $1.3 billion for projects by the Corps. A critical 
next step is authorization and implementation of the Central Everglades Planning Project. 
We have made significant progress on Everglades Restoration and it is critical that we 
maintain this progress to realize the benefits that will come from moving water south to 
Everglades National park instead of to the coastal estuaries. 

Thank you for your continued interest in the Army Civil Works program. 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
a Jo-Ellen Darcy 

ant Secretary of the 
(Civil Works) 

Printed on G) Recycled Paper 



 

 

 
   

 
  

   
   

  
 
 

   
 

   
     

        
    

     
          

 
      
      

         
    

       
        

 
      

        
           

      
        

    
 

          
           

       
      

   
          

        
      

      
         

 

AMERICAN SPOR T FISHIN<i ASSOCIA T ION 

11111 N. Fairfax Street, Suite !i11,Alexandria, VA 22314 • 703-519-9691 • Fax: 703-519-1872 
Web: www.ASAFishing.org • Email: info@ASAFishing.org 

August 12, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

The American Sportfishing Association appreciates the opportunity to provide comments and 
input to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the planning phase of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project. Addressing the quantity and quality of flows into 
Lake Okeechobee (Lake) is an important component of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan and critical to reducing the necessity for and frequency of releases to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Rivers and the associated environmental impacts. 

We fully support increasing the scope of the project to include the area east of Lake 
Istapoga and strongly encourage further expansion to include additional areas extending 
northward to the Chain of Lakes. Maximizing the project planning boundary in this way will 
provide the greatest flexibility and benefit when determining options for aquifer storage and 
recovery as well as surface water reservoirs. We also fully support wetland improvements, 
particularly as they provide increased and improved habitat for fish and wildlife. 

It is promising that providing greater flexibility in managing the overall system is a major 
goal of the LOW Project. By constructing storage options to hold water before it reaches the 
Lake, at least 6 inches in Lake level flexibility will be gained. However during the August 
10th Project Delivery Team meeting, we were extremely disappointed to hear that water 
quality is no longer a primary component of the LOW Project and is now only considered an 
ancillary outcome. 

Both water quantity and quality are critical to achieving meaningful changes in the Lake, and 
not addressing both with this project is a greatly missed opportunity. Regardless of the 
storage achieved by the LOW Project, releases to tide will still be necessary during high 
inflow events thereby ensuring continued nutrient-laden discharges to the east and west. In 
addition, the continued inflow of untreated water into the Lake merely perpetuates the 
accumulation of legacy nutrients. Without addressing water quality entering the lake, we 
will merely be postponing addressing this important issue yet again. While we appreciate 
the benefits of placing water storage components in proximity with state stormwater 
treatment areas, the greatest impact will result from a coordinated system designed to 
address water quantity and quality together through the LOW Project. 



 

 

        
      
      

        
       

      
 

      
        

       
 
 

  
 

 
   

   
 
 

We understand the constraints of the 3x3x3 Planning Process and the $3 million cap on 
construction and appreciate the USACE using this expedited process; however, exceptions to 
the monetary component have been granted in the past and should be granted for the LOW 
Project to undertake water quality and quantity issues simultaneously. It is unacceptable to 
miss the opportunity to address water quality before it enters the Lake due to a process 
constraint that could be adjusted. 

Finally, we encourage synchronizing LOW planning with EAA planning and the continued 
expediting of all Everglades restoration projects, both from a planning and implementation 
perspective. Thank you for the opportunity for input on this most important project. 

Sincerely, 

Kellie Ralston 
Florida Fisheries Policy Director 
American Sportfishing Association 
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August 12, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear. Dr. Ehlinger, 

Please accept this as the Everglades Foundation’s recommendations regarding scoping
for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). The issues raised by the public at
the scoping meetings were clearly centered around identifying land, total potential
storage amount and estuary benefits.  These must be addressed at the outset of project
planning to maintain public support for this initiative particularly given the limited 
opportunities for public engagement anticipated going forward. 

The success of this project will be measured in its ability to achieve clear goals. The 
goals for the LOW project have been defined as:

• Improving the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake
Okeechobee 

• Provide for better management of lake water levels 
• Reduce high-volume discharges to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries 
• Improve system wide operational flexibility 

Agencies have already a clear idea about the parcels of land to be used for this project.
Therefore, we request that the total overall storage amount estimated from this project
be clearly identified within the next few weeks. The next consideration, particularly given
the accelerated timeline must be to determine feasibility of storage options based on
type, technology, cost and location. Finally, the project delivery team must quantify the 
reduction in discharges to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries and 
improvements to Lake Okeechobee water levels and water quality from the LOW project
(during wet and dry years). 

We believe you have sufficient tools in the Regional Simulation Model to answer these 
questions prior to the next Project Delivery Team meeting.  In addition, it is vital to 
evaluate and clearly demonstrate existing and proposed changes to habitat values on 
each of the lands proposed for the LOW project. Lastly, we believe that transparency
regarding the cost per acre-foot of storage is critical to guide sound decision-making. 

We look forward to continuing to work with you toward our shared goal of protecting and 
restoring America’s Everglades. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Shirreffs 
Senior Policy Advisor 

Everglades 	Foundation 
18001	Old	Cutler 	Road,	Suite 	625 w•Palmetto	Bay,	FL	33157	

Phone:	305.251.0001	 w•Fax:	305.251.0039	•w•evergladesfoundation.org 

https://�w��evergladesfoundation.org


   
   

         
  

    
 

 
 
 

   
 

  
  

  
 

 

 

         

        

     

          

       

          

       

          

     

  

       

       

        

        

      

      

     

         

      

      

         

Audubon Florida * Audubon Society of the Everglades 
Caloosahatchee River Citizens Association (Riverwatch) 

Center for Biological Diversity * Ding Darling Wildlife Society * Everglades Trust 
Florida Wildlife Federation* Friends of the Everglades 

National Parks Conservation Association * National Wildlife Federation 
Sierra Club 

August 12, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger, Ph.D. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

On behalf of the following organizations dedicated to protection and restoration of the 

Everglades, thank you for the opportunity to submit input during the scoping period for the 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed project (LOW). 

The LOW project is intended to provide water storage and treatment to regulate extreme Lake 

levels, reduce phosphorus to the Lake, and reduce freshwater discharges to the east and west 

coast estuaries. In addition to these stated LOW project goals, one of the overarching goals of 

the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan is to expand the spatial extent of wetlands and 

wildlife habitat. As you develop the LOW project alternatives, we urge you to seek options that 

do not sacrifice valuable habitat or wetlands, such as those intended to be restored by the 

Kissimmee River Restoration project. 

In the midst of the water crisis resulting from prolonged discharges from Lake Okeechobee and 

chronic low freshwater flow to Everglades National Park and Florida Bay, proceeding under 

current project schedules will not bring comprehensive relief fast enough. As you initiate the 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed study, we urge you to also initiate planning for water storage, 

treatment and conveyance options in the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA). We are 

encouraged by recent statements by Secretary Jo-Ellen Darcy, Assistant Secretary of the Army 

for Civil Works, expressing willingness to initiate such a study quickly. 

The public notice for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed project notes that “[w]ater inflows into 

Lake Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity.” We assume that the LOW study team will 

model features upstream of Lake Okeechobee to determine the impact of high inflows on Lake 

Okeechobee levels and outflows to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries. With concurrent 



        

     

    

           
   

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

    
 

  
     

 
  
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
   

 
 

  
 

  
 

planning for project features in the EAA, proposed LOW features can be modeled to determine 

not only the impact on estuary releases, but to determine the benefits of different outflow 

options south of the Lake. 

We look forward to working with you and providing further input as the scoping process 
continues and the projects are developed. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Hill-Gabriel, Esq. 
Audubon Florida 

Paton White 
Audubon Society of the Everglades 

John Capece 
Caloosahatchee River Citizens Association (Riverwatch) 

Jaclyn Lopez 
Center for Biological Diversity 

Michael J. Baldwin 
Ding Darling Wildlife Society 

Mary Barley 
Everglades Trust 

Manley Fuller 
Florida Wildlife Federation 

Alan Farago 
Friends of the Everglades 

Cara Capp 
National Parks Conservation Association 

Jessie Ritter 
National Wildlife Federation 

Diana Umpierre 
Sierra Club 



 

        

 

  
 

 

 

 

  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

        

    

    

         

        

         

          

 

 

     

   

    

   

 

       

      

     

     

       

    

       

     

 

   

   

   

 

 

 
 

    

FLORIDA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

THE VOICE OF AGRICULTURE 

July 27, 2016 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Jacksonville District, P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger: 

RE: Comments Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan – Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Project 

Thank you for providing Florida Farm Bureau Federation the opportunity to 

comment on the initial startup of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Plan. 

The Florida Farm Bureau has been a longtime supporter of the Comprehensive 

Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and the Comprehensive Everglades 

Planning Process (CEPP). We believe state and federal money should be used 

exclusively to complete projects. As such we are supportive of exploring all 

existing opportunities utilizing land already purchased, north, south, east, and 

west within the watershed. We do not support the fee simple purchase of any 

more land. 

Within the specific boundaries delineated by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers’ 

(Corps) Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project map we believe there are 

opportunities to provide water storage, water quality, timing, and discharge 

benefits without having to purchase additional lands. 

1. The South Florida Water Management District (District) owns close to 

10,000 acres within the Taylor Creek /Nubbin Slough (TCNS) Basin. These 

lands include Taylor Creek, Nubbin Slough, Lakeside Ranch, and Brady 

Ranch. In addition, the District has 2 ASR wells in this Basin. 

a. Completion of projects on these existing lands will complement 

agricultural BMPs that have been implemented during the last 

several decades, including the dairy industry’s investment of 
confinement barns and stormwater water systems to capture and 

recycle nutrients and water within the farm. 

b. We encourage more public private partnerships between 

agricultural landowners through more dispersed water 

management throughout the Basin when benefits can be obtained 

by both parties. 

P.O. Box 147030, Gainesville, Florida, 32614 - 7030 • 352.378.1321 • www.FloridaFarmBureau.org 

www.FloridaFarmBureau.org


   

 

   

  

 

        

 

       

         

 

  

       

  

     

      

 

   

   

     

 

     

 

 

  

    

   

 

 

    

    

    

   
 

      

    

 

  

     

       

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

Comments Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan – Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Project 

July 27, 2016 

Page 2 

c. We support aquifer storage and recovering (ASR) as a means to 

store and treat water thus reducing the need to look for more land 

for storage. 

2. The District also owns close to 5,000 acres in the Indian Prairie Basin that 

include the Pearce property and properties within the Paradise Run area. 

a. We encourage maximum utilization of existing lands under state 

and federal ownership within the basin and implementation of ASR 

in support of restoration efforts in the Paradise Run area. 

b. We encourage public private partnerships between agricultural 

landowners utilizing programs like dispersed water management 

throughout the Basin when benefits can be realized by both 

parties. 

c. We encourage exploring water storage and supply opportunities 

with the Seminole Tribe on the Brighton Reservation. 

3. The Florida Farm Bureau Federation supports existing and additional public 

private partnerships on agricultural lands in the Fisheating Creek Basin as 

well as utilizing lands already in state ownership for additional storage and 

wetland restoration. 

4. We encourage coordination of Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 

objectives in the S65D and S65E Basins with Kissimmee River Restoration 

efforts in order to provide maximum storage opportunities on existing 

state owned lands. 

5. We encourage the State and Federal agencies to look at possibilities to 

provide additional storage in Lake Kissimmee even if it requires additional 

facilities to provide upstream flood protection. 

Thank you for providing the Florida Farm Bureau Federation the opportunity to 

comment. We look forward to working with you as we move forward in the 

planning process. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Ritter 

Assistant Director of Government and Community Affairs 

P.O. Box 147030, Gainesville, Florida, 32614 - 7030 • 352.378.1321 • www.FloridaFarmBureau.org 

www.FloridaFarmBureau.org


 

4 21 S W C a md e n A ve nu e - Stua rt , Florida 3 4994 
Phone (772) 221- 4060 - F a x (772) 221-4067 - www,tc rp c. org 

July 26, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger, Ph.D.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

Subject: Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council discussed the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project at their monthly meeting on July 15, 2016. Council agreed this is an important project, 
especially as it relates to improving the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water 
entering Lake Okeechobee; and reducing releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie River 
Estuaries. However, it is not clear why the project area does not include all of the sub-watersheds 
north and west of Lake Okeechobee. For example, the Lake Istokpoga, Upper Kissimmee, and 
northern portion of the Lower Kissimmee sub-watersheds are not included in the project area. 
Council recommends that these watersheds be included in the overall project area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Council looks forward to monitoring 
the success of this project in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Michael J. Busha, AICP 
Executive Director 

cc: Michael Davis, TCRPC Chairman 

"Bringing Communities Together"• Est.1976 



 

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

309 Cranes Roost Blvd . Suite 2000, Altamonte Sp ri ngs, FL 32701 

Phone 407.262. 7772 • Fax 407 .262. 77 88 • www.ecfrpc.org 

Hugh W. Har ling, Jr. P.E. 
Executive Direct or 

July 25, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger, Ph.D. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

The Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project is of utmost importance to the East Central 
Florida Regional Planning Council, not only because of the Lake's impacts to the Indian 
River Lagoon, but also because our member communities discharge into the watershed. 
Impacts to the watershed contributed from the upper basin flow down to the Lake. 
Taking action in source areas is vital to the health and integrity of the entire system, not 
just those projects closest to the Lake. 

Communities in the Upper Basin, such as Osceola County and Orange County, which 
impact the water quality and health of the basin, should be considered as part of the 
solution. Focus should be regionally based on magnitude and impact, and include the 
entire watershed, not just areas proximate to the lake. The Okeechobee Basin 
Management Action Plan recognizes that the capture and reduction in nutrients 
upstream can have a beneficial impact to the quality and quantity of water released to 
the lake. 

Therefore, to ensure a complete regional discussion for solutions and implementation of 
these solutions, it is necessary to include the Upper Kissimmee Basin Communities in 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. 

It is the strong recommendation of the ECFRPC Board that this project include Osceola 
County and Orange County in the dialogue and as members of the Lake Okeechobee 
Project Team. 

Sincerely, 

~0-~,
Hugh W . Harling, Jr., PE 
Executive Director 

c: Executive Board 
Jerry Livingston, Council Attorney 

Executive Committee 
Chair Vice Chair Secretary Treasurer Member at Large 
Lee Constantine Welton Cadwell Leigh Matusick Jill Rose Garry Breeden 

County Commissioner County Commissioner Vice Mayor Gubernatorial Appointee County Commissioner 
Seminole County Lake County Volusia County League Orange County Sumter County 

of Cit ies 
Serving Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, Seminole, Sumter, ond Volusia Counties 



Florida Crystals Corporation 
One North Clematis Street 
Suite 200 

FWRIDA West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

CRYSTAlS William F. Tarr 
Vice President 
P: 561-366-5157 
F: 561-651-1280 

Please reply by U.S. Mail to: 
Post Office Box 3435 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33402 

August 10, 2016 

VIA US MAIL AND EMAIL 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

Re: Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the information presented at the 
scoping meeting for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project (LOWP) held in Okeechobee 
on July 26th 2016. We have been active participants in the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan ("CERP") process and the Central Everglades Planning Project ("CEPP") . 
The complexity and scale of the challenges in developing a plan for the LOWP make it a 
fitting subject for a major initiative under the CERP umbrella. Recent events have made it 
apparent to all interested parties that improving the quality of the water flowing into the 
Lake and providing a more manageable system to hold water upstream are among the 
highest priority elements of the regional ecosystem restoration program. 

Our company has farms that are directly affected by the management of the Lake 
and the quality of the water that flows into it. Farmers in the Lake Okeechobee Service 
Area are dependent on Lake Okeechobee for irrigation during the dry months, which 
provides an effective and positive outlet for Lake water that in many years would otherwise 
have to be diverted to the estuaries. In addition, farmers in the Everglades Agricultural 
Area must comply with water quality limits to protect the downstream Everglades. Since 
the Lake is also a significant source of water for the Everglades it is imperative that this 
project reduce phosphorus in Lake Okeechobee. 



Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
August 10, 2016 
Page 2 

We would like to offer the following specific comments on the presentation made at 
the meeting on the 26th and on other relevant points for this phase of project planning. 

1. The Project Purpose is given as "to improve the quality, quantity, timing and 
distribution of water flowing into Lake Okeechobee" yet the first Project Objective is to 
"reduce undesirable discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and St 
Lucie estuaries." That objective does not line up exactly with the Project Purpose. All are 
worthy goals but the recommended plan may be different depending on what is really the 
top priority. This should be clarified as the study progresses. 

2. Recent discussions of this project at the South Florida Water Management 
District and the Federal Task Force have indicated that this iteration of the LOWP will 
include aquifer storage and recovery ("ASR"). Since the ASR pilot project is complete and 
the final report, showing excellent results for the LO ASR Pilot, has been accepted, ASR 
should be an integral component of plan formulation. ASR was a major feature of the 
CERP, and has an obvious linkage to this LOWP planning process. The presentation on 
the 26th was silent on this topic other than one inconspicuous reference on slide 8. ASR 
could turn out to be the cornerstone of the LOWP and should be factored into the analysis 
from the start. 

3. The scoping presentation made no reference to water supply other than to list 
"maintaining existing water supply" as a project constraint. This fails to recognize that the 
context of Lake Okeechobee management has changed dramatically since CERP was 
approved in WRDA 2000. LORS0S has resulted in a significant negative impact to 
agricultural water supply and it is unclear that the Corps is committed to restoring the 
previous water supply performance once the repairs to the Herbert Hoover Dike are 
complete. With the availability of ASR on a large scale it may be possible to restore the 
water supply performance of previous lake schedules without sacrificing the ecological 
health of the lake. This was one of the features that made the original CERP framework 
appear so successful. Enhancing water supply should therefore be a project objective in 
this study, not just a constraint. Alternatively, this constraint could be rephrased as 
"maintaining existing water supply present in December 2000, when the CERP was 
authorized by Congress." 

4. Another technology that was not included in the original CERP formulation, 
but that has drawn significant attention since, is the use of deep disposal wells as a 
mechanism to reduce the inflow of high nutrient runoff to the Lake, and therefore the 
amount of water that must be released to the estuaries. The SFWMD produced a report in 
2007 entitled "Feasibility Assessment of Deep Well Injection to Assist in Management of 
Surface Water Releases from Lake Okeechobee to (the) Estuaries." This report presents 
useful information regarding the cost and effectiveness of this technology. A network of 
strategically placed injection wells would provide a way to deal with serious water quality 
issues in the upstream watershed as well as a way to reduce the volume of both water and 
pollutants now released to the estuaries and should be part of the plan formulation on this 
project. 



Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
August 10, 2016 
Page 3 

5. The ACOE presentation lists the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule as a 
constraint. Surely that is meant as a general statement and not a reference to the existing 
LORS08 remaining fixed for this planning process. Any significant water storage feature 
upstream of the lake will require adjustments to the lake operating rules to achieve the best 
performance. This is definitely the case if ASR or Disposal Wells are part of the plan. As 
with the original CERP, framework adjustments to the lake operations were necessary to 
define when water would be stored in the aquifer and when it would be released based on 
the lake stage. It would seem that the changes to lake operations would be an integral part 
of any plan that includes storage upstream of the lake, whether above ground or in an ASR 
well network. 

In general we are supportive of the Corps' 3x3x3 planning process because of the 
discipline and efficiencies that should come with it. However, an adequate plan with a 
scope this broad will be difficult to produce in that time frame, especially since a large 
portion of the 3 year allotment will be taken up with the federal reviews and approvals after 
the plan itself is complete. It is therefore of utmost importance that the necessary 
resources are provided to the planning team both at the Corps as well as the other federal 
agencies that will play a critical role in completing an implementable plan in this time frame. 

The successful conclusion of this planning effort is very important to our company. 
We intend to be actively, and constructively, involved as an affected interest throughout the 
process and will continue to communicate our ideas and questions as the NEPA process 
moves along. 

With kind regards, I am, 

illiam . Tarr 
Vice President 
Florida Crystals Corporation 

/jcd 
Copy to: Daniel O'Keefe 

Peter Antonacci 



GLADES SUGAR HOU SE 

POST OFFICE BOX 666 BELLE GLADE, FLORIDA 

33430-0666 

Telephone (561) 996-5556 Fax No. (561) 996-4747 

August 12, 2016 

VIA US MAIL AND EMAIL 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Email: OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida is an interested and affected stakeholder in the Lake 
Okeechobee Watersh_ed. Our grower-owners farm 75,000 acres south of Lake Okeechobee in the 
Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA) and rely on Lake Okeechobee for supplemental irrigation 
water. We are long-standing champions of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
(CERP) and are pleased that you have re-started the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project with 
the South Florida Water Management District as the local sponsor. 

Water storage, treatment and conveyance north of Lake Okeechobee will provide many benefits 
to the entire ecosystem. The importance of this major initiative has become even more evident 
given the recent events driven by the El Nino wet dry-season. The project will help manage lake 
water levels and may provide some relief in making releases to the coastal estuaries. ASR wells 
were a significant component in CERP, especially within the Lake Okeechobee region. Now that 
the pilot project and report has been completed, we hope these findings are incorporated into 
this planning process. 

We are encouraged that your stated project purpose, "to improve the quality quantity, timing 
and distribution of water flowing into Lake Okeechobee," recognizes the importance of planning 
for the serious water quality challenges in the watershed. By staging water upstream, or holding 
it above or below ground, this plan will augment the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection's Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Plan for meeting water quality standards. 



 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed Comment Letter 

While planning for this important project there are policy issues that must be kept in mind. We 
are glad to see that your presentation recognized that all CERP projects, including this one, must 
meet the Savings Clause requirements embodied in WRDA 2000. This means that the level of 
service for flood protection and water supply cannot be diminished from t he date of enactment 
of the law. 

We support the geographic boundaries identified in your presentation for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Plan since storing and treating water north of the lake provides the most benefits to 
the entire Lake Okeechobee/ Everglades ecosystem. Based on the presentation in Okeechobee 
it is not clear that you recognize the potential benefits of including a series of deep disposal wells 
in the plan formulation for this effort. Significant review of this technology has taken place since 
WRDA 2000 and there is clearly a place for this approach in the Lake Okeechobee watershed. 

We intend to participate in your public planning efforts and hope we are able to provide 
meaningful input throughout the process. Thank you for accepting our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President- Public Affairs & Communications 

BJM:swd 

cc: Mr. Daniel O'Keefe 
Mr. Peter Antonacci 

2 



GUNSTER 
FLORIDA'S LAW FIRM FOR BUSINESS 

Our File Number: 13776.00161 
Writer's Direct Dial Number: (954) 712-1478 

Writer's E-Mail Address: lphillips@gunster.com 

August 12, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 
(Okeechobee WatershedRestoration@usace.mmy.mil AND 
Gretchen. S .Ehlinger@usace. army .mil) 

Department of the Army 
Attention: Gretchen Ehlinger 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

RE: United States Sugar Corporation's Submittal of Comments on USACE's Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project Scope 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

This firm represents the United States Sugar Corporation (USSC), an interested 
stakeholder in issues related to management of Lake Okeechobee (Lake), including the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and all of its incremental components. On 
June 18, 2016, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) published notice in the 
Federal Register of its "Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project (LOW Project), Okeechobee, Highlands, Charlotte, Glades, 
Martin and St. Lucie Counties, Florida" and invited comments on the LOW Project scope. 1 The 
comment timeframe was later extended to August 12, 2016, as reflected on the USACE's LOW 
Project website and public meeting presentation materials. On behalf of USSC, please accept the 
following comments on the LOW Project, as presented in the Federal Register announcement 
and public scoping meeting. Also, we ask you to add this timely submitted letter to the 
administrative record of the LOW Project. 

USSC has long supported restoration of the Everglades ecosystem in accordance with 
CERP's goals and objectives. To this end, USSC strongly supports prompt completion of the 
LOW Project feasibility study and environmental impact statement. As a stakeholder and 
agricultural land owner in the Lake Okeechobee area, USSC representatives attended the public 
meeting held July 26, 2016 in the City of Okeechobee, and we look forward to continued 
participation as USACE implements the expedited, "SMART" Planning process for this civil 
works feasibility study. 

1 Notice of Intent, 81 Fed. Reg. 46659 (July 18, 2016). 

Las Olas Centre 450 East Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1400 Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 p 954-462-2000 f 954-523-1722 GUNSTER.COM 

Fort Lauderdale I Jacksonville I Miami I Orlando I Palm Beach I Stuart I Tallahassee I Tampa I The Florida Keys I Vero Beach I West Palm Beach 



 

As noted on the November, 2015 Integrated Delivery Schedule, the LOW Project is the 
next step toward maximizing achievement of the goals and objectives of CERP at the earliest 
possible time. By moving forward with well-crafted projects north of Lake Okeechobee, 
including both above and below ground storage as outlined in CERP, many opportunities for 
improving the C&SF Project's multi-purpose operations can be realized. Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) projects were a key component of CERP's formulation; the LOW Project 
should embrace the opportunity to plan for including this integral CERP feature as a pa.ii of this 
next component. 

We recognize the LOW Project is cunently at a conceptual level. Therefore, no LOW 
Project details are available yet. The process is in the Scoping Phase, geared to formulate 
alternative plans and identify LOW Project priorities and issues for evaluation in the federal 
feasibility study. In light of the limited available information, we pledge to remain engaged and 
provide further comments. We discuss particular issues that also need to be within the scope of 
LOW Project in the attached and incorporated Exhibit A; referenced documents are attached and 
incorporated in Exhibit B. As these issues are developed, we look forwai·d to continued 
opportunities to comment. 

USSC sincerely appreciates the opportunity to comment and thanks USACE for 
considering these comments in its LOW Project feasibility analysis. 

Sincerely, 

~21>112-
Luna E. Phillips 
On behalfofthe Gunster Law Firm, 
Attorneys for United States Sugar Corporation 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Summary of Scoping Issues for LOW Project 

Exhibit B ~ Index to the Documents to Supplement the Record for LOW .Project 

cc: Client 
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EXHIBIT ''A'' 



Summary of Scoping Issues for LOW Project 
August 12, 2016 

1. LOW Project Meeting the CERP Savings Clause and Other C&SF Project 
Commitments 

During the July 26, 2016 public meeting on the LOW Project, USACE staff indicated the interim 
2008 Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (2008 LORS) would be a LOW Project planning 
constraint. If the USACE uses the interim 2008 LORS in the project evaluation, we believe this 
reliance is misplaced and may create an inability to meet CERP's legal commitments. 

The "Savings Clause" in WRDA 2000 requires that "[u]ntil a new source of water supply of 
comparable quantity and quality as that available on the date of enactment of this Act 
[ (December 11, 2000)] is available to replace the water to be lost as a result of implementation of 
the Plan, the Secretary and the non-Federal sponsor shall not eliminate or transfer existing legal 
sources of water, ...." Public Law 106-541, 114 Stat. 2688; (WRDA 2000) at §601(h)(5). The 
"Pre-CERP Baseline" developed for the purpose of identifying 2000 conditions protected by the 
Savings Clause, assumes that Run 25 is in existence, and, therefore, water supplies available for 
use assuming such Lake operations would continue to be available until replaced from some 
other comparable source. 

As an interim Lake regulation schedule, the 2008 LORS temporarily operates Lake Okeechobee 
at substantially lower levels, due primarily to public health and safety concerns associated with 
instability of the Herbe1i Hoover Dike (HHD), and consequently imposes temporary, yet 
substantial and adverse, impacts on the water supply rights of existing legal users. Explaining 
the temporary nature of the 2008 LORS lake regulation schedule, the 2008 LORS Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) states: 

Interim Nature of the Selected Plan - A new regulation schedule is required to 
respond to high lake levels that have resulted in integrity issues and concerns 
with the Herbe1i Hoover Dike (HHD), high volume releases to the estuaries, 
and impacts to Lake Okeechobee littoral zones. Hence, a new Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule was developed. [2008} LORS is intended to 
be an interim schedule. 

2008 LORS FSEIS at iv. (emphasis added) 

Although 2008 LORS remains in effect today, the USACE formally committed to replace this 
Lake schedule by 2021, per the CERP Integrated Delivery Schedule and concurrent with the 
completion of the HHD dike repairs. In fact, USACE noted in its HHD Final EIS that model 
evaluations had been conducted demonstrating previous Lake regulation schedules could be 
accommodated by the repaired HHD. See Appendix C (USACE response to SFWMD-2) to the 
HHD DSS FEIS. In the CERP planning process, the previous Lake regulation schedule, which 
was based on Run 25, was an integral component of the USACE's analysis to develop the 
Comprehensive Plan (D-13R). See Appendix A 4-5 of the C&SF Project Comprehensive Review 
Study, Final Integrated Feasibility Repo1i and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
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(April 1999) (the "Restudy"). The Restudy contemplates modifications of Run 25 only as 
necessary to implement alternative storage projects in a phased manner to reduce discharges to 
the coastal estuaries. See Section 9.2.1.1 "Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (F)" of the 
Restudy. This is indicative of the incremental approach under CERP to restore the ecosystem, 
while meeting other water related needs of the system, including water supply. WRDA 2000. 
To the contrary, the temporary use of 2008 LORS, made necessary due to the public health and 
safety issues with the HHD, caused an abrupt, extensive reduction in Lake storage. Therefore, 
the use of the interim 2008 LORS as a system constraint in the development of the LOW Project 
effectively ignores the nature of the temporary lake schedule and is inconsistent with the Savings 
Clause. Such conditions were never assumed in development of CERP and are a dramatic 
depaiiure from it. Nowhere is such a manipulation of the Savings Clause protection authorized 
in WRDA 2000 or recognized in CERP. 

If the LOW Project does not recognize the temporary nature of 2008 LORS, which will be 
replaced before the LOW Project becomes operational, such invalid assumption will result in 
conflicting and outdated project designs and operations. This action would significantly 
complicate oppmiunities to reconsider the 2008 LORS as committed to by the USACE in order 
to restore water rights to water users upon HHD repair. Simply put, embedding the temporary 
2008 LORS as a LOW Project constraint is not appropriate and should be avoided. Instead, the 
LOW Project scope should embrace this opportunity to conduct alternative evaluations that 
incorporate Lake operations not constrained by the condition of the HHD. At a minimum, a 
bracketing analysis based on the Run 25 Lake regulation schedule, per CERP, should be 
performed to identify the range of opportunities available in designing and operating the LOW 
Project consistent with a higher lake schedule. In addition, the system's constraints should be 
revisited to provide for water supply as envisioned by CERP. Performance measures which 
protect water supply availability should be part of this evaluation. 

2. LOW Project Purpose 

Clear definition of the LOW Project's purpose and objectives will be critical to evaluation of 
alternatives as this planning process proceeds. The public meeting materials indicate the LOW 
Project's purpose: "... is to improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water to 
Lake Okeechobee." Several LOW Project objectives were also provided and indicate additional 
objectives, including "reducing high-volume discharges to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie 
estuaries downstream of the lake." A clear understanding of the LOW Project's purpose and 
objectives will lead to meaningful alternative evaluations. 

One such alternative, which could reduce high-volume discharges sooner and more 
economically, is the use of deep disposal wells as a component capable of significantly 
improving conditions in the Lake and both coastal estuaries. 

Additionally, clarification as to which CERP purposes will have primary focus in this next 
incremental component is necessary. USSC looks forward to providing additional comments in 
this regard. 
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3. Status of 2004 Project Management Plan for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

In January 2004, a Project Management Plan for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed was developed 
by USACE and SFWMD as a CERP component. See Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project, 
Project Management Plan - Final (January 2004) (included in Exhibit B). This material was not 
referenced in the presentation materials. Could the USACE please explain what portions of this 
prior work it intends to rely upon in this process? 

4. Natural Resources and Listed Species 

Natural resources and listed species issues are an impo1iant consideration in the development of 
the LOW Project. Because these issues may affect planning decisions, it would be helpful to 
include these considerations early in the study. The LOW Project presents a unique opportunity 
to create flexibility and incentives in addressing the natural resources and species issues. This 
includes the ability to explore additional storage or habitat projects or both north of the Lake 
through public-private partnerships. To assist in creating this flexibility, we encourage the 
agencies to approach these topics in a holistic manner, balancing the many benefits of the LOW 
Project, and avoiding single species management. This approach is contemplated in CERP and 
is consistent with the C&SF Project's comprehensive operations. Such an approach would 
greatly enhance the success and benefits of the LOW Project. 

3 



Index to the Documents to Supplement 
the Record for Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Project 

August 12, 2016 
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Index to Documents to Supplement the Record for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project 

August 12, 2016 

No. Document Description 

001 2016-02-23 USSC Herbert Hoover Dike Draft EIS Comment Letter 

002 2016-07-05 USSC Herbert Hoover Dike Final EIS Comment Letter 

003 2016-02-00 CERP Integrated Delivery Schedule Placemat 

004 2004-01-00 Final Project Management Plan for Lake Okeechobee Watershed 



  Las Olas Centre 450 East Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1400 Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 p 954-462-2000 f 954-523-1722 GUNSTER.COM 

Our File Number: 13776.00057 
Writer's Direct Dial Number: (954) 712-1478 

Writer's E-Mail Address: lphillips@gunster.com 

February 23, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 
(HHDEnvironment@usace.army.mil AND stacie.j.auvenshlne@usace.anny.mil) 

Department of the Army 
Attention: Stacie Auvenshine 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, FL 32207-8 I 75 

RE: United States Sugar Corporation's Submittal of Comments on "Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Herbert Hoover Dike Dam Safety 
Modification Study" 

Dear Ms. Auvenshine: 

This firm represents the United States Sugar Corporation (USSC), an interested 
stakeholder in issues related to the management of Lake Okeechobee (Lake), including the 
Herbert Hoover Dike (HHD) repairs. On December 24, 2015, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) published notice in the Federal Register of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) December 2015, "Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Herbert Hoover Dike Dam 
Safety Modification Study (DSMS)" (HHD Draft EIS). The Federal Register notice opened a 60-
day public comment period on the HHD Draft EIS, ending on February 23, 2016. Please accept 
this letter and its attachments as USSC's comments on the HHD Draft EIS. 

USSC Is an Affected Stakeholder 

USSC's substantial interests are affected by the DSMS and the HHD Draft EIS. USSC 
owns and operates over 215,000 acres of agricultural lands in Florida; many of these acres are 
located adjacent to Lake Okeechobee. USSC produces sugar cane and refined cane sugar and is 
one of Florida's major producers of oranges and orange juice products. Dependent upon weather, 
growing conditions and federal market allocations, USSC produces over 7 million tons of sugar 
cane each year, which equates to approximately 800,000 tons of sugar each year, providing 
nearly 8 percent of the sugar produced in America. 

USSC's farming operations in the EAA depend on the water supply and flood control 
functions of the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project (C&SF Project). Lake 
Okeechobee is an essential water supply source for agricultural operations. The strength of the 
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HHD and its ability to withstand conditions, not breach, and to store water for water supply 
purposes, similar to historic operational levels, is of utmost importance to farmers in the Lake 
Okeechobee Service Area. USSC has a substantial interest in the timely and robust repair of the 
HHD. 

Continue To Expeditiously Repair the HHD 

Continued, expeditious repair of the HHD to address the public' s health and safety is of 
utmost importance. USSC urges the USACE to proceed as promptly as possible while addressing 
the concerns noted in this comment letter. 

As the alternative design for the HHD rehabilitation is selected, it is appropriate to 
consider attaining the immediate goal of structural integrity, while assuring Lake Okeechobee 
operations meet Congressional and USACE commitments for the C&SF Project, as discussed 
below. We believe these commitments can and should be achieved concurrently with the repairs. 
Our comments request that the Corps integrate identification and implementation of HHD repairs 
with concurrent evaluations ofhow the HHD repairs will further all C&SF Project purposes. 

Repaired HHD Must Continue to Serve All C&SF Project Purposes for Lake Okeechobee 

We recognize that the HHD Draft EIS and DSMS do not evaluate potential water 
supply or storage implications nor do they identify operational changes to store additional 
water in Lake Okeechobee based on the TSP. These matters will be the subject of a Lake 
regulation schedule modification study. However, it is appropriate now for the USACE to 
clearly state and confirm the repaired HHD' s potential operational capabilities and commit to 
address the integrally related purposes of the HHD through a lake regulation schedule 
modification study that proceeds concurrent with the HHD repairs. 

The stability of the dike directly impacts the Corps' capability to meet the C&SF Project 
purposes, as established by Congress and the USACE's decisional documents approved since 
1948. Lake Okeechobee serves multiple project purposes, including water supply and fish and 
wildlife. Water supply and fish and wildlife purposes include water for utilities, the Stormwater 
Treatment Areas (STAs), residential and agricultural lands within the Lower East Coast and the 
Lake Okeechobee Service Area, Lake W01ih Drainage District, Water Conservation Areas, 
Everglades National Park and Seminole Tribe of Florida. 

Moreover, the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) is a holistic 
framework and guide for modifications to the C&SF Project to achieve restoration, protection 
and preservation of the Everglades ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, while providing for 
other water related needs of the system. The foundational principles for implementation of 
CERP stress the need to address operational changes in the C&SF Project system holistically, as 
an integral part of CERP, and not piecemeal through non-CERP projects. See WRDA 2000; 
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Sections 6.4.2, 6.4.13 Central and Southern 'Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement April 1999. 

To this end, we request the USACE clearly state the potential storage capabilities of the 
repaired HHD and also provide written confirmation that the HHD Draft EIS and DSMS do not 
alter the Congressionally authorized C&SF Project purposes or other previous commitments, 
such as CERP and its enabling legislation. As part of this commitment, please clarify that, 
consistent with LORS 2008 assurances, the use of LORS 2008 in the modeling for the "no 
action" and other dike repair alternatives, including the TSP, does not preempt the previous 
USACE commitments to restore water storage in the Lal<e through an updated Lake schedule. 

HHD Draft EIS Selected Alternative Must Ensure Successful CERP Implementation 

USSC recognizes LORS 2008 was an interim Lake regulation schedule, necessitated by 
HHD stability concerns. This regulation schedule, however, substantially diminished water 
supply availability and does not meet the 1 in 10 level of water supply certainty. The CERP 
Savings Clause requires that existing legal sources of water supply (available in the year 2000 
for agricultural and urban water supplies, fish and wildlife, Everglades National Park and Tribes) 
must not be eliminated or transfe1Ted until new sources of supply of comparable quantity and 
quality are provided. 

The CERP Savings Clause was adopted to protect against long-term changes in water 
availability that only achieve some Project purposes, such as, flood protection and environmental 
protection, at the expense of other Project purposes, such as water supply. This is the Savings 
Clause "benchmark" that must be satisfied as CERP proceeds forward . 

Returning to a 1 in 10 level of water supply performance is required by the CERP 
Savings Clause. This level of certainty should be the predicate for the proposed, modification to 
the Lake regulation schedule. It is critical that the USACE ensure its actions in determining the 
extent and timing of HHD repairs do not nullify this most fundamental precept - the CERP 
Savings Clause - as it forms the very foundation for CERP relied upon by the State of Florida in 
support of its decision to be local sponsor and partner in CERP implementation. We request 
written confirmation these expectations will be met by the repaired HHD infrastructure. 

The USACE Should Conduct a Parallel Study to Modify the Lake Okeechobee Regulation 
Schedule 

As the HHD rehabilitation alternative is selected and construction proceeds, it is essential 
that the USA CE, in a contemporaneous and parallel effort, conduct a NEPA evaluation to 
establish a new Lake regulation schedule, predicated upon the repaired HHD infrastructure. This 
study should assess the capabilities of the C&SF Project, including the selected HHD alternative 
and reasonably anticipated Project-related infrastructure changes, to comprehensively serve all 
Project purposes. By undertaking a parallel Lake regulation schedule modification study, future 
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Lake operational capabilities can be evaluated in light ofperformance measures and alternatives. 
These steps will enable prompt implementation of a new Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule. 
This Lake regulation schedule modification study must also assess the ability of C&SF Project 
and Lal<:e operations to meet the legislatively required CERP water supply assurances. 

DSMS and HHD Draft EIS Dam Safety Risk Analysis Should Serve As the Risk Analysis 
for Updates to the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 

The USACE's public presentations on this HHD Draft EIS contain the following 
statement: "Proposed revisions to the current LORS 2008 will require an updated risk evaluation 
and a future lake regulation study for informed decision making." See January 26, 2016 USACE 
Presentation, slide 23, bullet 2. 

We question the need for an "updated risk evaluation" on the HHD, separate from this 
DSMS, as the selected Standard Performance Flood (SPF) evaluations apply a Lake stage of 24.7 
NA VD88, and both LORS 2008 and RUN 25 produce peak SPF stages below this elevation. In 
light of these statements in the HHD Draft EIS, a NEPA analysis for the Lake regulation 
schedule modification should be the only process necessary prior to implementing a modified 
Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule. 

We request the USACE to confirm in the HHD EIS that the proposed, structural changes 
to the HHD are sufficient to accommodate all previously existing Lake regulation schedules, 
such as the Run 25 or similar schedule. 

Additionally, we request USACE include further explanation that, in light of these facts, 
no additional HHD risk analysis is needed before modifying the Lake regulation schedule. 

The USACE Should Provide More Detailed Explanation of Revised Dike Evaluation 
Standards 

Over time, USACE's dam safety evaluation standards have evolved. How are the revised 
standards for assessing dike safety and balancing economic considerations different from 
previous standards, particularly as to those identified in the LORS 2008 Final Supplemental 
Impact Statement for Reaches 1, 2 and 3? See LORS 2008 Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement November 2007 (FSEIS) at iv - v. While the HHD Draft EIS describes the 
new evaluation criteria, it is not possible to evaluate or analyze the practical implications of 
shifting from the standards used in the 2007 Environmental Assessment for HHD rehabilitation 
to current evaluation standards. This information is particularly relevant as the LORS 2008 
FSEIS identifies HHD repairs as a "trigger" for Lake operational changes. How does the TSP 
compare to the repairs listed in the LORS 2008 FSEIS, noted above as "triggering" both interim 
operational improvements, and shifting to a new Lake regulation schedule? A chart comparing 
the LORS 2008 FSEIS terms associated with HHD repair with those used in the HHD Draft EIS 
is requested. 
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The USACE Should Implement Operational Flexibility Per LORS 2008 

As an interim schedule, LORS 2008 manages Lake Okeechobee at lower levels than prior 
regulation schedules, in order to reduce structural risk to the HHD, while repairs are underway. 
This low regulation schedule, however, presents dramatically reduced performance as to other 
Project purposes, specifically, an increased risk of low Lake levels and associated adverse effects 
to water supply. Numerous stakeholders; including among others, the South Florida Water 
Management District, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, agricultural and various urban interests; 
expressed concern for the LORS 2008 risk to water supply. 

To address the Lake's diminished water supply performance, per the temporary 
regulation schedule, the USACE' s decisional documents made key assurances. LORS 2008 
Record of Decision (ROD) and November 2007 FSEIS assured stakeholders that LORS 2008 
was a sh01i-te1m, interim schedule, necessary to respond to high Lake levels while HHD repairs 
were made. Further, the LORS 2008 ROD and FSEIS commit the USACE to incrementally 
improve water supply performance, as made possible by HHD infrastructure repairs. (ROD 5) 
The FSEIS provides a detailed explanation of specific dike repairs that would prompt the 
USACE to evaluate operational flexibility, within LORS 2008 and consistent with protection of 
health and safety, to provide additional water storage. The USACE commits: 

Pending completion of rehabilitation in Reaches 1, 2 or 3, as HHD rehabilitation 
progresses, the Corps will evaluate the capacity to operate the Lake in a manner to 
provide more water storage in conjunction with achieving other project purposes. 
The anticipated points at which the Corps will utilize the flexibility within the 
schedule [LORS 2008] consistent with protection of health safety and welfare to 
provide additional storage include, at a minimum, completion of filling of the toe 
ditch, construction of the seepage berm within the existing right of way in Reach 
1, and equivalent dike improvements in Reaches 2 or 3, which are currently under 
design. Upon changed circumstances, the Corps will provide additional storage, 
consistent with technical analysis, that might result from higher lake elevations. 
The Corps can respond to changed circumstances by adjusting operations within 
LORS' operational flexibility or through schedule deviations. (FSEIS pp. iv - v) 

Based on the recent USACE presentation and statements made at the Januai·y 2016 HHD 
public meetings, it appears the USACE intends to perform this assessment and take advantage of 
near-term opportunities to store additional water in the Lalce. USSC urges completion of the 
necessary evaluation at the soonest possible time so that relief to supply and estuarine interests is 
swiftly provided. Additional storage in the Lake will benefit the Lake's ecology and water 
supply interests during drier years. 

We have included a table of comments on the HHD Draft EIS, which is attached as 
Exhibit A and an index of documents to supplement the record for the HHD Draft EIS, which is 
attached as Exhibit B. The documents listed on the index ai·e being provided via emaiL 
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Please include this letter and the attachments with the administrative record of USACE's 
file on the above referenced matter, and incorporate the entire LORS 2008 administrative record 
into the file on the above referenced matter. 

USSC thanks the USACE for considering our comments and welcomes the opportunity to 
participate in further stakeholder input. 

Sincerely, 

~E.1 
Luna E. Phillips ~ 
On behalfofthe Gunster Law Firm, 
Attorneys for United States Sugar Corporation 

LEP/mam 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Table of Comments on "Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 
the Herbert Hoover Dike Darn Safety Modification Study" (December 15, 2015) 
drafted by the Department of the Army; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Jacksonville District 

Exhibit B - Index to the Documents to Supplement the Record on the "Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Herbert Hoover Dike Darn Safety 
Modification Study" (December 15, 2015) Drafted by the Department of the 
Army; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 

cc: Client 
South Florida Water Management District ~ Mr. Peter Antonacci, Mr. Lennart 

Lindahl, and Brian Accardo, Esq. 
Florida Department ofEnvironmental Protection - Mr. Drew Bartlett 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services - Mr. Steve Dwinell 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- Mr. Timothy Murphy and Lt. Col. Jennifer 

Reynolds 
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Writer' s Direct Dial Number: (954) 712-1478 
Writer's E-Mail Address : lphillips@gunster.com 

July 5, 2016 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 
(HHDEnvironment@usace.army.mil AND stacie.j.auvenshine@usace.army.mil) 

Department of the .Army 
Attention: Stacie Auvenshine 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, FL 32207-8175 

RE: United States Sugar Corporation's Submittal of Comments on June 2016 
"Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Herbert Hoover Dike Dam 
Safety Modification Study" 

Dear Ms. Auvenshine: 

This film represents the United States Sugar Corporation ("USSC"), an interested 
stakeholder in issues related to the management of Lake Okeechobee (the "Lake"), including the 
Herbe1i Hoover Dike ("HHD") repairs. On June 3, 2016, notice was published in the Federal 
Register of United States Army Corps of Engineers' ("USACE" or "Corps") June 2016 "Final 
Environmental Impact Statement - Herbe1i Hoover Dike Dam Safety Modification Study" 
("HHD EIS"), starting a 30-day public comment period.1 USSC previously filed comments on 
the draft HHD EIS on February 23, 2016. This letter is timely submitted and supplements our 
prior comments on the draft HHD EIS. Please add this letter to the Administrative Record of the 
HHDEIS. 

USSC strongly supports the expeditious repair of the HHD to address the safety, flood 
control, water supply and environmental purposes of the Central and Southern Florida Project 
("C&SF Project"). In light of the cmTent state of emergency declared by Governor Rick Scott, 
the ability of the HHD repairs to store more water now, to meet these multiple pmposes of the 
C&SF Project, is of utmost importance. This will insure that the commitments in the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 2007 
("LORS Final SEIS"), to return to previous storage levels concurrent with ongoing HHD repairs, 
are fulfilled. 

In proceeding with these HHD repairs, the Corps has the timely and important 
opportunity to demonstrate that the repairs will allow the Lake to return to serving its 

1 Notice of Availability, 81 Fed. Reg. 35761-35762 (June 3, 2016). 
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Congressionally-mandated role as a component of the C&SF Project. USSC offers the following 
comments on the HHD EIS: 

( 1) the repaired HHD must be capable of storing water consistent with the prior 
Lake regulation schedules; 

(2) incremental storage improvements or operational flexibility for water supply 
must begin now while repairs are underway; 

(3) a new Lake regulation schedule study must be funded and started 
immediately; and 

( 4) the repaired HHD must be sufficient for Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan ("CERP") implementation, to insure protections provided by 
CERP laws requiring Everglades restoration be achieved while the water 
supply and flood protection purposes provided by the C&SF Project are met. 

We address these numbered points in more detail in the technical comments attached as 
Exhibit A. 

USSC sincerely appreciates the oppotiunity to comment and thanks the Corps for 
considering these comments in its final decision making process. 

Sincerely, 

Isl 

Luna E. Phillips 
On behalf of the Gunster Law Firm, 
Attorneys for United States Sugar Corporation 

LEP 

Attachments: Exhibit A - Technical Comments 
Exhibit B - Emergency Orders 

cc: Client 
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Exhibit A – Technical Comments on HHD Final EIS 

(1) The Repaired HHD Storage Capabilities Must Be Sufficient to Accomodate All 
Previous Lake Schedules 

The present USACE approach raises concerns because it limits the identification of repairs of the 
HHD to safety performance only. The potential capability of the recommended level of repairs to 
meet other congressionally-designated purposes of Lake Okeechobee, such as water supply, 
water quality, and CERP implementation should also be discussed in the HHD EIS. This would 
be consistent with USACE’s representation in its 2015 Report to Congress for CERP that “CERP 
assumed [the HHD Rehabilitation Project] to be in place and fully functional.” See 2015 Five-
Year Report to Congress on the C&SF Project and CERP at p. 11. 

USSC requested USACE confirm in the HHD EIS that the proposed, structural changes in the 
Recommended Plan are sufficient to accommodate all previous Lake regulation schedules, such 
as the Run 25 or similar schedule. See February 23, 2016 USSC comment letter on the draft 
HHD EIS. USSC also requested clarification that the use of LORS 2008 in the modeling for the 
“no action” and other HHD repair alternatives, including the Tentatively Selected Plan (“TSP”), 
does not preempt the previous commitments to restore water storage in the Lake through an 
updated Lake schedule. These requests were based on the analysis summarized in Section 3.5 
Hydrology and Hydraulics of the December draft HHD EIS stating: "The Standard Project Flood 
(SPF) was selected as the inflow design flood (IDF) for the HHD Project. The SPF is equivalent 
to a stage of 24.7 feet NAVD88." This is an elevation higher than LORS 2008 and RUN 25 peak 
SPF stages and was analyzed by the Corps in the referenced “sensitivity analysis.” 1 Based on 
this statement, it appears appropriate for USACE to confirm that no additional HHD risk analysis 
is needed before modifying the Lake regulation schedule within the SPF performance range. 

USSC requests that the Corps attach the sensitivity analysis as an appendix to the HHD EIS and 
include discussion of this analysis in the EIS. This will allow stakeholders to understand 
whether the multiple-million dollar HHD rehabilitation will allow the Lake to be held at a higher 
elevation based on the engineering analysis of record. 

(2) Operational Flexibility per LORS 2008 for Water Supply Should Be Implemented 

The LORS 2008 Record of Decision (“ROD”) and Final SEIS obligate USACE to improve water 
supply performance, as made possible by incremental HHD infrastructure repairs. ROD at 5. 
The LORS Final SEIS provides an explanation of how operational flexibility within LORS 2008 
can provide additional water storage. USACE committed: 

1 USACE stated, “… it is unknown at this time what the DSAC rating will be. Any proposed changes to the Lake 
Okeechobee water control plan to address future demands on Lake Okeechobee will require a reassessment of the 
risk associated with any proposed changes. Depending on the magnitude of those changes further rehabilitation may 
be required. The remediation being proposed for the identified vulnerable sections of HHD will be robust and 
resilient, and from a solely risk based perspective could potentially accommodate limited modifications to water 
control operations. The DSMS is based on the current operation schedule; however; sensitivity analysis was 
performed to verify that these measures would still be sufficient under previously used schedules.” See 
Response to FDACS-2; similar statement in response to EPD-2. 

1 
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Pending completion of rehabilitation in Reaches 1, 2 or 3, as HHD rehabilitation 
progresses, the Corps will evaluate the capacity to operate the Lake in a manner to 
provide more water storage in conjunction with achieving other project purposes. 
The anticipated points at which the Corps will utilize the flexibility within the 
schedule [LORS 2008] consistent with protection of health safety and welfare to 
provide additional storage include, at a minimum, completion of filling of the toe 
ditch, construction of the seepage berm within the existing right of way in Reach 
1, and equivalent dike improvements in Reaches 2 or 3, which are currently under 
design. Upon changed circumstances, the Corps will provide additional storage, 
consistent with technical analysis, that might result from higher lake elevations. 
The Corps can respond to changed circumstances by adjusting operations 
within LORS’ operational flexibility or through schedule deviations. (LORS 
Final SEIS pp. iv – v) (emphasis added) 

With over a billion dollars of taxpayer funds soon to be invested in repairs, assurances that some 
increment of additional storage and time exceeding the now 17.25’ constraint should be and can 
be addressed in this HHD EIS. In the 2015 Report to Congress on CERP, USACE stated to 
Congress that the HHD project will provide greater water management flexibility. See 2015 
Five-Year Report to Congress on the C&SF Project and CERP at xvii–xviii. This same 
representation should be included in the HHD EIS. 

The commitment in the LORS Final SEIS was a pivotal component to the short-term acceptance 
of LORS 2008, and USSC requests this commitment be reconfirmed in the HHD EIS. 

(3) A New Lake Regulation Schedule Study Should Be Initiated Immediately 

The HHD EIS sets forth varying representations regarding when a new Lake regulation schedule 
modification study will begin.2 USSC requests clarity on when a new Lake regulation schedule 
modification study will begin and that the initiation date enables parallel development of the new 
regulation schedule with HHD construction. 

In the LORS Final SEIS, the USACE committed that in Fiscal Year 2008, it would “initiate the 
System Operating Manual Study to look at possible revisions to the initial System Operating 
Manual due to construction and operation of the CERP Band 1 projects as well as possible 
modifications to Lake Okeechobee operations as a result of Herbert Hoover Dike repairs. The 
Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule will be a priority in these revisions.” (LORS Final SEIS 

2 For example, USACE indicated it is possible to begin evaluation of the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 
once the DSMR is approved and that USACE will do what it can to expedite the formulation of a new regulation 
schedule. See Response to FDACS-3. Other responses are similarly not definitive as to a start date, or are years 
away. USACE’s response to Sugar Cane-1 stated: “A new lake operating schedule would be collaboratively 
assessed and evaluated under a separate NEPA study and document and is expected to begin no sooner than once the 
DSMR is approved.” The response to SFWMD-1 stated: “Once the DSMR is approved, a new regulation schedule 
could be initiated concurrently with construction of the TSP. A new lake regulation schedule will take much 
collaboration.” Another example of delayed Lake regulation schedule modification formulation is found at Sugar-4 
where USACE responded: “The Corps currently plans to reevaluate the Lake Okeechobee Regulation schedule in 
2020 and will consider a full range of alternatives.” 

2 
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Executive Summary page iv). This effort remains a priority today and is needed to insure the 
Lake returns to meeting its multiple purposes within the C&SF Project. 

As an interim schedule, LORS 2008 manages the Lake at substantially lower levels than all prior 
regulation schedules to manage risk associated with HHD stability, while repairs are underway. 
This low regulation schedule impacts surrounding resources, as addressed in Governor Scott’s 
recent Emergency Orders and results in adverse effects to water supply due to frequency of low 
Lake levels. See Exhibit B. Numerous stakeholders, including the South Florida Water 
Management District, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, Lake Worth Drainage District, agricultural 
and various urban interests, expressed concerns in this regard. To address the Lake’s diminished 
water supply performance, per the temporary regulation schedule, the USACE’s decisional 
documents made these key assurances, including the timely transition away from LORS 2008. 

In light of the above, USSC again requests USACE confirm that upon approval of the Dam 
Safety Modification Study (“DSMS”), it will immediately initiate the required evaluations to 
revise the Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule based on the repaired HHD and for 
implementation upon completion of the identified HHD repairs. This request includes 
identification of existing funding sources necessary to complete such regulation schedule study 
or to otherwise seek funding from Congress now. Such study should assess the capabilities of 
the C&SF Project, including the selected HHD alternative and reasonably anticipated Project-
related infrastructure changes, to comprehensively serve all Project purposes, including CERP. 
By undertaking a parallel Lake regulation schedule modification study, future Lake operational 
capabilities can be evaluated in light of performance measures and alternatives. These steps will 
enable prompt implementation of a new Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule, assuaging 
concerns of any future diminishment of Lake water supply performance, continued excessive 
Lake discharges, and uncertainty as to whether or not the holistic Everglades restoration program 
will be achievable. 

Compounding these concerns, USACE’s proposes a modified trigger for revising LORS 2008, 
which is inconsistent with that stated in the LORS Final SEIS. Below is a comparison of the 
currently authorized trigger for replacement of LORS 2008 and the proposed DSMS trigger 
language. (Underline/strikethrough indicates different language in DSMS from that in the LORS 
2008 Final SEIS): 

When it was approved in April 2008, the LORS was identified as an 
interim schedule. The Corps expects to operate under the LORS 2008 until 
there is a need for revisions due to the earlier of either of the following 
actions: (1) system-wide operating plan updates to accommodate CERP 
Band 1 Projects, or (2) completion of sufficient remediation for all reaches 
and associated culvert improvements as determined necessary to lower the 
DSAC rating from Level 1.” HHD berm seepage construction or 
equivalent dike repairs for reaches 1, 2, and 3. 

The existing trigger language was based on representations made by USACE and included in the 
LORS Final SEIS to address concerns that the inadequate performance of the LORS 2008 would 
be short term. See LORS 2008 Administrative Record. This representation, together with 
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USACE initiating a system-wide operating schedule study, served as an important basis for 
LORS 2008 to proceed for an interim basis. 

The currently proposed language replaces a “reach by reach” approach with a “system-wide” risk 
reduction approach. The implications of switching approaches and the projected timing of 
storing additional water in the Lake require evaluation. The changed approach should be 
explained and its impact on the ability to store more water in the Lake within the timelines 
contemplated in the LORS Final SEIS presented. We also request USACE identify the dike 
repairs necessary to lower the Dam Safety Action Classification (“DSAC”) rating from Level 1 
and whether it can be reasonably projected that implementation of the Recommended Plan will 
result in a reduced DSAC rating level. If the existing LORS Final SEIS reevaluation trigger 
language is no longer sufficient, the necessary evaluations to supplement the LORS Final SEIS 
should be conducted before revising the trigger. 

(4) The HHD Integrity Achieved by the Recommended Plan Must Be Sufficient for 
CERP Implementation 

It is critical that any decisions in determining the extent and timing of HHD repairs do not nullify 
this most fundamental precept governing the State of Florida’s partnership with the Federal 
government -- that water supply and natural system demands will continue to be met during 
implementation of CERP. The integrity of the HHD infrastructure, achieved by the repairs and 
corresponding capability to store water within the Lake for Everglades restoration and other 
protected water supply purposes, will be the lynchpin in determining whether CERP’s holistic 
framework will succeed. 

The CERP Savings Clause is the “benchmark” to be satisfied as CERP proceeds forward. The 
HHD’s integrity and the corresponding ability to store water in the Lake is an integral part of 
meeting this obligation. The USACE responded regarding the CERP Savings Clause as follows: 

The Savings Clause only applies to changes from the date of enactment of 
WRDA 2000 that result from “implementation of the Plan.” LORS is not 
part of the Plan and altered the Pre- CERP Baseline for purposes of the 
Savings Clause. Regardless of the Pre-CERP Baseline, the Corps will 
consider a full range or alternatives when it revisits the Lake Okeechobee 
regulation schedule, and evaluate water supply effects as one of the 
objectives. (Sugar-6, Appendix C, Part III) (Emphasis added.) 

This response is concerning because the Lake’s regulation schedule is a critical component of 
CERP, driving water availability. Moreover, the Savings Clause as embodied in the “pre-CERP 
baseline” is a specifically defined, fixed condition designated under WRDA 2000 Section 601(h) 
which cannot be “altered” by fiat. The pre-CERP baseline reflects the Lake schedule in 
existence in 2000, which is Run 25. The public's commitment to CERP and federally recognized 
state water rights cannot be subject to modification through this EIS document. 

The HHD EIS should state that the conducted sensitivity evaluations indicate that previous Lake 
schedules, Run 25 or WSE, can be accommodated by the construction of the Recommended 
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Exhibit A – Technical Comments on HHD Final EIS 

Plan. Or in the alternative, initiate the process for identifying the HHD repairs necessary to 
allow for storage in Lake Okeechobee or elsewhere to implement CERP, to prevent a violation of 
the CERP Savings Clause. 
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EXHIBIT “B” 



STATE OF FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER 16-155 
(Emergency Management - Lake Okeechobee Discharge) 

WHEREAS, there has been an increased number of algae blooms in the month of June 2016 in 

Martin and St. Lucie Counties; and 

WHEREAS, the discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie River and Estuary have 

increased by 1200 cubic feet per second since May 27, 2016; and 

WHEREAS, the Federal Government, as the owner and sole operator of the Herbert Hoover Dike, 

has a responsibility to the State of Florida and its residents to maintain the dike; and 

WHEREAS, the Obama Administration unreasonably failed to budget for adequate maintenance 

and speedy rehabilitation of the Herbert Hoover Dike, resulting in frequent discharges of harmful water 

from Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Rivers and estuaries; and 

WHEREAS, the United States Army Corps of Engineers analytic studies predict there is 

a limited potential for dike failure with lake elevations below 18 feet, but because of inadequate 

maintenance (as a result of inadequate funding by the federal government), the Corps typically operates the 

lake at substantially lower elevations of 12.5 to 15.5 feet. If the Obama administration had properly 

budgeted the necessary funding to maintain the dike to operate at its higher potential capacity of 18 feet, 

the Corps would not have been required to discharge approximately 30 billion gallons of flood waters from 

Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Rivers and estuaries; and 

WHEREAS, I recognize the importance of participation by residents and local governments in the 

affected areas to support efforts to improve water quality in the region; and 



WHEREAS, the release of these waters and increase in algae blooms that have been dominated by 

Mycrosystis, an algae that can produce toxins, has unreasonably interfered with the health, safety, and 

welfare of the State ofFlorida and its residents; and 

WHEREAS, the release of these waters and the toxic algae blooms has resulted in environmental 

harm to the aquatic ecosystem, by lowering oxygen levels needed by aquatic species such as fish; and 

WHEREAS, the release of these waters and the algae blooms has increased the potential of harm 

to the health ofour citizens; by producing harmful toxins that can cause adverse health effects; and 

WHEREAS, the release of these waters, the algae blooms, and the issuance of health advisories 

including the closures of recreational areas has caused economic losses in the adjacent communities, 

including Martin, and St. Lucie Counties; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Environmental Protection and the South Florida Water 

Management District have identified additional water storage projects to reduce the pressure increased 

releases are putting on the affected waterbodies; and 

WHEREAS, Florida has invested more than $688 million in Everglades restoration over the past 

five years and will continue to invest up to $200 million a year under the Legacy Florida bill which 

Governor Scott signed into law this year. The State of Florida has invested nearly $2 billion in the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and $1.8 billion in providing clean water to the 

Everglades. To date, the federal government is $880 million behind in its share of CERP funding; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Florida is waiting on the federal government to invest $800 million to 

repair the Herbert Hoover Dike. Due to the inadequate maintenance of the Herbert Hoover Dike by the 

federal government, the United States Army Corps of Engineers is unable to maintain water levels within 

Lake Okeechobee at its designed or reasonable heights; and 
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WHEREAS, with the State's commitment to CERP and in addition to the federal government' s 

responsibility to maintain the Herbert Hoover Dike, the federal government needs to invest $6.7 billion over 

the next 20 years to keep up with Florida's commitment to the greater Everglades ecosystem. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RICK SCOTT, as Governor of Florida, by virtue of the authority vested 

in me by Article IV, Section I (a) of the Florida Constitution and by the Florida Emergency Management 

Act, as amended, and all other applicable laws, promulgate the following Executive Order, to take 

immediate effect: 

Section I. Because of the foregoing conditions, I declare that a state of emergency exists in 

Martin and St. Lucie Counties. 

Section 2. I designate the Director of the Division ofEmergency Management as the 

State Coordinating Officer for the duration of this emergency and direct him to execute the State's 

Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan and other response, recovery, and mitigation plans necessary 

to cope with the emergency. 

I designate the Florida Department of Environmental Protection as the lead agency for all crisis 

management responsibilities related to this emergency. The Department of Environmental Protection shall 

advise the State Coordinating Officer on all emergency response activities. 

Pursuant to section 252.36(1 )(a), Florida Statutes, I delegate to the State Coordinating Officer the 

authority to exercise those powers delineated in sections 252.36(5)-(10), Florida Statutes, which he shall 

exercise as needed to meet this emergency, subject to the limitations of section 252.33, Florida Statutes. In 

exercising the powers delegated by this Order, the State Coordinating Officer shall confer with the Governor 

to the fullest extent practicable. The State Coordinating Officer shall also have the authority to: 

A. Invoke and administer the Emergency Management Assistance Compact ("EMAC") 

(sections 252.921-.933, Florida Statutes) and other compacts and agreements existing between the State of 

Florida and other states, and the further authority to coordinate the allocation of resources from such other 
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states that are made available to Florida under such compacts and agreements so as best to meet this 

emergency. 

B. Seek direct assistance and enter into agreements with any and all agencies of the 

United States Government as may be needed to meet the emergency. 

C. Direct all state, regional and local governmental agencies, including law enforcement 

agencies, to identify personnel needed from those agencies to assist in meeting the needs created by this 

emergency, and to place all such personnel under the direct command and coordination of the State 

Coordinating Officer to meet this emergency. 

D. Designate Deputy State Coordinating Officers. 

E. Suspend the effect ofany statute, rule, or order that would in any way prevent, hinder, 

or delay any mitigation, response, or recovery action necessary to cope with this emergency. 

F. Enter orders as may be needed to implement any of the foregoing powers; however, 

the requirements of sections 252.46 and 120.54( 4), Florida Statutes, do not apply to any such orders issued 

by the State Coordinating Officer. 

Section 3. I find that the special duties and responsibilities resting upon some State, regional, 

and local agencies and other governmental bodies in responding to the emergency may require them to 

waive or deviate from the statutes, rules, ordinances, and orders they administer. Therefore, I issue the 

following authorizations: 

A. Each State agency may suspend the provisions of any regulatory statute prescribing 

the procedures for conduct of state business or the orders or rules of that agency, if strict compliance with 

the provisions ofany such statute, order, or rule would in any way prevent, hinder, or delay necessary action 

in coping with the emergency. This includes, but is not limited to, the authority to suspend any and all 

statutes, rules, ordinances, or orders which affect leasing, printing, procurement, purchasing, travel, and the 

condition of employment and the compensation of employees. For the purposes of this Executive Order, 

"necessary action in coping with the emergency" means any emergency mitigation, response, or recovery 
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action: (I) prescribed in the State Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan ("CEMP"); or, (2) directed 

by the State Coordinating Officer. Any waiver of statutes, rules, ordinances, or orders shall be by 

emergency rule or order in accordance with sections 120.54( 4) and 252.46, Florida Statutes, and shall expire 

thirty days from the date ofthis Executive Order, unless extended in increments of no more than thirty days 

by the agency, and in no event shall remain in effect beyond the earlier of the date of expiration of this 

Order, as extended, or ninety (90) days from the date of issuance of this Order. 

B. In accordance with section 252.38, Florida Statutes, each political subdivision within 

the State ofFlorida may waive the procedures and formalities otherwise required ofthe political subdivision 

by law pertaining to: 

1) Performance of public work and taking whatever prudent action is necessary to 

ensure the health, safety, and welfare ofthe community; 

2) Entering into contracts; 

3) Incurring obligations; 

4) Employment ofpermanent and temporary workers; 

5) Utilization of volunteer workers; 

6) Rental of equipment; 

7) Acquisition and distribution, with or without compensation, of supplies, materials, 

and facilities; and, 

8) Appropriation and expenditure of public funds. 

Section 4. All State agencies entering emergency final orders or other final actions in response 

to this emergency shall advise the State Coordinating Officer contemporaneously or as soon as practicable. 
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Section 5. All actions taken by the Director of the Division of Emergency Management wit

respect to this emergency before the issuance of this Executive Order are ratified. This Executive Ord

shall expire 60 days from this date unless extended. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
and caused the Great Seal of the State of Florida to be affixed, 
at Tallahassee, this 29th day of June, 2016. 

ATTEST: 

h 

er 
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 STATE OF FLORIDA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER 16-156 
(Emergency Management - Lake Okeechobee Discharge) 

WHEREAS, on June 29, 2016, Executive Order 16-155, was issued declaring a state of 

emergency in Martin and St. Lucie Counties following the presence of algal blooms in local 

waterways; and 

WHEREAS, the affected area also includes Lee and Palm Beach Counties; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, RICK SCOTT, as Governor of Florida, by virtue of the authority 

vested in me by Article IV, Section l(a) of the Florida Constitution and by the Florida Emergency 

Management Act, as amended, and all other applicable laws, promulgate the following Executive 

Order, to take immediate effect: 

Section I . Because of the foregoing conditions, I declare that the state of emergency is 

expanded to include Lee and Palm Beach Counties. 

Section 2. Except as amended herein, Executive Order 16-155 is ratified and reaffirmed. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 
hand and caused the Great Seal of the State of Florida 
to be affixed, at Tallahassee, this 30th day ofJune, 2016. 
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INTEGRATED DELIVERY SCHEDULE (IDS) 2015 UPDATE 
SYNCHRONIZING RESTORATION EFFORTS 
 A formal re-evaluation of the Integrated Delivery 

Schedule (IDS) was completed in 2015. 
 The IDS provides the sequencing strategy for planning, 

designing and constructing federal projects cost-shared 
with local sponsors as part of the South Florida 
Ecosystem Restoration Program, based on ecosystem 
needs, benefits, costs and available funding. 

 The IDS does not require an agency action or a decision 
document, it is a tool that provides guidance to 
decision-makers for scheduling ,staffing and budgeting. 

 It is a living document that is updated as needed to 
reflect progress and/or program changes. 

 The IDS synchronizes program and project priorities with 
the State of Florida and is needed to request required 
funding to plan and build South Florida Ecosystem 
Restoration Program projects. 

PROCESS 
 The IDS is required as part of the Comprehensive 

Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) Programmatic 
Regulations. 

 Regular updates to the IDS are required. 
 The process involves consultation with the South Florida 

Ecosystem Restoration Task Force. 
 Public workshops sponsored by South Florida 

Ecosystem Restoration Task Force Working Group 
engaged stakeholders during the development of 
the IDS. 
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ACHIEVING 
RESTORATION BENEFITS 
The Draft 2015 IDS Update will: 
 Maximize holistic benefits to the 

regional system as early as possible. 
 Ensure additional projects will be ready in order to 

continue progress on Everglades restoration. 
 Remain consistent with project dependencies and 

constraints. 

PAST 
FLOW 

CURRENT 
FLOW 

FUTURE 
FLOW 

STATUS 
 A formal re-evaluation of the Integrated Delivery 

Schedule (IDS) was completed in 2015. 

PATH FORWARD 
 The 2015 Integrated Delivery Schedule will be used to 

guide planning, design and construction sequencing 
and budgeting as Everglades restoration efforts move 
forward. 

LEGEND 
Non CERP  & Foundation Projects 
CERP Generation 1 (Authorized, PPA Executed) 
CERP Generation 2 (Authorized, PPA Needed) 
CERP Generation 3 (Requires Authorization) 
Planning Phase 
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Yellow FISCAL YEAR 

Project Book Code 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 202S 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 

Planning Estimates Federal Construction Cost (SFER)++ 41 138 141 190 203 141 213 191 195 221 213 186 200 144 151 100 0 0 0 0 C 

Planning Estimates Non-Federal Construction Cost (SFER)++ 78 139 160 161 111 119 56 125 142 141 210 210 192 192 123 123 0 0 0 0 C 

Planning Estimates Total Construction Cost (SFER)++ 119 277 302 351 313 260 269 316 338 362 423 396 392 336 275 223 0 0 0 0 C 

Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park• e oooo 0000 0000 0000 
Herbert Hoover Dike* •-- - - - - - -• 
Seminole Big Cypress* OPE -• 
Restoration Strategies• - - - ,_ ,_ -• 
Tamiami Trail Next Steps Phase 1 • ........ ........ •-- - -• 
Kissimmee River Restoration •-- - - -• 
West Palm Beach Canal/STA-lE •--• 
C-111 South Dade Contract 8 & 9 •······ •-- ----• 
C-111 South Dade PACR 000(; . OCICICIO~ CIICIOCICIOCltl CIOOICICIICIICIO •······ ........ ······• 
Picayune Strand Restoration OPE 

Merritt Pump Station •-
Faka Union Pump Station --- e oo< 
Manatee Mitigation and Flood Protection Features •- • 
Miller Pump Station •- - - eoo◊ 

Remaining Features - Road removal & canal backfill •····· ........ •--• 
Site 1 lmpoundment M 

Phase 1 •- e oo< 
Indian River lagoon-South 

C-44 Intake Canal B e oo<: 
C-44 Reservoir B ........ •-- --- -• 
C-44 STA & Pump Station B •- -• 
C-23/24 Reservoir North B ....... ........ ........ •-1----1--• 
C-23/24 Reservoir South B •····· ........ ........ •----1-1- ----• 
C-23/24STA B ...... ........ •- ,_ -• 
C-25 Reservoir B •····· ....... •-,_ ,_ -• 
C-2SSTA B •····· ........ •-1- ----• 
Natural lands B 

Decamp Physical Model Q e oo<: 000<) 
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage 

Pump Station & Cell 1 D •····· • -• 
Cell2 D •--• 

Broward County Water Preserve Areas 

C-11 lmpoundment Q •····· ........ •- ---- -• 
WCA 3A&3B Seepage Management 0 ....... ........ •--• 
C-9 lmpoundment R •····· ........ •-- ,_ -• 

Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands Phase 1 FFF, OPE 

L-31 East Flowway •······ ........ •---- ----• 
Cutler Wetlands •····· •--• 

C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project WW ...... •- -• 
Central Everglades Planning Project (Authorization WRDA 2016) 

PPA South: LRR & PPA Execution AA, FF, HI, QQ . DDDD 4 

Remove Old Tamlaml Trail (CNTX) ....... ........ •--• 
L-67A Structure 1 & Gap in L-67C levee (CNT 3) •······ ........ •--• 

Increase S-356 (CNT 4) •····· ........ •-,_ ----• 
L-29 Gated Spillway (CNT 4b) •····· ........ •-----• 
Increase S-333 (CNT 4a) •····· ........ •-----------• 
L-67A Structures 2 & 3 (CNT 5) •····· ........ •--------• 
Removal L-67C & L-67 Ext, Constr L-67D Levee (CNT 6) •····· ........ •--------• 
Removal L-29 Levee & Backfill L-67 Ext (CNT 7) •····· ........ •--• 

PPA North QQ, 11,G e cun:icun; •····· ....... , ....... , •-- 1- - - - -• 
PPA New Water V . D D D D D •····· ....... ....... •-- - ,_ ,_ -• 

Loxahatchee River Watershed Restoration Project X,Y,K . XXX)' . 0000Dl 0000000 □ 00D00D00 •····· ........ ······• 
lake Okeechobee Watershed, ASR A,GG e xxx; . DDDDD CDCJCDCJCC CJCCCJCCJCC •····· ........ ······• 
Big Cypress/L-28 Interceptor (West ern Everglades) CCC e xxx, . OQDOO OODOODOtl DOODOtl00 •····· ........ ······• 
EAA Storage & ASR/Decomp Ph2 G,GG e xxx . ggc;igDI c;JDC,lc;Jgc;igg DC,lc;JDC,lc;JDCI •····· ........ ······• 
C-111 Spreader Canal Eastern & BBCW Ph2 WW,FFF e xx)C . ODOODI ODOODOOO DOODOODCI ...... ........ ....... 
Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule Revision* + • 00DDD D00DDODC OODOOD • 

++ Does not reflect budgetary development dollars or capability xxxx • SMART Planning Compliance Approval Non-CERP and Foundation Projects 
Blue = Non-Federal CIJO IH I . Planning CERP Generation 1 Projects - Authorized, Project Partnership Executed (PPA) 
Black= Federal .....• Design, PPA Execution, Real Estate Acquisition CERP Generation 2 Projects - Authorized, requires PPA 
• Funded th rough other program authorities or by other entities --· Construction Plann ing Phase - Requires Authorization 
+ Schedule subject to Dam Safety Modificat ion Study 000• Operational Testing and Monitoring Period Planning Phase - Proposed 
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INTEGRATED DELIVERY 
SCHEDULE (IDS)
2015 UPDATE 
Maximizes holistic benefits to regional 
system as early as possible 
 Ensures continued stream of construction, 

which provides for steady increase in regional
ecosystem benefits 
 Provides beneficial storage to the 

Caloosahatchee and St Lucie estuaries while 
infrastructure that is needed to open up the 
system for additional flow south is being 
implemented 
 Improves conditions and flow through 

WCA-3 and provides more water to Everglades 
National Park and Florida Bay
as early as possible 
 Advances projects with the greatest potential

to avert ongoing degradation and considers
implications of climate change and sea-level rise 

Ensures additional projects will be ready to 
continue progress on restoration 
 Includes most of the planning efforts for projects 

identified by stakeholders as priorities 
 Prioritizes planning studies for Lake Okeechobee

Watershed and the Western Everglades 

Consistency with project dependencies 
and constraints 
 Maintains 50/50 cost-share 
 Commitment to complete construction on 

projects where construction has been initiated 
 Consistent with project dependencies for 

moving water south 
 Modifications to downstream infrastructure, 

Restoration Strategies, etc. 

NOTE: The funding shown for FY17 and 
beyond is only notional, representing 
approximate funding levels that would be 
needed to sustain the work displayed in 
the IDS for any particular FY. The funding 
does not represent a commitment 
by the Administration to budget the 
amounts shown. 
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1.2 List of Acronyms 

ASR 

BAT 
BMP 

C&SF 
CERP 
CESAJ 
CWA 

EAA 
EIS 
EPA 

FAS 
FDACS 

FDEP 
FFWCC 
FSM 

H&H  
HTRW 

IFAS-UF 

IPR 
IRL 
ITR 

LERRD 

LAKE 
LO 
LOPA 
LOPP 
LOW 

MPMP 

NEPA 
NOAA  

Aquifer Storage and Recovery 

Best Available Technologies 
Best Management Practice 

Central and South Florida 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Jacksonville 
Clean Water Act 

Everglades Agricultural Area 
Environmental Impact Statement 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Floridan Aquifer System 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Feasibility Scoping Meeting 

Hydrology and Hydraulics 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 

Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences-University of 
Florida 
In-Progress Review 
Indian River Lagoon 
Independent Technical Review 

Lands, Easements, Rights-of-way, Relocations, and 
Disposal 
Lake Okeechobee 
Lake Okeechobee 
Lake Okeechobee Protection Act 
Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Master Program Management Plan 

National Environmental Policy Act 
U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
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NPS U.S. National Park Service 

P Phosphorous 
P&G Principles and Guidelines 
PAL  Planning Aid Letter 
PCA Project Cooperation Agreement 
PDT Project Delivery Team 
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PIR Project Implementation Report 
PMP  Project Management Plan 

RaSTA Reservoir Assisted Stormwater Treatment Area 
RECOVER Restoration, Coordination, and Verification 
Restudy C&SF Project Comprehensive Review Study 
RFP Request for Proposal 

SAV  Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
SFWMD South Florida Water Management District 
STA Stormwater Treatment Area 
SWIM Lake Okeechobee Surface Water Improvement and 

Management Plan 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USDA-NRCS U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources 

Conservation Service 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS U.S. Geological Service 

WCA Water Conservation Area 
WQ Water Quality 
WRDA Water Resources Development Act 
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1.3 List of Project Management Plan Preparers 

Members of the Project Delivery Team: 

The following individuals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Jacksonville District (CESAJ) and the South Florida Water Management District 
(SFWMD) comprise the core Working Group for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
(LOW) Project: 

Table 1-1: PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARERS 

Name Agency Job Title Phone Number 
Wossenu Abtew SFWMD Lead Engineer (561)682-6326 

Joe Albers SFWMD Chief Engineer (863)462-5280 
Gerardo Barascout SFWMD Staff Engineer (561)682-6692 

Missie Barletto SFWMD Outreach (863)462-5260 
Henry Bittaker SFWMD Senior Planner (561) 682-6792 

Bob Brown SFWMD Service Center Director (862)462-5260 
Susan Gray SFWMD Division Director (561) 682-6919 

Mariano Guardo SFWMD Senior Civil Engineer (561) 682-6528 
Lewis Hornung SFWMD Chief Engineer/PM (561)682-2007 

Lisa Kreiger SFWMD Environmental Analyst (863) 462-5260 
Jose Otero SFWMD PM/Engineer (561)682-6578 
Gary Ritter SFWMD Lead Environmental Scientist (863)462-5260 
Paul Ritter SFWMD Staff Environmental Analyst (862)462-5260 

Dennis Rogers SFWMD Real Estate Specialist (561)682-6846 
Odi Villapando SFWMD Staff Environmental Scientist (863)462-5260 
Benita Whalen SFWMD Senior Supervising Engineer (561) 682-6869 
Carl Woehlcke SFWMD Economist (561)682-6659 
Joyce Zhang SFWMD Lead Eng/H&H-WQ Modeling (561)682-6341 

Tom Arnold CESAJ Economist (904)232-3556 
Ray Clifton CESAJ Cost Engineer (904)232-1930 

John G Cooper CESAJ Area Engineer/Construction (561)626-5299 
James Crawford CESAJ Architect (904)232-1816 
Eddie Douglass CESAJ Hydraulic Engineer (904)232-1403 

Carl Dunn CESAJ Proj. Man./Landscape Arch (904)232-2471 
Trent Ferguson CESAJ Hydraulic Engineer (904)232-1749 
Bob Henderson CESAJ Civil Engineer (904)232-2437 

John Hess CESAJ Civil Engineer/Environmental (904)232-2524 
Hansler Bealyer CESAJ Real Estate Specialist (904)232-1178 

Eric Holand CESAJ Hydraulic Engineer (904)232-2108 
Clyde Hopple CESAJ Civil Engineer/Environmental (904)232-1678 

Muhammad Irfan CESAJ Geologist (904)232-3270 
Cynthia Jones CESAJ Contract Specialist (904)232-2758 
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Name Agency Job Title Phone 
Number 

Kerry Luisi CESAJ Project Manager (904)232-1454 
David McCullough CESAJ Senior Archaeologist (904)232-3685 

Stuart McLean CESAJ Planning Tech. Leader/Biologist (904)232-2708 
Frank Mohr CESAJ Area Engineer/Construction (813)870-0824 

Brooks Moore CESAJ Counsel (904)232-1164 
Sue Sofia CESAJ Hydraulic Engineer (904)232-2785 

Graham Story CESAJ Hydraulic Engineer (904)232-1158 
Brad Tarr CESAJ Biologist (904)232-3582 

Curt Thompson CESAJ Outreach Specialist (561)683-2651 
Ed Villano CESAJ Geotechnical Eng/Soils (904)232-2933 

Mark White CESAJ Water Quality Specialist (904)232-2400 

Bill Reck USDA-NRCS Hydrologist/H&H-WQ Modeling (352)338-9562 
Sam Sharpe USDA-NRCS District Conservationist (863)763-3619 
Eric Hughes EPA Ecologist (904)232-2464 

Donna Schiffer USGS Data Chief/SW Monitoring (407)865-7575 
Betty Grizzle USFWS Fish & Wildlife Biologist (561)562-3909 

Steve Schubert USFWS Biologist/WQ Fisheries (561)562-3909 
Robert Pace USFWS Wildlife Biologist (561)562-3909 

Louie Holt Glades County County Administrator (863)946-2140 

Jenifer Brunty Highlands 
County County Administrator (863)402-6545 

Bill Royce Okeechobee 
County 

County Planning Director (860)763-5548 

Don West St. Lucie 
County 

County Administrator (561)462-1707 

Michael Harvey St. Lucie 
County County Administrator (561)462-1717 

Eric Olsen Martin County County Administrator (561)219-4980 
John Folks FDACS Environmental Administrator (850)414-9928 

Linda McCarthy FDACS Water Policy Liaison (561)682-2845 
John Mitnik FDEP Engineer (561)681-6709 

Emily Murphy FDEP Environmental Specialist (561)681-6725 
Mark Thompson FDEP Environmental Specialist/WQ (561)398-2806 
Mitch Flinchum IFAS-UF Prof./Co-Dir. L.O. Protection (561)993-1523 

Steve Lau FFWCC Biologist/Wildlife (561)778-5094 

Kim Lippman Seminole Tribe Paralegal/Lewis, Longman, 
Walker (561)640-0820 

Craig Tepper Seminole Tribe Director, Water Resources Dept (954)966-6300 
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Section 2 Project Information 

2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 

2.1 Background 

Lake Okeechobee (Lake) lies 30 miles west of the Atlantic Ocean and 60 miles east 
of the Gulf of Mexico, in the central part of the Florida peninsula (see Figure B-1, 
Appendix B).  The Lake itself is approximately 730 square miles (see Figure B-2, 
Appendix B), and is the principal natural reservoir in south Florida.  The Lake is 
located in portions of Palm Beach, Martin, Okeechobee, Glades, and Hendry 
Counties.  Water flows into the Lake primarily from the Kissimmee River, 
Fisheating Creek, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough.  The Lake discharges east 
through the St. Lucie Canal (C-44) into the St. Lucie Estuary, west through the 
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) into the Caloosahatchee Estuary, and south through 
four major canals in the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA) into the Water 
Conservation Areas (WCA). 

In the late 1860s, the Lake was much larger with an extensive wetland littoral zone 
along the shoreline.  Water levels fluctuated between 17 feet and 23 feet above 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD), and periodically flooded the exposed 
areas of the low-gradient marsh.  Under both high and low conditions, there was 
abundant submerged and exposed habitat for fish and other wildlife.  Structural 
works that modified the Lake began in the 1800s.  The construction of the Herbert 
Hoover Dike and features of the Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project has 
significantly restricted the Lake�s size and water level fluctuations.  Most of the 
littoral zone is now at an elevation between 12 and 15 feet NGVD.  As a result, 
when water levels are significantly above 15 feet NGVD, the entire littoral zone is 
flooded causing adverse impacts to the ecology of the littoral zone.  When water 
levels are below 11 feet NGVD, the entire marsh is dry and not available as habitat 
for fish and other aquatic life. 

Water levels in the Lake are currently regulated by a complex system of pump 
stations, spillways, and locks, in accordance with a regulation schedule developed 
by the SFWMD and the CESAJ.  The regulation schedule is a guide that indicates 
limiting rates of releases required during various seasons of the year in an attempt 
to meet all functional objectives of the project, including flood control, water supply, 
navigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife.  The schedule is lowest prior to 
the wet season to provide both storage capacity and flood protection for the 
surrounding areas during the upcoming wet season.  After peak of the hurricane 
season and prior to the beginning of the dry season, lake levels are allowed to 
increase to store water for the upcoming dry season.  The schedule is also a guide 
for the management of high lake stages to help reduce the risk of flooding 
downstream lands. 
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Section 2 Project Information 

Water quality data indicate that the Lake is currently in a eutrophic condition, 
primarily due to excessive nutrient loads from the agricultural sources both north 
and south of the Lake. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, total phosphorous (P) 
concentrations as low as 50 parts per billion (ppb) were measured.  Currently, total 
P concentrations in the Lake have been measured in the 100 ppb range.  It is likely 
that historic in-lake turbidity was much lower than current conditions as well. 

The Central and South Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive Review Study, Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), April 1999, better known as the Restudy, looked at the existing project, its 
physical features and operations, with a view towards recommending structural 
and/or operational changes to better meet the goals of south Florida ecosystem 
restoration and the continued provision of safe, reliable water supply and flood 
protection for the people who live there. Ensuring sustainable water resources for 
the future, or �getting the water right,� � the right quantity, quality, timing, and 
distribution � is what the Restudy is about. 

The intent of the Restudy was to evaluate conditions within the C&SF Project area 
and to recommend modifications to restore important functions and values of the 
Everglades and south Florida ecosystem and plan for the water resources needs of 
the people of south Florida for the next 50 years.  This recommended plan is 
commonly referred to as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
and will continue to be updated as project implementation occurs. The 
recommended modifications to the LOW Project area include the construction of 
7,500 acres of stormwater treatment areas (STAs), 4,375 acres of reservoir assisted 
stormwater treatment areas (RaSTAs), 250,000 acre-feet of storage, the removal of 
150 tons of P from tributaries, and the restoration of approximately 3,500 acres of 
wetlands. 

A Design Agreement between the SFWMD and the CESAJ was executed on 12 May 
2000 for the Design of Elements of the Comprehensive Plan for the Everglades and 
South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Project.  The Design Agreement required the 
preparation of a Program Management Plan to provide an overall management 
strategy to implement the CERP.  This Master Program Management Plan 
(MPMP), executed in August 2000, describes how projects will be implemented by 
utilizing interagency, interdisciplinary, Project Delivery Teams (PDT). 

Upon approval of the LOW Project Management Plan (PMP), the PDT will initiate 
studies required to prepare a Project Implementation Report (PIR).  The PIR will be 
developed to document the plan formulation, engineering and design work.  The 
PIR will provide information to bridge the gap between the conceptual design 
included in the Restudy and the detailed design necessary to advance a project to 
construction.  The draft PIR will be distributed for agency and public review prior to 
being submitted for Washington level review.  The draft PIR also will serve as the 
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vehicle for seeking approval by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) under Section 373.1501 of the Florida Statutes.  After receiving 
FDEP and Washington level approval, the PIR will be submitted for authorization. 

This PMP is a living document that will be updated or revised, as necessary, 
throughout the life of the project.  Updates are defined as changes to the PMP that 
occur on a regular basis and do not substantially modify the schedule, cost or 
annual management plan for the project.  Scheduled revisions, after the completion 
of key major project development products, will reflect the changes in the project�s 
scope or reflect  additional or better understanding of the project�s development 
resulting from the completion of a decision document or design/acquisition 
document.  The revisions will provide additional levels of detail for the upcoming 
project development phases based on information developed in the recently 
completed phase.  Revisions will be scheduled upon completion of the PIR in 
preparation for project design, and prior to the initiation of the construction phase, 
to support the development and the execution of a Project Cooperation Agreement 
(PCA). 

2.2 Authority 

The authority for this project is the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
2000.  Implementation of the authority is contained within the �Design Agreement 
between the Department of the Army and the SFWMD for the Design of Elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan for the Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem 
Restoration Project.�  The Recommended Comprehensive Plan for the LOW Project 
was identified in the Restudy, Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 1, Section 9.1.1, Kissimmee River 
Region, Subparts 1,2,3, and 4. 

The WRDA of 1999 included specific language on the in-kind work accomplished by 
the local sponsor. Section 528(e)(4) CREDIT- of the WRDA of 1999 states: 

(2) IN-KIND WORK � 
(A) IN GENERAL - During the pre-construction, engineering, and 

design phase and the construction phase of the Central and Southern Florida 
Project, the Secretary shall allow credit against the non-Federal share of the 
cost of activities described in subsection (b) for work performed by non-Federal 
interests at the request of the Secretary in furtherance of the design of features 
included in the comprehensive plan under that subsection. (B) AUDITS - In-
kind work to be credited under subparagraph (A) shall be subject to audit. 

The Design Agreement to perform in-kind services on the projects as part of the 
CERP was executed on 12 May 2000 between USACE and SFWMD.  The MPMP 
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Section 2 Project Information 

outlines the protocols and procedures by which PMPs for all projects will be 
completed.  This document conforms to the guidance provided within the MPMP. 

The WRDA of 2000 provides additional guidance and authority for implementing 
CERP.  Section 601, of the Act states: 

(b) Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan -
(1) Approval - 

(A) IN GENERAL. �Except as modified by this section, the Plan is 
approved as a framework for modifications and operational changes to the 
Central and Southern Florida Project that are needed to restore, preserve, and 
protect the South Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related 
needs of the region, including water supply and flood protection. The Plan 
shall be implemented to ensure the protection of water quality in, the 
reduction of the loss of fresh water from, and the improvement of the 
environment of the South Florida ecosystem and to achieve and maintain the 
benefits to the natural system and human environment described in the Plan, 
and required pursuant to this section, for as long as the project is authorized. 

Initial authorization for Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough is contained in WRDA 2000 
(which may require a separate PIR), Section 601(b)(2) Specific Authorizations, 
which states: 

(C) INITIAL PROJECTS. �The following projects are authorized for 
implementation, after review and approval by the Secretary, subject to the 
conditions stated in subparagraph (D), at a total cost of $1,100,918,000, with 
an estimated Federal cost of $550,459,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost 
of $550,459,000: 

(i) C�44 Basin Storage Reservoir, at a total cost of $112,562,000, with 
an estimated Federal cost of $56,281,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of 
$56,281,000. 

(ii) Everglades Agricultural Area Storage Reservoirs� Phase I, at a 
total cost of $233,408,000, with an estimated Federal cost of $116,704,000 and 
an estimated non-Federal cost of $116,704,000. 

(vii) Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Storage and Treatment Area, at a 
total cost of $104,027,000, with an estimated Federal cost of $52,013,500 and 
an estimated non-Federal cost of $52,013,500. 

(D) CONDITIONS. � 
(i) PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS. �Before 

implementation of a project described in any of clauses (i) through (x) of 
subparagraph (C), the Secretary shall review and approve for the project a 
project implementation report prepared in accordance with subsections (f) and 
(h). 
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Section 2 Project Information 

(ii) SUBMISSION OF REPORT. �The Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate the project implementation report required by sub-sections (f) and (h) 
for each project under this paragraph (including all relevant data and 
information on all costs). 

(iii) FUNDING CONTINGENT ON APPROVAL. �No appropriation 
shall be made to construct any project under this paragraph if the project 
implementation report for the project has not been approved by resolutions 
adopted by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate. 

2.3 Related Projects 

There are a number of proposed and ongoing activities within the project area to 
benefit water quality.  The following is a list of major activities within the area (not 
including numerous local and/or on farm based activities). 

See Appendix B for map �Related Projects Within Area of Site�. 

2.3.1 In-Lake Research and Assessment Programs 

SFWMD conducts Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) mapping/growth; Exotic 
plant control; Water Quality (WQ) model; Hydrodynamic model; Sediment removal 
feasibility; Pilot dredging study; P impacts from dredging; WQ monitoring. 

2.3.2 Works of the District (Regulatory Program) 

SFWMD inventories and permits all non-dairy land use activities; Identify high P 
source areas through WQ surveys; Monitor for compliance with Surface Water 
Improvement and Management Plan (SWIM); Require corrective actions on parcels 
that are exceeding P limits; expanded compliance monitoring. 

2.3.3 Kissimmee River Project 

This is a joint USACE-SFWMD project.  The upper basin portion of the project 
consists of water regulation schedule modifications, canal and structure 
improvements, and land acquisition.  This will result in environmental benefits in 
the upper chain of lakes and in the lower basin.  More natural fluctuations of water 
levels will enhance the peripheral marshes of the lakes. Reestablishing a more 
natural timing of flows to the lower basin will result in restoration or enhancement 
of the ecosystem.  Structural improvements will include enlargements of existing 
canals and existing water control structures.  The project is addressing restoration 
of natural flooding of the floodplain to reestablish historic wetland conditions. 
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2.3.4 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 

The project concept is to store surface water or groundwater, treated to meet WQ 
standards, in the underlying Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) using ASR wells to 
place the water in storage and subsequently to recover during dry periods.  Among 
other benefits, implementation of regional ASR technology at the Lake Okeechobee 
site would help to minimize high-volume water releases to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries.  During dry periods, water recovered from the ASR wells 
would be used to maintain the surface water level within the lake and associated 
canals throughout the Everglades, and to augment water supply deliveries.  ASR 
technology provides storage, an important component that will contribute to the 
overall Everglades restoration.  The CERP includes the construction of up to 200 
ASR wells (with associated pre- and post- treatment facilities) installed adjacent to 
Lake Okeechobee, with a total combined pumping capacity of 1 billion gallons of 
water per day. 

The level and extent of treatment and number of the ASR wells may be modified 
based on the findings from the planned pilot tests.  The pilot tests will also 
investigate changes to water chemistry resulting from aquifer storage and identify 
post-retrieval WQ treatment requirements, if any, necessary to implement full-scale 
ASR facilities. 

2.3.5 Regional-Scale Hydrogeologic Investigation 

This investigation will likely include water-level data acquisition throughout much 
of south Florida, additional hydrogeologic studies, groundwater modeling, 
geochemical investigations, and a rock fracturing potential analysis.  This regional 
investigation will be performed as a separate but associated project within CERP. 
Information gathered during the regional investigation will be used along with the 
results of the individual ASR pilot projects as envisioned in CERP. 

2.3.6 EAA Storage Reservoirs, Phases 1 and 2 

This CERP project is located in the EAA in west Palm Beach County.  There are two 
components: conveyance capacity increases for the Miami, North New River, Bolles, 
and Cross Canals; and above ground reservoir capacity of 360,000 (Phase 1 -
240,000, Phase 2 - 120,000) acre-feet.  A significant portion of the project will be 
located in lands purchased in the Talisman Land Agreement.  The reservoir 
capacity will provide for irrigation requirements in the EAA, environmental 
deliveries of water to the WCAs, storage of regulatory releases from Lake 
Okeechobee, and increased flood protection within the EAA. 
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Section 2 Project Information 

2.3.7 Lake Okeechobee Water Retention and P Removal Critical Restoration Project 

The Lake Okeechobee Water Retention and P Removal Critical Restoration Project 
is a part of CERP, which includes the construction of STAs and restoration of 
isolated wetlands.  The STAs are constructed wetland treatment systems for 
reducing P loads for agricultural drainage water through biological uptake, 
sedimentation, direct filtration, and other methods.  The Taylor Creek site is a 200-
acre site 1.4 miles north of the City of Okeechobee.  Approximately 169 acres of the 
site will be developed as an STA; the remaining area will be used for project 
structures or dedicated to preservation of cypress tree stands.  The Nubbin Slough 
site is 6.5 miles southeast of the City of Okeechobee.  The site totals 2,135 acres 
with just over half (1,100 acres) devoted to P removal as an STA; 670 acres are 
available for treatment but are not to be used in this project, the remainder is 
occupied by forest and is assumed to be taken up by future project structures. 

2.3.8 Grassy Island Land Acquisition 

In May 2001, the SFWMD acquired 4,754 acres west of Taylor Creek for use as a 
reservoir and an STA. Flows from Taylor Creek and Wolf Creek would be retained, 
treated, and discharged.  Because the location, size and condition of this property 
are ideal for capturing and treating virtually all of the Taylor Creek and Wolf Creek 
flows, the SFWMD is acquiring this property in anticipation of using it for the 
Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Storage and Treatment Project. 

2.3.9 Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan (LOPP), Agricultural Non-point Source 

The Lake Okeechobee Protection Act (LOPA, Chapter 00-130, Laws of Florida) was 
passed by the 2000 Legislature, to establish a restoration and protection program of 
the lake.  This will be accomplished by achieving and maintaining compliance with 
State WQ standards in Lake Okeechobee and its tributary waters, through a 
watershed-based, phased, comprehensive and innovative protection program 
designed to reduce P loads and implement long-term solutions, based upon the 
Lake�s P TMDL and considering the establishment of TMDLs for the tributaries of 
Lake Okeechobee.  The LOPP identifies alternative plans, schedules and costs to 
meet the total P TMDL of 140 metric tons by the year 2015, as specified in the Act. 

2.3.10 Lake Okeechobee Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), FDEP and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

The TMDL for total P for Lake Okeechobee shall be 140 metric tons, including 
atmospheric deposition.  Attainment of the TMDL shall be calculated using a 5-year 
rolling average of the monthly loads calculated from measured flow and 
concentration values. 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
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Section 2 Project Information 

2.3.11 C-43 Basin Projects 

These CERP projects include: 

• C-43 Basin Storage Reservoir Part 1 - aboveground reservoir with a total storage 
capacity of approximately 160,000 acre-feet located in the C-43 Basin.  The 
purpose is to capture C-43 Basin runoff and releases from Lake Okeechobee. 

• C-43 Basin ASR - Part 2. 
• Caloosahatchee Backpumping with Stormwater Treatment - a 5,000-acre STA 

and facilities for backpumping excess Caloosahatchee basin water into Lake 
Okeechobee.  The STA treatment capacity will be available to treat lake water 
during periods when Caloosahatchee water is not being back pumped. 

The facilities in the C-43 Basin will be designed for water supply benefits and some 
flood attenuation.  They will provide environmental water supply deliveries to the 
Caloosahatchee Estuary and WQ benefits to reduce salinity and nutrient impacts of 
runoff to the estuary. 

2.3.12 Indian River Lagoon (IRL) Restoration Feasibility Study 

The original CERP design for the C-44 Basin has been updated in the IRL 
Feasibility Study.  The reservoir and STAs will treat C-44 basin water before 
discharge to Lake Okeechobee or the St. Lucie Estuary.  Lake Okeechobee water 
can be treated when capacity is not being used to treat C-44 Basin water. 

2.3.13 Other Projects 

Soil Amendment Best Management Practices (BMPs); Beef cattle BMPs; Tributary 
sediment removal; Dairy Best Available Technologies (BATs); Biosolid 
fate/transport; Assimilation algorithms; Lake Istokpoga regulation schedule; LO 
protection permits; LO SWIM Plan update; Watershed P budget; economic 
valuation (P control); Herbert Hoover Dike Major Rehabilitation Program. 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

3.0 PROJECT SCOPE 

3.1 Project Goals and Objectives 

Within the CERP framework, twelve LOW Project goals were identified and 
appropriately organized by ecological values (Goals 1, 2, 11 and 12), economic 
values and social well being (Goals 3 to 7), and project performance and 
efficiency (Goals 8, 9 and 10).  The LOW Project goals are as follows: 

••Goal 1 Improve habitat in the watershed 
••Goal 2 Improve WQ in the watershed 
••Goal 3 Maintain and enhance municipal, industrial, and 

agricultural water supply in the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed 

••Goal 4 Maintain agricultural and urban flood protection 
••Goal 5 Enhance recreational opportunities 
••Goal 6 Protect and manage significant cultural, historical, and 

archeological resources 
••Goal 7 Minimize adverse socioeconomic impacts on the local and 

regional economies 
••Goal 8 Maximize immediate, interim, and long-term project 

performance 
••Goal 9 Ensure that the recommended plan is cost efficient 
••Goal 10 Minimize risk and uncertainty of project performance 
••Goal 11 Improve WQ in Lake Okeechobee 
••Goal 12 Provide adequate storage capacity 

These project goals will be utilized during advanced plan formulation stage to 
develop and evaluate alternative plans. 

3.1.1 Project Subgoals 

To facilitate the planning process, one or more subgoals were identified for 
each project goal. The subgoals taken together would help achieve the 
respective project goals. LOW Project subgoals are identified in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1: LOW PROJECT GOALS AND SUBGOALS 
Goal 
No. 

Goal 
Subgoal 

No. 
Subgoal 

1.1 Improve wetlands habitat in the 
watershed 

1. Improve habitat in the watershed 1.2 Improve upland habitat in the 
watershed 

1.3 Improve deep/open water habitat 
in the watershed 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

2. Improve WQ in the watershed 

2.1 Maximize tributary P reduction 
benefits 

2.2 
Meet Class III WQ standards for 
discharges from CERP features 

into tributaries 

3. 

Maintain and enhance municipal, 
industrial, and agricultural water 
supply in the Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed 

3.1 
Maintain and enhance water 
supply for users within the 

watershed 

3.2 

Maintain and enhance water 
supply to the Brighton 

Reservation of the Seminole Tribe 
of Florida pursuant to federal and 
state law, and the Water Rights 

Compact 

4. Maintain agricultural and urban 
flood protection 4.1 

Maintain existing level of 
agricultural and urban flood 

protection. 

5 Enhance recreational 
opportunities 

5.1 Increase recreational 
opportunities in the watershed 

5.2 
Maintain navigability to Lake 

Okeechobee and within the 
watershed 

6. 
Protect and manage significant 

cultural, historical, and 
archeological resources 

6.1 
Avoid or minimize adverse effects 
on significant cultural, historical, 

and archeological resources 

7. 
Minimize adverse socioeconomic 

impacts on the local and regional 
economies 

7.1 Minimize adverse impacts to the 
local economy. 

 7.2 Minimize adverse social impacts 
within the local community 

8. 
Maximize immediate, interim, 

and long-term project 
performance. 

8.1 Achieve project benefits as soon as 
possible 

 8.2 

Provide interim and long-term 
operational flexibility to adapt to 

information obtained during 
operation of this project and other 

CERP projects 

9. Ensure that the recommended 
plan is cost efficient 

9.1 Provide a cost effective project 

9.2 Achieve reasonable incremental 
benefits 

9.3 Avoid implementation problems 
related to the project 

10 Minimize risk and uncertainty of 
project performance 

10.1 Maximize the use of proven and 
reliable technologies 

10.2 

Minimize the risk associated with 
project susceptibility to 

hurricanes, droughts, energy 
costs, operator error, etc. 

11. Improve WQ in Lake Okeechobee 11.1 Reduce P loads to Lake 
Okeechobee 

12. 

Provide adequate storage 
capacity. 12.1 Provide adequate storage capacity 

during wet season 

12.2 Provide adequate water 
availability during dry conditions 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

3.2 Description of CERP Components 

The Recommended Comprehensive Plan for the LOW Project includes five 
components including: North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir, Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Storage and Treatment Area, LOW WQ Treatment 
Facilities, Lake Okeechobee Tributary Sediment Dredging, and Lake 
Istokpoga Regulation Schedule. These elements were combined for an 
opportunity to generate a more efficient design of the elements and address 
the interdependencies and tradeoffs between them.  See Appendix B for 
mapping of the project area.  The areas identified on the maps are general 
regions for the work elements as identified by CERP.  The discussion that 
follows describes these elements as they were configured and evaluated in 
CERP. 

3.2.1 North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir 

This component includes an above ground reservoir and a 2,500-acre STA. 
The total storage capacity of the reservoir is approximately 200,000 acre-feet 
and is located in the Kissimmee River Region, north of Lake Okeechobee. 
The specific location of this facility has not been identified; however, it is 
anticipated that the facility will be located in Glades, Highlands, or 
Okeechobee Counties.  The initial design of this component assumed a 
20,000-acre facility (17,500-acre reservoir and 2,500-acre treatment area) 
with water levels in the reservoir fluctuating up to 11.5 feet above grade. 
The final size, depth and configuration of this facility will be determined 
through more detailed planning, land suitability analyses, and design. 
Future detailed planning and design activities will also include an evaluation 
of degraded water bodies within the watersheds of the storage/treatment 
facility to determine appropriate pollution load reduction targets, and other 
WQ restoration targets for the watershed. 

The purpose of this facility is to detain water during wet periods for later use 
during dry periods and reduce nutrient loads flowing to the lower Kissimmee 
River and Lake Okeechobee.  This increased storage capacity will reduce the 
duration and frequency of both high and low water levels in Lake Okeechobee 
that are stressful to the Lake�s littoral zone ecosystems and cause large 
discharges from the Lake that are damaging to the downstream estuary 
ecosystems. Depending upon the proposed location(s) of this water 
storage/treatment facility and pollutant loading conditions in the 
watershed(s), the facility could be designed to achieve significant WQ 
improvements, consistent with appropriate pollution load reduction targets. 

The operation of this component assumes that water from Lake Okeechobee, 
the Kissimmee River, and/or the S-65E drainage basin will be pumped into 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

the storage reservoir when climate-based inflow models forecast that water 
levels in Lake Okeechobee will rise above desirable levels for the Lake�s 
littoral zone.  Water held in the reservoir will be released when lake levels 
and forecasts indicate this will not cause ecological problems. 

3.2.2 Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Storage and Treatment Area   

This component includes an above ground reservoir with a total storage 
capacity of approximately 50,000 acre-feet and a STA with a capacity of 
approximately 20,000 acre-feet in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin. 
The initial design of this component assumed a reservoir of 5,000 acres and a 
STA of approximately 5,000 acres. 

The purpose of this component is to attenuate flows to Lake Okeechobee and 
reduce the amount of nutrients flowing to the Lake.  The component is 
designed to capture, store, and treat basin runoff during periods when levels 
in Lake Okeechobee are high or increasing.  The WQ treatment element of 
this component is consistent with the recommendations of the South Florida 
Ecosystem Restoration Working Group�s Lake Okeechobee Issue Team and 
the Pollution Load Reduction Goals for Lake Okeechobee developed for the 
Lake Okeechobee SWIM Plan (SFWMD, 1997f).  The water held in the 
reservoir would be released to Lake Okeechobee when lake levels and 
forecasts indicate this will not cause ecological problems. 

3.2.3 Lake Okeechobee Watershed WQ Treatment Facilities 

This component includes two RaSTAs and plugging of select local drainage 
ditches.  The initial design of these RaSTAs assumes a 1,775-acre facility in 
the S-154 basin located in Okeechobee County and a 2,600-acre facility in the 
S-65D sub-basin of the Kissimmee River Basin located in Highlands and 
Okeechobee counties.  The plugged drainage ditches will result in restoration 
of approximately 3,500 acres of wetlands throughout the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed basin.  This component is also consistent with the 
recommendations of the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Working 
Group�s Lake Okeechobee Issue Team for achieving WQ restoration objectives 
in the Lake and should provide significant long-term WQ benefits for the 
Lake. 

The other portion of this component includes the purchase of conservation 
easements within four key basins of Lake Okeechobee to restore the 
hydrology of isolated wetlands by plugging the connection to drainage ditches 
and the diversion of canal flows to adjacent wetlands.  The sites range in size 
from an individual wetland to an entire sub-basin and are located within the 
lower Kissimmee River Basins (S-65D, S-65E, and S-154) and Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin (S-191). 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

The purpose of this component is to attenuate peak flows and reduce P 
loading into Lake Okeechobee. In addition, many of the wetlands in the 
LOW have been ditched and drained for agriculture water supply and flood 
control.  This component will restore the hydrology of selected isolated and 
riverine wetlands in the region by plugging these drainage ditches. 

The South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Working Group�s Lake Okeechobee 
Issue Team identified six primary tributary basins (C-41 Basin, Fisheating 
Creek, Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, S-154 Basin, S-65D (Pool D) Basin, S-
65E (Pool E) Basin) that contribute significant P loads to the Lake.  The WQ 
goals for the lake are articulated in the Lake Okeechobee SWIM Plan. In 
support of these goals, and in order to further reduce nutrient loading to 
Lake Okeechobee, there may potentially be other RaSTAs needed in the 
watershed (such as in the C-41 and Fisheating Creek Basins) that are not 
included in this component of construction.  Therefore, it is proposed that a 
comprehensive plan for the Lake Okeechobee watershed be developed before 
the final configuration of this construction component is implemented.  A 
comprehensive Lake Okeechobee watershed plan would include elements of 
the Lake Okeechobee SWIM and remediation programs developed to achieve 
appropriate pollution reduction targets established for the Lake. 

3.2.4 Lake Okeechobee Tributary Sediment Dredging  

This component includes the dredging of sediments from 10 miles of primary 
canals within an eight-basin area in the northern watershed of Lake 
Okeechobee.  The initial design assumes that the dredged material will 
contain approximately 150 tons of P. 

The purpose of this component is to remove P in canals located in areas with 
high concentrations of P runoff in the LOW.  These sediments presently 
contribute to the excessive P loading to Lake Okeechobee.  Under separate 
funding, SFWMD is conducing a demonstration project consisting of 
sedimentation traps to determine the feasibility of P removal by this method. 
The project was started in Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 and upon completion, the 
traps will be operated and monitored to determine effectiveness.  If feasible, 
findings from this demonstration will be incorporated into the design for this 
component.  This component is also consistent with the WQ restoration goals 
for the Lake included in the Lake Okeechobee SWIM and subsequently 
developed by the Lake Okeechobee Issue Team. Implementation of this 
component will also complement other activities associated with pollution 
reduction for the Lake. 
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Section 3 Project Scope 

3.2.5 Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule 

Lake Istokpoga is located in the northern LOW.  The lake is about 44 square-
miles and its drainage basin is about 575 square-miles.  About two-thirds of 
the drainage basin is located in the SFWMD area, while the remaining area, 
as well as the lake itself, is located in the SFWMD area.  The lake is used for 
recreational boating, fishing, and waterfowl hunting.  The lake is also an 
important source of water supply for downstream agriculture and the 
Brighton Seminole Reservation. 

The current regulation schedule ranges between 37.5 feet and 39.5 feet 
NGVD. At the lower range, navigation access is severely limited.  At the 
higher end, homeowners along the shoreline complain of wind tides that push 
water into the homes.  There is a need to develop a long-term management 
plan to create a balance between the environmental needs, water supply, 
navigation and flood control within the Lake Istokpoga basin; enhance plant, 
fish, and wildlife benefits; and provide WQ enhancement.  Since S-68 (the 
outlet from Lake Istokpoga) was constructed in 1962, the restricted range of 
water level fluctuations has adversely impacted the quality of fish and 
wildlife habitat in the lake. Restricted water level fluctuations have 
promoted the formation of extensive floating tussocks and dense cattail 
communities.  The purpose of the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule 
Review Project in CERP is to develop a plan to address these water resources 
problems in the basin through changes in the operating strategies currently 
utilized. 

The primary objectives of the LOW project are to implement regional water 
management facilities to reduce P loads to Lake Okeechobee and to attenuate 
flood discharges to the lake.  The project area includes the area south of Lake 
Istokpoga.  This includes discharges that are made from the Lake Istokpoga 
basin at S-68 (as well as G-85).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
has provided a Planning Aid Letter (PAL) to the USACE recommending that 
the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Review Project be incorporated into 
the LOW Project.  Therefore, the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule project 
has been included into the LOW PIR. 

3.3 Project Constraints and Assumptions 

The goals of the LOW Project shall be in accord with the goals of: 

• Kissimmee River Restoration Project. 

• Other projects that provide storage for Lake Okeechobee as described 
in CERP.  Namely, Lake Okeechobee ASR, EAA Storage Reservoirs -
Phase 1 and 2, C-43 Basin ASR, Caloosahatchee Backpumping with 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
14 



  
  

 

  
   

 
 

 
 

Section 3 Project Scope 

Stormwater Treatment, C-43 Basin Storage Reservoir - Part 1, and C-
44 Basin Storage. 

• Other source control measures planned or implemented by private 
landowners with help from state and federal agencies. 
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Section 4 Summary of Agency Responsibilities 

4.0 SUMMARY OF AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 

During the preparation of the PIR, the SFWMD will procure a contract to 
provide technical assistance.  The USACE will be full partner during 
selection of the consultant team.  During execution of the contract, the PDT 
will provide guidance during the development of deliverables, review drafts, 
and provide comments. 

As the local sponsor, the SFWMD will be responsible for providing all Lands, 
Easements, Relocations, Rights-of-way, and Disposal areas (LERRD).  About 
4,800 acres has been acquired in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin for 
potential use in this project. 

The USACE will procure the assistance of the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
for the design, installation, and operation of a sub-basin scale monitoring 
system.  This system will be designed, installed, and initially operated during 
the PIR preparation.  However, the system will remain in operation to aide 
long-term management decision making after construction. 

The following table provides a summary of the agency responsibilities for the 
project. 

TABLE 4-1: WORK DISTRIBUTION BY TOPIC 

Work Topic Responsible Agency Comment/Rationale 

PIR SFWMD 

Contract with a SFWMD 
vendor covers all PIR up to 

but not including the federal 
approval process. 

Plans & Specs USACE  

Real Estate SFWMD 

Construction USACE  

PIM USACE 
Contract with USGS for pre-

construction basin-wide 
monitoring. 
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Section 5 Project Changes 

5.0 PROJECT CHANGES 

5.1 List of PMP Updates and Revisions 

This section and Appendix K are reserved to document future updates and 
revisions to this PMP.  This PMP is being revised to combine the Lake 
Istokpoga Regulation Schedule into the LOW project. 

5.2 Changes to Project Schedule and Cost 

5.2.1 Changes to Project Schedule 

TABLE 5-1: PROJECT SCHEDULE 

Baseline 
Current 

Approved 
Forecast Actual 

PMP Development 07/12/01 N/A N/A 07/12/01 

PIR 02/24/09 02/24/09 02/24/09 

Real Estate Acquisition 10/14/10 10/14/10 10/14/10 

Design Document 
Report 

07/30/09 07/30/09 07/30/09 

Plans & Specifications 08/03/10 08/03/10 08/03/10 

Construction 02/28/14 02/28/14 02/28/14 

Project Implementation 
Monitoring (PIM) 

03/02/15 03/02/15 03/02/15 
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Section 5 Project Changes 

5.2.2 Changes in Project Cost Estimates 

TABLE 5-2: TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY 

 Baseline 
Current 

Approved 
Forecast Actual 

PMP Development $181,900 $181,900 $181,900 $68,343 

PIR ** $11,197,159 $11,197,159 $11,197,159 

Real Estate Acquisition $234,768,000 $234,768,000 $234,768,000 

Design Document Report * * * 

Plans & Specifications $6,075,000 $6,075,000 $6,075,000 

Construction $185,377,842 $185,377,842 $185,377,842 

Project Implementation 
Monitoring (PIM) 

$18,374,939 $18,374,939 $18,374,939 

* The DDR is included in the P&S. 
** The PIR includes costs for Water Reservation. 
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Section 6 Financial Management 

6.0 FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

6.1 Project Cost Estimates 

A planning level cost estimate for the LOW Project is provided in Appendix 
E.  The cost of the PIR phase of this project was estimated by the PDT based 
on the PIR scope of work and work breakdown structure with appropriate 
resource costs applied to the activities.  The costs of other major project 
deliverables were based on the estimates included in CERP.  At the end of 
the PIR, these estimates will be updated. 

A Total Project Cost Summary is provided in Appendix E, Tab A.  A Fully 
Funded Cost Estimate will be developed towards the end of the PIR and will 
be included as Appendix E, Tab B. 

6.2 Project Annual Budget 

The summary of the project budget for the PIR and monitoring costs is 
included in Appendix E. 

6.3 Cost Listing by Organization 

The costs for each organizational unit participating in this project are 
described in detail in Appendix E, Tab C. 
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Section 7 Functional Area Plant 

7.0 FUNCTIONAL AREA PLAN 

Functional Area Plans for each organizational unit at USACE and SFWMD 
are included in Appendix F.  Tab A identifies all the tasks that will require 
input from each of the organizational units.  Tab B describes the annual 
budget requirements for each organizational unit.  Descriptions of the 
activities, along with assumptions and constraints are provided in Appendix 
C, Tab B. 
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Section 8 Unique Factors 

8.0 UNIQUE FACTORS 

8.1 Monitoring 

Monitoring within the project area will be required at three levels: 
programmatic, basin, and project.  This system will measure total P loads 
and water inflows to Lake Okeechobee and ecological changes.  This 
information will be used to evaluate performance of all CERP projects 
(including C-43 and C-44 reservoirs, EAA storage, ASR wells, etc). The 
programmatic monitoring will be conducted at the CERP program level and 
therefore will not be directly funded by the LOW Project. 

The objectives of the basin-scale monitoring are to measure P loads and flows 
from individual basins in the watershed.  This information will be used to 
evaluate the performance of individual CERP projects combined with all 
other interagency and private projects in the basin.  Basin scale monitoring 
will be initiated during the PIR phase and will be the responsibility of the 
USACE.  It is anticipated that an agreement will be entered into with the 
USGS to accomplish this task. 

Basin-scale Monitoring Objectives 
1. Measure the collective performance of CERP and non-CERP projects in 

the basin as related to the Congressionally authorized project purposes 
• P load reductions and flood flow attenuation 
• Measure discharges from the basin 
• Measure P loads from the basin 

2. Guide the integration of CERP project design with implementation of 
interagency and private projects. In some basins, Federal and state 
source control efforts to reduce P runoff will be adequate and regional 
water quality treatment facilities will not be necessary.  The 
monitoring system can help focus the design of CERP regional WQ 
treatment facilities to the basins where there is the greatest need. 
Although data may not be available during the early planning process, 
the monitoring system could provide useful data for planning and 
design of projects that will be implemented later in the program. 
Following construction of the projects, the system can be used to focus 
source control efforts towards problem basins. 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
21 



 
  
 

  
   

 
  

    
 

   
 

 
  

  
    

   
  

 
 

 
 
  
 

  
  

   
 

  
     

  
  

   
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

  
 

   
 

   
 

 
 
 

  

Section 8 Unique Factors 

The project-scale monitoring will provide information for operation and 
performance assessment of individual LOW Project STAs, reservoirs, or 
wetlands.  The project-scale monitoring will also address all parameters that 
might be required for permitting, including other water quality parameters, 
biologic measures, etc.  The details of this monitoring will be formulated in 
the PIR. 

A cooperative agreement will be entered into between the USACE and USGS 
for design, implementation, and operation and maintenance of a basin-scale 
monitoring system. As part of this project component, the USGS will acquire 
equipment and supplies for the installation and operation of the monitoring 
network.  All procurement and acquisition will be performed by the USGS in 
compliance with applicable Federal acquisition regulations and policies. 

8.2 Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule White Paper Discussion 

The operation of Lake Istokpoga is carefully managed to provide flood control 
and water supply benefits while still protecting the lake�s natural resources. 
However, operations are constrained within narrow limits.  Because homes 
have been constructed very close to the lake, the upper limit of the regulation 
schedule is limited.  The lower limit of the regulation schedule is constrained 
to protect water supply to the downstream sub-basins. 

The problems associated with the narrow range of water level fluctuations in 
Lake Istokpoga have been broadly recognized since the late 1980s.  There is a 
very well organized and energetic group of stakeholders that have 
complained about the water resources in the basin for many years.  They 
have been critical of the SFWMD and the USACE for not being able to 
resolve the issues. 

Over the past years, several studies have investigated potential operational 
modifications to address the water resources issues of Lake Istokpoga.  The 
USACE Jacksonville District initiated the Lake Istokpoga General 
Reevaluation Study to evaluate potential operational modifications to 
determine if Federal interest exists.  No operational strategies were 
identified that were cost effective nor would improve conditions. 

The Lake Istokpoga Feasibility Study, SFWMD July 1993, evaluated the 
existing flood potential of Lake Istokpoga and several structural and 
operational alternatives to address the potential flood impacts associated 
with establishing a broader range of water level fluctuations.  The study 
identified issues with residential properties and suggested specific flood-
proofing (via levees) and nonstructural solutions (purchasing flood-prone 
properties).  One possible solution mentioned in the conclusion of this study 
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Section 8 Unique Factors 

is the creation of a downstream reservoir that could alleviate some of the 
water supply and flood constraints in the basin. Expanded opportunities for 
the development of an alternative regulation schedule would exist. No 
operational modifications were identified that would improve conditions in 
Lake Istokpoga. 

The 2002 Update of the Lake Okeechobee SWIM Plan contained information 
on flows and P loads in the Lake Istokpoga basin.  For the period of record 
from 1995 through 2000, the average annual P load discharged at S-68 (the 
outlet from Lake Istokpoga) was 23 tons.  The total average annual P load to 
Lake Okeechobee discharged from the three basins between Lake Istokpoga 
and Lake Okeechobee was 48 tons (9 tons at S-72, 27 tons at S71, and 12 tons 
at S-84).  Lake Istokpoga accounts for about 25% of the total average annual 
P load to Lake Okeechobee from these basins.  A February 2002 Synoptic 
Survey performed by the SFWMD Okeechobee Service Center provided 
additional evidence that much of the Lake Okeechobee P load is associated 
with land uses between Lake Istokpoga and Lake Okeechobee.  This 
information indicates that the LOW Project should consider P load reduction 
measures in the Lake Istokpoga area to address its WQ goals. 

8.2.1 Lake Istokpoga White Paper Conclusions 

• Past studies have not identified operational modifications that would 
address the CERP goals for the Lake Istokpoga basin. 

• Infrastructure modifications will probably be required to address the Lake 
Istokpoga water resources issues. 

• The Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Review Project was intended to 
address operational modifications and is constrained from recommending 
infrastructure modifications. 

• If the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule continues as it is currently 
scoped, it is extremely likely that it would reach the same conclusion that 
past studies have reached � there is no operational fix to the problems. 

• The LOW Project is considering infrastructure changes to the water 
management system in the study area, which includes the area 
downstream of Lake Istokpoga. 

• The goals of the LOW Project are compatible with the goals of the Lake 
Istokpoga basin.  Alternatives that will be considered in the LOW Project 
could benefit the water resources problems in the Lake Istokpoga basin. 

8.2.2 Lake Istokpoga White Paper Recommendation 

The following actions were recommended in the White Paper: 
••The Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Review Project should be 

incorporated into the LOW Project. 
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Section 8 Unique Factors 

••The LOW PMP should be modified to reflect additional activities, costs, 
and schedule impacts associated with merging the two projects.  The 
PMP modifications could be incorporated into the already scheduled 
update in July 2003. 

••For the interim period until the PMP is updated and the Project 
Change Control process is complete, the USACE should provide a 
work-in-kind letter that would acknowledge the SFWMD�s eligibility 
for credit for ongoing work prior to approval of the PMP. 

The recommended actions would have the following impacts: 

••Since the two projects are directly related, combining the projects will 
result in a more efficient planning process � the total cost of one 
integrated project should be less than the total of two separate 
projects. 

••If the projects are integrated immediately, there would be minimal or 
no impact to the LOW Project schedule. 

••If the projects are integrated immediately, the upcoming 
brainstorming of LOW Project alternative plans could incorporate 
alternatives that would be directed at Lake Istokpoga benefits without 
delay. 

••The probability of identifying a plan that would address the water 
resources issues of Lake Istokpoga would be greatly increased by 
opening the opportunity for infrastructure modifications. 
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Appendix A List of Project Delivery Team Members 

TABLE A-1: LIST OF PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS 

Name Discipline Agency Phone Fax Email 
Louie Holt County Administrator Glades County 863-946-2140 863-946-2860 gladescomgr@ictransnet.com 

Jenifer Brunty County Administrator Highlands County 863-402-6545 863-385-7028 jbrunty@hotmail.com 
Bill Royce County Planning Director Okeechobee Cty 863-763-5548 863-763-5276 broyce@okeechobee.com 
Don West County Administrator St. Lucie County 561-462-1707 donw@StLucieco.gov 

Michael Harvey County Administrator St. Lucie County 561-462-1717 harveym@StLucieco.gov 
Eric Olsen County Administrator Martin County 561-219-4980 eolson@martin.fl.us 
John Folks Environmental Administrator FDACS 850-414-9928 folksj@doacs.state.fl.us 
Bo Griffin Environmental Manager FDACS 863-462-5260 Dmgriff@sfwmd.gov 

Linda McCarthy Water Policy Liaison FDACS 561-682-2845 561-682-5060 lmccart@sfwmd.gov 
John Mitnik Engineer FDEP 561-681-6709  john.mitnik@dep.state.fl.us 

Emily Murphy Environmental Specialist FDEP 561-681-6725 emily.murphy@dep.state.fl.us 
Kim Ghugar Environmental Manager FDEP 850-921-9395 Kimberly.shugar@dep.state.fl.us 

Mark Thompson Environmental Specialist/WQ FDEP 561-398-2806 mark.a.thompson@dep.state.fl.us 
Professor & Co-Director, LO Mitch Flinchum IFAS-UF 561-993-1523 561-992-2078 dmf@gnv.ifas.ufl.edu Protection Project 

Ray Clifton Cost Engineer CESAJ-EN-C 904-232-1930 904-232-2131 kirby.ray.clifton@usace.army.mil 
Bill Reck Hydrologist/H&H-WQ Model. USDA-NRCS 352-338-9562  bill.reck@fl.usda.gov 

Sam Sharpe District Conservationist USDA-NRCS 863-763-3619 x502 sam.sharpe@fl.usda.gov 
Eric Hughes Ecologist EPA 904-232-2464 hughes.eric@epa.gov 

Donna Schiffer Data Chief/SW Monitoring USGS 407-865-7575 407-865-6733 schiffer@usgs.gov 
Steve Lau Biologist/Wildlife FFWCC 561-778-5094 561-778-7227 laus@gfc.state.fl.us 

Betty Grizzle Fish & Wildlife Biologist USFWS 561-562-3909x269 561-562-4288 Betty_grizzle@USFWS.gov 
Steve Schubert Biologist/WQ Fisheries USFWS 561-562-3909 561-562-4288 steve_schubert@USFWS.gov 

Robert Pace Wildlife Biologist USFWS 561-562-3909 robert_pace@USFWS.gov 
Kim Lippman Paralegal Seminole Tribe 561-640-0820 klippman@llw-law.com 
Craig Tepper Director, Water Resources Mgmt Seminole Tribe 954-966-6300 x1120 ctepper@semtribe.com 

Wossenu Abtew Lead Engineer SFWMD-EMA 561-682-6326 Wabtew@sfwmd.gov 
Joe Albers Chief Engineer SFWMD-EMA 863-462-5280x3171 jalbers@sfwmd.gov 

Gerardo Barascout Staff Engineer SFWMD-OKS 561-682-6692 561-640-6815 gbarasc@sfwmd.gov 
Missie Barletto Outreach SFWMD-OKS 863-462-5260x3006 863-462-5269 mbarlett@sfwmd.gov 
Henry Bittaker Senior Planner SFWMD 561-682-6792 hbittak@sfwmd.gov 

Bob Brown Service Center Director SFWMD 862-462-5260 rmbrown@sfwmd.gov 
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Appendix A List of Project Delivery Team Members 

Susan Gray Division Director SFWMD 561-682-6919 sgray@sfwmd.gov 
Mariano Guardo Senior Civil Engineer SFWMD 561-682-6528 mguardo@sfwmd.gov 
Lewis Hornung Chief Engineer/PM SFWMD-PPM 561-682-2007 561-697-7219 lhornun@sfwmd.gov 

Lisa Kreiger Environmental Analyst SFWMD 863-462-5260x3026 lkreiger@sfwmd.gov 
Jose Otero PM/Engineer SFWMD-PPM 561-682-6578 561-697-7219 jotero@sfwmd.gov 
Gary Ritter Lead Environmental Scientist SFWMD 863-462-5260 gritter@sfwmd.gov 
Paul Ritter Staff Environmental Analyst SFWMD 863-462-5260 pritter@sfwmd.gov 

Dennis Rogers Real Estate Specialist SFWMD-REC 561-682-6846  drogers@sfwmd.gov 
Odi Villapando Staff Environ. Scientist SFWMD-OKS 863-462-5260x3026 863-462-5269 rvillap@sfwmd.gov 
Benite Whalen Senior Supervising Engineer SFWMD 561-682-6869 bwhalen@sfwmd.gov 
Carl Woehlcke Economist SFWMD-PPM 561-682-6659  lwoehlck@sfwmd.gov 
Joyce Zhang Lead Eng/H&H-WQ  Modeler. SFWMD-WMD 561-682-6341 561-697-7219 jzhang@sfwmd.gov 
Tom Arnold Economist CESAJ-PD-D 904-232-3556 904-232-3442 thomas.g.arnold@usace.army.mil 

Hansler Bealyer Real Estate Specialist CESAJ-RE-A 904-232-1178 904-232-1141 Hansler.A.Bealyer@usace.army.mil 
Melissa Booth Socio-Economics CESAJ-PD-D Malissa.s.booth@saj02.usace.army.mil 
Ernst Clarke CESAJ-PD-ES 904-232-1199 904-232-2131 Ernest.clarke@saj02.usace.army.mil 

Claurice Dingle Contracting CESAJ-CT-E 904-232-2748 Claurice.m.dingle@usace.army.mil 
Anthony Dipiero Cost Engineer CESAJ-EN-C 904-232-2030 Anthony.l.dipiero@usace.army.mil 

Carl Dunn PM, Landscape Architect CESAJ-DR-C 904-232-3471 904-232-1213 carl.r.dunn@usace.army.mil 
Trent Ferguson Hydraulic Engineer CESAJ-EN-HH 904-232-1749 904.232.1772 trent.l.ferguson@usace.army.mil 
Clyde Hopple Civil Engineer/Environmental CESAJ-EN-GE 904-232-1678 904-232-1619 clyde.f.hopple@usace.army.mil 

Stacey Humphreys Value Engineering CESAJ-EN-VE 904-232-1055 Stacey.l.humphreys@usace.army.mil 
Harry Ike Construction Ops CESAJ-CO-R 904-232-2756 Harry.a.ike@saj02.usace.army.mil 

Muhammad Irfan Geologist CESAJ-EN-G 904-232-3270 904-232-1619 muhammad.irfan@usace.army.mil 
Jose Lizarribar Design Engineer CESAJ-EN-D 904-232-1072 Jose.lizarribar@saj02.usace.army.mil 

Kerry Luisi Project Manager CESAJ-DP-O 904-232-1454 904-232-1434 Kerry.m.luisi@saj02.usace.army.mil 
Bynum Lunsford Design Engineer CESAJ-EN-D 904-232-1602 Bynum.m.lunsford@usace.army.mil 

Fred McAuley Value Engineering CESAJ-EN-VE 904-232-1903 Fred.m.mcauley@saj02.usace.army.mil 
David McCullough Senior Archaeologist CESAJ-PD-ES 904-232-3685 904-232-3442 david.l.mcCullough@usace.army.mil 

Stuart McLean Proj. Team Leader/Biologist CESAJ-PD-PR 904-232-2708 904-232-1888 stuart.mcLean@usace.army.mil 
Frank Mohr Area Engineer, Construction CESAJ-CO-G 813-840-0824 813-840-2123 frank.m.mohr@usace.army.mil 

Brooks Moore Counsel CESAJ-OC 904-232-1164 904-232-3692 brooks.w.moore@usace.army.mil 
Elizabeth Myers Contracting CESAJ-CT-S 904-232-3712 Elizabeth.r.myers@usace.army.mil 

Jean Pavlov RECOVER CESAJ-DP-R 904-232-1106  Jean.m.pavlov@saj02.usace.army.mil 
Carl Pettijohn Constructions Ops CESAJ-CO-C 904-232-3694 904-232-3696 Carl.pettijohn@saj02.usace.army.mil 

Andrew Phillips Regulatory CESAJ-RD-M 321-453-0210 321-453-5220 Andrew.w.phillips@usace.army.mil 
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Sara Pines Contracting CESAJ-CT-C 904-232-2083 Sara.d.pines@saj02.usace.army.mil 
Sue Sofia Hydraulic Engineer CESAJ-EN-HW 904-232-2785 904-232-1772 suzanne.c.sofia@usace.army.mil 

Graham Story Hydraulic Engineer CESAJ-EN-HI 904-232-1158 904-232-1772 graham.n.story@usace.army.mil 
Brad Tarr Biologist CESAJ-PD-EE 904-232-3582 904-232-3442 bradley.a.tarr@usace.army.mil 

Mike Viessman Geotechnical Eng/Soils CESAJ-EN-G 904-232-1969 904-232-1619 Michael.w.viessman@usace.army.mil 
Mark White Water Quality Specialist CESAJ-PD-EE 904-232-2400 904-232-3442 mark.a.white@usace.army.mil 

LIST OF OTHER CONTRIBUTORS TO ORIGINAL PMP: 

Greg Graves FDEP 561-398-2806 greg.graves@dep.state.fl.us 
Frank Metzler FDEP 850-921-5361 Frank.metzler@dep.state.fl.us 
David Brown USGS 407-865-6725 407-865-6733 dbrown@usgs.gov 

Sherri Kroening USGS 407-865-7575 Skroening@usgs.gov 
Louis Murray USGS 407-865-6725x145 407-865-6733 lcmurray@usgs.gov 
Pamela Telis USGS 904-232-2602 904-232-1888 patelis@usgs.gov 
Joni Burda SFWMD-WRP 561-682-6210 jburda@sfwmd.gov 
Jerry Krenz SFWMD-CERP 561-682-6746  jkrenz@sfwmd.gov 

Agnes McLean SFWMD-CERP 561-682-6493  amclean@sfwmd.gov 
Rick Miessau SFWMD-IT 561-682-6521 rmiessau@sfwmd.gov 
John Ogden SFWMD-CERP 561-682-6173  jodgen@sfwmd.gov 

Keith Rizzardi Former SFWMD 561-682-6423  krizzar@sfwmd.gov 
Al Steinman Former SFWMD 561-682-6492 561-697-7219 astein@sfwmd.gov 
Tom Teets SFWMD-CERP 561-682-6780  tteets@sfwmd.gov 

Paul Warner SFWMD-CERP 561-682-6634 561-682-6442 pwarner@sfwmd.gov 
Stu Appelbaum CESAJ-PD-PR 904-232-1877 904-232-1888 stuart.j.appelbaum@usace.army.mil 

Art Bennett CESAJ-PD-PR 904-232-3658 904-232-1888 arthur.a.bennett@usace.army.mil 
Karen Estock CESAJ-CO-SO 863-983-8101 863-983-8579 Karen.a.estock@usace.army.mil 

Diana Gerland CESAJ-CO-CS 904-232-1130 904-232-3696 diana.r.gerland@usace.army.mil 
John Kremer CESAJ-PD-EE 904-232-2202 904-232-3442 john.g.kremer@usace.army.mil 

Laura Mahoney CESAJ-PD-PR 904-232-2646 904-232-1888 laura.l.mahoney@usace.army.mil 
Carl Pettijohn CESAJ-CO-CS 904-232-3694 904-232-3696 carl.h.pettijohn@usace.army.mil 

Russ Reed CESAJ-PD-PR 904-232-3967 904-232-1888 russell.v.reed@usace.army.mil 
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FIGURE B-1: PROJECT LOCATION MAP 
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FIGURE B-2: LAKE OKEECHOBEE WATERSHED MAP 
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FIGURE B-3: LAKE ISTOKPOGA WATERSHED MAP 
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APPENDIX C: WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE 

TAB A � Acti vity Listing by WBS 
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01  CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed
01.1  PROJECT MANA

01.1.1  Project Management

01.1.2  PED (Initial) PMP

01.1.3  PED PMP Revision

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 08-Feb-01 A 02-Mar-15 3512d $455,956,728 

01.1 PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN (PMP) 08-Mar-01 A 26-Feb-07 1491d $181,900 
01-5850 PMP - Corps Rollup 08-Mar-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 88d $110,000 

01.1.1 Project Management 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 
01-5935 PMP Project Management 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5940 Initiate Project 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01.1.2 PED (Initial) PMP 08-Mar-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 88d $0 
01-5870 PMP Initiated 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 88d $0 

01-5885 Project Cost Estimate 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5890 Funding Requirements 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5895 Functional Area Plans 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5900 Draft PMP 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5905 Project Information 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5910 Project Scope 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5915 Work Breakdown Structure 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5920 Organization Breakdown Structure 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5925 Change Control Procedures 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5930 Project Schedule Development 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d $0 

01-5855 Corps Approval PMP 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 0d $0 

01-5860 SFWMD Approval PMP 12-Jul-01 A 0d $0 

01-5865 PMP Approved by Corps DDE (PM) 12-Jul-01 A 0d $0 

01-5875 Work-In-Kind Letter Signed by District Engineer 12-Jul-01 A 0d $0 

01.1.3 PED PMP Revision 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 67d $71,900 
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01.2  PROJECT IMPLEMENTA

01.2.1  Project Management

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04CERP 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5945 TCNS PIR update of PMP SFWMD 14-Nov-06 18-Dec-06 22d $13,200 

01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 23d $7,903 

01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 67d $8,474 

01-5960 LO PIR PMP update SFWMD 14-Nov-06 22-Feb-07 66d $39,600 

01-5965 PIR PMP Revision - Corps Rollup 14-Nov-06 17-Nov-06 2d $2,723 

01.2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT (PIR) 08-Feb-01 A 24-Feb-09 2009d $11,131,525 
01-1020 PIR Initiated 12-Jul-01 A 0d $0 

01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 467d $1,190 

01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $0 

01.2.1 Project Management 12-Jul-01 A 15-Oct-07 1565d $1,002,868 
01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A 306d $0 

01-1290 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - Corps 12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 A 362d $0 

01-1295 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 A 362d $270,000 

01-1300 Scope of Work AE Contract - Corps 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A 17d $0 

01-1305 Scope of Work AE Contract - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A 17d $16,200 

01-1255 Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d $39,216 

01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d $17,400 

01-1310 Gov't Estimate SFWMD 06-Aug-01 A 20-Aug-01 A 10d $8,400 

01-1235 Review Gov't Est Corps 20-Aug-01 A 06-Sep-01 A 12d $2,052 

01-1240 Procurement AE contract 06-Sep-01 A 10-Jan-02 A 85d $12,000 

01-1245 PMP Update - Assess Phase Corps 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d $0 

01-1250 PMP Update - Assess Phase SFWMD 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d $21,600 

01-1265 PMP Update - Assess Phase Contract 15-May-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 96d $0 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1260 PIR Pln Tech Lead 16-May-03 A 21-Nov-05 630d $0 

01-1275 PIR Proj Mgt - Corps 16-May-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 95d $0 

01-1280 PIR Proj Mgt - SFWMD 16-May-03 A 21-Nov-05 630d $231,000 

01-1395 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 20 - Sept 2003 11-Sep-03 A 10-Oct-03 A 22d $0 

01-1320 FY04 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $125,000 

01-1400 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 21 - Oct 2003 14-Oct-03 A 13-Nov-03 A 22d $0 

01-1405 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 22 - Nov 2003 14-Nov-03 A 09-Jan-04 A 37d $0 

01-1410 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 23 - Dec 2003 02-Feb-04 A 31-Mar-04 22d $0 

01-1415 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2004 01-Apr-04 30-Apr-04 22d $0 

01-1420 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2004 03-May-04 02-Jun-04 22d $0 

01-1425 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2004 03-Jun-04 02-Jul-04 22d $0 

01-1430 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2004 06-Jul-04 04-Aug-04 22d $0 

01-1435 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2004 05-Aug-04 03-Sep-04 22d $0 

01-1440 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2004 07-Sep-04 06-Oct-04 22d $0 

01-1325 FY05 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 250d $100,000 

01-1445 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2004 07-Oct-04 08-Nov-04 22d $0 

01-1450 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2004 09-Nov-04 13-Dec-04 22d $0 

01-1455 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2004 14-Dec-04 14-Jan-05 22d $0 

01-1460 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2004 18-Jan-05 16-Feb-05 22d $0 

01-1465 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2004 17-Feb-05 21-Mar-05 22d $0 

01-1470 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2004 22-Mar-05 20-Apr-05 22d $0 

01-1475 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2005 21-Apr-05 20-May-05 22d $0 
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01.2.2  Plan Formulation

01.2.2.01  Watershed Assessment
01.2.2.01.1  Project Kickoff

01.2.2.01.1.1  Kickoff Meeting

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1340 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2005 23-May-05 22-Jun-05 22d $0 

01-1345 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2005 23-Jun-05 25-Jul-05 22d $0 

01-1350 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2005 26-Jul-05 24-Aug-05 22d $0 

01-1355 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2005 25-Aug-05 26-Sep-05 22d $0 

01-1360 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2005 27-Sep-05 27-Oct-05 22d $0 

01-1330 FY06 Proj Mgt - Corps 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 249d $60,000 

01-1365 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2005 28-Oct-05 01-Dec-05 22d $0 

01-1370 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2005 02-Dec-05 04-Jan-06 22d $0 

01-1375 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2005 05-Jan-06 06-Feb-06 22d $0 

01-1380 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2005 07-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 22d $0 

01-1385 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2005 10-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 22d $0 

01-1390 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2005 11-Apr-06 10-May-06 22d $0 

01-1335 FY07 Proj Mgt - Corps 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 249d $60,000 

01-1315 FY08 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-07 15-Oct-07 10d $40,000 

01.2.2 Plan Formulation 08-Feb-01 A 21-Jan-09 1986d $8,560,354 
01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A 204d $0 

01.2.2.01 Watershed Assessment 08-Feb-01 A 15-Dec-04 963d $1,050,714 
01.2.2.01.1 Project Kickoff 17-Dec-01 A 14-Feb-02 A 40d $25,507 

01.2.2.01.1.1 Kickoff Meeting 17-Dec-01 A 30-Jan-02 A 29d $20,851 
01-4405 PDT Kickoff Meeting 17-Dec-01 A 0d $0 

01-4380 Coordinate Logistics 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d $0 

01-4385 Assist with Agenda Development 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d $0 

01-4390 Prepare Handouts/Presentations 21-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 5d $0 

01-4395 Attend PDT Kickoff Meeting 29-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 2d $0 
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01.2.2.01.1.2  Kickoff Meeting Summary Document

01.2.2.01.2  Detailed Work Plan
01.2.2.01.2.1  Draft Project Work Plan

01.2.2.01.2.2  Draft Workplan Presentation to PDT

01.2.2.01.2.3  Final Project Work Plan

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4400 Deliverable - Kickoff Meeting 30-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 1d $20,851 

01.2.2.01.1.2 Kickoff Meeting Summary Document 16-Jan-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 21d $4,656 
01-4410 Draft Summary 16-Jan-02 A 24-Jan-02 A 6d $0 

01-4415 PM Review of Draft Summary 08-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 5d $0 

01-4420 Final Summary 11-Feb-02 A 13-Feb-02 A 3d $0 

01-4425 Follow-up Action 12-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 3d $0 

01-4430 Deliverable-Final Kickoff Mtg. Summary 14-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 1d $4,656 

01.2.2.01.2 Detailed Work Plan 08-Feb-01 A 15-Mar-02 A 274d $37,600 
01.2.2.01.2.1 Draft Project Work Plan 11-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 11d $20,220 

01-3980 Work Plan Outline 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d $0 

01-3960 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 21-Jan-02 A 23-Jan-02 A 2d $0 

01-3965 PM Review of Preliminary Draft 24-Jan-02 A 25-Jan-02 A 2d $0 

01-3970 Final Draft 25-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 2d $0 

01-3975 Deliverable - Draft Project W/P 28-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 1d $20,220 

01.2.2.01.2.2 Draft Workplan Presentation to PDT 08-Feb-01 A 08-Feb-02 A 250d $7,395 
01-3950 USF&WS Receipt of Planning Aid Letter 08-Feb-01 A 0d $0 

01-3935 Draft Presentation 28-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 0d $0 

01-3940 Final Presentation 30-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 0d $0 

01-3945 PDT Review of Draft Work Plan 31-Jan-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 7d $0 

01-3955 Deliverable - Draft W/P Present. 08-Feb-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 1d $7,395 

01.2.2.01.2.3 Final Project Work Plan 11-Feb-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 20d $7,785 
01-3985 Draft Final Plan for QC Review 11-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 5d $0 

01-3990 Draft Final for PM Review 18-Feb-02 A 19-Feb-02 A 1d $0 

01-3995 PM Review of Draft Final Work Plan 25-Feb-02 A 01-Mar-02 A 5d $0 
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01.2.2.01.2.4  Project Schedule P3E File

01.2.2.01.3  Project Progress Reports
01.2.2.01.3.1  Project Progress Report Format

01.2.2.01.3.2  Monthly Progress Reports for Task 1

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4000 Final Project Work Plan 04-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 6d $0 

01-4005 Deliverable - Final Project W/P 11-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 1d $7,785 

01.2.2.01.2.4 Project Schedule P3E File 11-Feb-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 24d $2,200 
01-3915 Prepare Draft for PM Review 11-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 12d $0 

01-3920 PM Review of Final Schedule 28-Feb-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 7d $0 

01-3925 Final Schedule 11-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 5d $0 

01-3930 Deliverable - Proj. Sched.P3C File 15-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 1d $2,200 

01.2.2.01.3 Project Progress Reports 11-Feb-02 A 05-Sep-03 A 395d $23,952 
01.2.2.01.3.1 Project Progress Report Format 11-Feb-02 A 14-Mar-02 A 23d $3,432 

01-4435 Draft Format 11-Feb-02 A 12-Feb-02 A 2d $0 

01-4440 PM Review of Draft Format 13-Feb-02 A 13-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4445 Final Progress Report Format 14-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4450 Deliverable - Project Prog. Rpt. 14-Feb-02 A 14-Mar-02 A 20d $3,432 

01.2.2.01.3.2 Monthly Progress Reports for Task 1 15-Feb-02 A 05-Sep-03 A 391d $20,520 
01-4465 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4470 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4475 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Apr-02 A 15-Apr-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4480 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4485 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jul-02 A 22d $1,080 

01-4490 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Jul-02 A 15-Jul-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4495 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Aug-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4500 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 16-Sep-02 A 16-Sep-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4505 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Oct-02 A 15-Oct-02 A 1d $1,080 

01-4510 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d $1,080 
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01.2.2.01.4  Public Outreach
01.2.2.01.4.1  Draft Public Outreach Plan

01.2.2.01.4.2  Draft Public Outreach Presentation

01.2.2.01.4.3  Final Public Outreach Plan

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4515 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Dec-02 A 15-Dec-02 A 17d $1,080 

01-4520 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4525 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 14-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4530 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 14-Mar-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4535 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Apr-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4540 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-May-03 A 15-May-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4545 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d $1,080 

01-4455 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 18 01-Jul-03 A 31-Jul-03 A 22d $1,080 

01-4460 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 19 01-Aug-03 A 05-Sep-03 A 25d $1,080 

01.2.2.01.4 Public Outreach 22-Jan-02 A 04-Apr-02 A 51d $25,905 
01.2.2.01.4.1 Draft Public Outreach Plan 08-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 12d $13,820 

01-4355 Public Outreach Plan Outline 08-Feb-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4335 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 11-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 5d $0 

01-4340 PM Review of Draft Public Outreach Plan 19-Feb-02 A 21-Feb-02 A 3d $0 

01-4345 Final Draft 22-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 3d $0 

01-4350 Deliverable - Draft Pub. Outreach Plan 26-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 1d $13,820 

01.2.2.01.4.2 Draft Public Outreach Presentation 26-Feb-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 9d $5,676 
01-4360 Prepare Presentation 26-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4365 Attend Meeting 27-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4370 Meeting Summary 28-Feb-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 7d $0 

01-4375 Deliverable-Draft P/O Present. 08-Mar-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 1d $5,676 

01.2.2.01.4.3 Final Public Outreach Plan 22-Jan-02 A 04-Apr-02 A 51d $6,409 
01-4330 Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 22-Jan-02 A 04-Apr-02 A 51d $6,409 

01-4315 Draft Final Document for PM Review 15-Mar-02 A 21-Mar-02 A 5d $0 
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01.2.2.01.5  Performance Measures
01.2.2.01.5.1  PDT Performance Measure

01.2.2.01.5.2  Initial Draft Performance Measure

01.2.2.01.5.3  PDT Draft Performance Measure

01.2.2.01.5.4  Final Draft Performance Measure

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4320 PM Review of Draft Final Document 26-Mar-02 A 02-Apr-02 A 6d $0 

01-4325 Develop Final Document 02-Apr-02 A 03-Apr-02 A 2d $0 

01.2.2.01.5 Performance Measures 25-Jan-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 223d $122,086 
01.2.2.01.5.1 PDT Performance Measure 25-Jan-02 A 10-Apr-02 A 52d $14,428 

01-4750 Deliverable-PDT Perform. Measure 25-Jan-02 A 10-Apr-02 A 52d $14,428 

01-4720 Research on Performance Measures 19-Feb-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 19d $0 

01-4725 Compile Data / Develop Hierarchy 01-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 11d $0 

01-4730 Coordinate / Strategize with PMs 13-Mar-02 A 13-Mar-02 A 0d $0 

01-4735 Prep for PDT Meeting 13-Mar-02 A 26-Mar-02 A 10d $0 

01-4740 Attend Meeting 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d $0 

01-4745 Summary of Meeting 28-Mar-02 A 10-Apr-02 A 10d $0 

01.2.2.01.5.2 Initial Draft Performance Measure 26-Feb-02 A 15-May-02 A 56d $42,270 
01-4870 Deliverable-Initial Draft Perform. Meas. 26-Feb-02 A 15-May-02 A 56d $42,270 

01-4850 Develop Outline for Document 03-Apr-02 A 18-Apr-02 A 12d $0 

01-4855 Preliminary List with Descriptions for PM Review 03-Apr-02 A 01-May-02 A 21d $0 

01-4865 Initial Draft Performance Measure Document 01-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 11d $0 

01-4860 Strategy Meeting with PMs 13-May-02 A 13-May-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.5.3 PDT Draft Performance Measure 15-Apr-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 39d $6,416 
01-4910 Prepare Presentation 15-Apr-02 A 28-May-02 A 31d $0 

01-4920 Summary of Meeting 15-Apr-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 39d $0 

01-4915 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d $0 

01-4925 Deliverable-PDT Draft Perform. Meas. 07-Jun-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 1d $6,416 

01.2.2.01.5.4 Final Draft Performance Measure 17-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 3d $27,054 
01-4820 PM Review of Final Draft Performance Measure 17-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 3d $0 
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01.2.2.01.5.5  NEPA Public Scoping Meeting

01.2.2.01.5.6  In-Progress Review Meeting

01.2.2.01.5.7  Final Performance Measure Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4825 Revise Document 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-4830 Final Review 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-4835 Complete & Compile Final Document 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-4840 Deliverable-Final Draft Perform. Meas. 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 1d $27,054 

01-4845 Goals & Objectives Complete 19-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.5.5 NEPA Public Scoping Meeting 19-Jul-02 A 16-Sep-02 A 41d $5,649 
01-4815 Completion of NEPA Scoping Period 19-Jul-02 A 13-Sep-02 A 40d $0 

01-4795 Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS 29-Jul-02 A 29-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-4790 Notice of Intent to Prepare NEPA Issued 29-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-4800 Prepare Presentation 06-Aug-02 A 12-Aug-02 A 5d $0 

01-4805 Attend Meeting 13-Aug-02 A 13-Aug-02 A 0d $0 

01-4785 NEPA Scoping Meeting 14-Aug-02 A 0d $0 

01-4810 Summary of Meeting 15-Aug-02 A 16-Aug-02 A 2d $0 

01-4780 Deliverable-NEPA Public Scop. Mtg. 16-Sep-02 A 16-Sep-02 A 1d $5,649 

01.2.2.01.5.6 In-Progress Review Meeting 06-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 7d $6,091 
01-4755 Prepare Handouts/Presentation 06-Dec-02 A 09-Dec-02 A 2d $0 

01-4760 Attend Meeting 10-Dec-02 A 11-Dec-02 A 2d $0 

01-4765 Summary of Meeting 12-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 3d $0 

01-4770 Deliverable-In-Progress Review Mtg. 16-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 1d $6,091 

01-4775 PIR Initial In-Progress Review Meeting 16-Dec-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.5.7 Final Performance Measure Document 16-Aug-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 38d $20,178 
01-4875 Compile Comments 16-Aug-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 38d $0 

01-4880 Develop Responses 03-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 27d $0 

01-4885 Revise Document 03-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 26d $0 
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01.2.2.01.6  Inventory Existing Conditions & Forecast of Future Conditions
01.2.2.01.6.1  Draft Inventory of Existing Conditions

01.2.2.01.6.2  PDT Meeting On Inventory of Existing Conditions

01.2.2.01.6.3  Final Existing Conditions Description

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4890 Final Reviews 27-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 9d $0 

01-4895 Complete & Compile Final Document 27-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 9d $0 

01-4900 Deliverable-Final Perform. Meas. Doc. 09-Oct-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 1d $20,178 

01-4905 Project Performance Measures Complete 09-Oct-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.6 Inventory Existing Conditions & Forecast of Future Conditions 18-Feb-02 A 25-Jun-04 591d $197,023 
01.2.2.01.6.1 Draft Inventory of Existing Conditions 18-Feb-02 A 15-May-02 A 62d $53,969 

01-3780 Compile Existing Data 18-Feb-02 A 22-Apr-02 A 45d $0 

01-3785 Meetings with Agencies 20-Feb-02 A 06-May-02 A 54d $0 

01-3790 Develop Master Land Use Base 04-Mar-02 A 19-Apr-02 A 35d $0 

01-3795 Develop Land Use Classifications 04-Mar-02 A 19-Apr-02 A 35d $0 

01-3810 Classify Remaining Project Area 04-Mar-02 A 01-May-02 A 43d $0 

01-3800 Ground Truth Ecol. Classif. 11-Mar-02 A 30-Apr-02 A 37d $0 

01-3805 Presentation of Methodology to PDT 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d $0 

01-3815 Develop Draft Document 08-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 28d $0 

01-3820 Deliverable-Draft Invent. of Exist. Condit. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 0d $53,969 

01.2.2.01.6.2 PDT Meeting On Inventory of Existing Conditions 22-May-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 12d $9,811 
01-3775 Prepare Presentation 22-May-02 A 28-May-02 A 4d $0 

01-3760 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d $0 

01-3765 Summary of Meeting 30-May-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 7d $0 

01-3770 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. On Exist. Condit. 07-Jun-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 1d $9,811 

01.2.2.01.6.3 Final Existing Conditions Description 30-May-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 13d $20,204 
01-3825 Draft Final Document for PM Review 30-May-02 A 05-Jun-02 A 5d $0 

01-3830 PM Review of Existing Conditions Description 06-Jun-02 A 10-Jun-02 A 3d $0 

01-3835 Develop Final Document 11-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 5d $0 
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01.2.2.01.6.4  Draft Future W/O Project Conditions

01.2.2.01.6.5  PDT Meeting on Future W/O Project

01.2.2.01.6.6  Final Future W/O Project Conditions

01.2.2.01.6.7  Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions Document

01.2.2.01.6.8  Attend Future Without Project Meeting

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-3840 Deliverable-Final Exist. Condit. Descrip. 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 1d $20,204 

01-3845 Existing Conditions Defined 17-Jun-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.6.4 Draft Future W/O Project Conditions 10-Jul-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 90d $24,751 
01-3880 Develop Forecasting Methodology 10-Jul-02 A 01-Aug-02 A 17d $0 

01-3885 Present to PMs 10-Jul-02 A 10-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01-3865 PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 29-Jul-02 A 02-Aug-02 A 5d $0 

01-3870 Develop Forecast Document 29-Jul-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 14d $0 

01-3875 Deliverable-Draft Future W/O Proj. Condit. 15-Aug-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 1d $24,751 

01-3890 ITR of Inventory and Forecasted Conditions Complete 15-Nov-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.6.5 PDT Meeting on Future W/O Project 11-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 4d $8,266 
01-3725 Prepare Presentation 11-Nov-02 A 13-Nov-02 A 2d $0 

01-3730 Attend Meeting 14-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 1d $0 

01-3720 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Future W/O Project 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d $8,266 

01-3735 Summary of Meeting 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d $0 

01.2.2.01.6.6 Final Future W/O Project Conditions 01-Nov-02 A 02-Dec-02 A 19d $13,106 
01-3740 Draft Final Document for PM Review 01-Nov-02 A 13-Nov-02 A 8d $0 

01-3745 PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 14-Nov-02 A 19-Nov-02 A 4d $0 

01-3750 Develop Final Document 19-Nov-02 A 02-Dec-02 A 8d $0 

01-3755 Deliverable-Final Future W/O Proj. Condit. 02-Dec-02 A 02-Dec-02 A 1d $13,106 

01.2.2.01.6.7 Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions Document 11-Sep-03 A 11-Jun-04 188d $51,408 
01-3855 Final Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 11-Sep-03 A 31-Dec-03 A 75d $0 

01-3850 Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project Conditions 
document 

16-Apr-04 27-May-04 30d $38,695 

01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 10d $12,713 

01.2.2.01.6.8 Attend Future Without Project Meeting 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 0d $2,058 
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01.2.2.01.6.9  Final Updated Future Without Project Conditions Document

01.2.2.01.7  Spatial Data Model
01.2.2.01.7.1  Spatial Model Development Strategy

01.2.2.01.7.2  PDT Presentation on Spatial

01.2.2.01.7.3  Initial Spatial Data Model Presentation

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-3705 Attend meeting in Tallahassee 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 0d $2,058 

01.2.2.01.6.9 Final Updated Future Without Project Conditions Document 14-Jun-04 25-Jun-04 10d $13,450 
01-3710 Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project Conditions 

document 
14-Jun-04 25-Jun-04 10d $13,450 

01-3715 Future Conditions Defined 25-Jun-04 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.7 Spatial Data Model 03-Dec-01 A 04-Sep-03 A 440d $61,038 
01.2.2.01.7.1 Spatial Model Development Strategy 03-Dec-01 A 15-Feb-02 A 51d $13,108 

01-4160 Draft Strategy Document for PDT Review 03-Dec-01 A 03-Dec-01 A 0d $0 

01-4165 Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 03-Dec-01 A 15-Feb-02 A 51d $13,108 

01-4145 Develop Initial Strategy 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d $0 

01-4150 Present strategy to PMs 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d $0 

01-4155 PM Review of SDM Strategy 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d $0 

01.2.2.01.7.2 PDT Presentation on Spatial 15-Feb-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 16d $4,929 
01-4125 Prepare Presentation 15-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 7d $0 

01-4130 Attend Meeting 27-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 0d $0 

01-4135 Summary of Meeting 28-Feb-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 8d $0 

01-4140 Deliverable-PDT Present. on Spatial 11-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 1d $4,929 

01.2.2.01.7.3 Initial Spatial Data Model Presentation 01-Mar-02 A 06-Jun-02 A 69d $16,157 
01-4230 Refine SDM Strategy 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d $0 

01-4235 Develop Data Entry Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d $0 

01-4240 Develop Preliminary Reduction Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d $0 

01-4245 Develop User Query/Output Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d $0 

01-4250 Intergrate Modules in SDM 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d $0 

01-4255 Beta Testing 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d $0 

01-4260 Prepare Presentation 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d $0 
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01.2.2.01.7.4  Approved Spatial Data Model

01.2.2.01.7.5  Semi-Annual Spatial Data Model

01.2.2.01.7.6  Spatial Data Users Manual

01.2.2.01.8  Hydrologic/Water Quality Characteristics
01.2.2.01.8.1  Draft Phase 1 Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4225 Deliverable-Initl. Spat. Data Model Present. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d $16,157 

01-4265 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d $0 

01-4220 Summary of Meeting 30-May-02 A 06-Jun-02 A 6d $0 

01.2.2.01.7.4 Approved Spatial Data Model 30-May-02 A 28-Jun-02 A 22d $13,926 
01-4285 Revise Model From PDT Input 30-May-02 A 03-Jun-02 A 3d $0 

01-4290 Finalize Model for PM Review 04-Jun-02 A 10-Jun-02 A 5d $0 

01-4270 PM Review of Revised Model From PDT Input 11-Jun-02 A 14-Jun-02 A 4d $0 

01-4275 Final Spatial Model Document 14-Jun-02 A 28-Jun-02 A 11d $0 

01-4280 Deliverable-Approved Spatial Data Model 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 1d $13,926 

01.2.2.01.7.5 Semi-Annual Spatial Data Model 09-Jan-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 166d $4,042 
01-4200 Update at 12 Months 09-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 5d $0 

01-4205 Deliverable - Update at 12 Months 15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d $4,042 

01-4210 Update at 18 Months 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d $0 

01-4215 Deliverable - Update at 18 Months 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d $0 

01.2.2.01.7.6 Spatial Data Users Manual 20-May-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 74d $8,876 
01-4170 Preliminary Draft Users Manual 20-May-03 A 18-Jul-03 A 42d $0 

01-4175 Preliminary Review by the PMs 21-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 5d $0 

01-4180 Draft Users Manual for PDT Review 01-Aug-03 A 14-Aug-03 A 10d $0 

01-4185 Final Users Manual 15-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 13d $0 

01-4190 One Training Session - 1/2 Day 03-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 1d $0 

01-4195 Deliverable-Spatial Data Users Manual 03-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 1d $8,876 

01.2.2.01.8 Hydrologic/Water Quality Characteristics 11-May-01 A 23-Jun-03 A 529d $329,192 
01.2.2.01.8.1 Draft Phase 1 Document 31-Jan-02 A 09-Jul-02 A 110d $71,085 

01-4590 Data Collection/Literature Search 31-Jan-02 A 10-May-02 A 71d $0 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 13 of 54 Appendix C Tab A 



01.2.2.01.8.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Phase 1

01.2.2.01.8.3  Approved Phase 1 Document

01.2.2.01.8.4  Draft Phase 2 Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4595 Delineate Tributary Drainage Areas 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d $0 

01-4600 Develop Initial P Rate Projections 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d $0 

01-4605 Perform Initial Rainfall Frequency Analysis 28-Feb-02 A 09-May-02 A 51d $0 

01-4610 Develop Initial Water Quality Design Criteria 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d $0 

01-4615 Develop Initial Base Flow 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d $0 

01-4620 Develop Analytical Approach 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d $0 

01-4625 Presentation to PDT 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d $0 

01-4630 Apply to Pilot (tributaries in TCNS basin) 01-Apr-02 A 08-Jul-02 A 69d $0 

01-4640 Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 16-Apr-02 A 22-Apr-02 A 5d $0 

01-4645 PM Review of Phase 1 Document (TCNS) 23-Apr-02 A 25-Apr-02 A 3d $0 

01-4580 Draft Document for PDT Review 26-Apr-02 A 30-Apr-02 A 3d $0 

01-4585 Deliverable-Draft Phase 1 Doc. (TCNS) 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d $71,085 

01-4635 Modify Approach As Necessary 09-Jul-02 A 09-Jul-02 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.01.8.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Phase 1 19-Apr-02 A 03-May-02 A 11d $14,031 
01-4685 Prepare Presentation 19-Apr-02 A 23-Apr-02 A 3d $0 

01-4670 Attend Meeting 24-Apr-02 A 24-Apr-02 A 0d $0 

01-4675 Summary of Meeting 25-Apr-02 A 03-May-02 A 7d $0 

01-4680 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 1 03-May-02 A 03-May-02 A 1d $14,031 

01.2.2.01.8.3 Approved Phase 1 Document 25-Apr-02 A 24-Jul-02 A 63d $27,431 
01-4690 Revise Document From PDT Input 25-Apr-02 A 10-Jul-02 A 53d $0 

01-4695 Finalize Document 09-Jul-02 A 22-Jul-02 A 10d $0 

01-4700 Deliverable-Approved Phase 1 Doc. 24-Jul-02 A 24-Jul-02 A 1d $27,431 

01.2.2.01.8.4 Draft Phase 2 Document 29-Jul-02 A 03-Jan-03 A 108d $160,688 
01-4555 Delineate Basin Boundaries 29-Jul-02 A 02-Sep-02 A 25d $0 
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01.2.2.01.8.5  PDT Meeting on Draft Phase 2

01.2.2.01.8.6  Final Phase 2 Document

01.2.2.01.9  Watershed Assessment Report
01.2.2.01.9.1  Draft Watershed Assessment Report

01.2.2.01.9.2  PDT Mtg. On Draft Watershed

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4560 Characterize Remaining Watershed 01-Aug-02 A 01-Nov-02 A 65d $0 

01-4565 Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 01-Oct-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 51d $0 

01-4550 Deliverable-Draft Phase 2 Doc. 16-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 1d $160,688 

01-4570 PM Review of Draft Phase 2 Document 17-Dec-02 A 20-Dec-02 A 4d $0 

01-4575 Draft Document for PDT Review 23-Dec-02 A 03-Jan-03 A 8d $0 

01.2.2.01.8.5 PDT Meeting on Draft Phase 2 11-May-01 A 15-Nov-02 A 380d $14,675 
01-4665 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 2 11-May-01 A 11-May-01 A 1d $14,675 

01-4650 Prepare Presentation 08-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 4d $0 

01-4655 Attend Meeting 14-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 1d $0 

01-4660 Summary of Meeting 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d $0 

01.2.2.01.8.6 Final Phase 2 Document 19-Mar-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 68d $41,282 
01-4705 Revise Document From PDT Input 19-Mar-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 53d $0 

01-4710 Finalize Document 08-May-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 32d $0 

01-4715 Deliverable-Final Phase 2 Doc. 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d $41,282 

01.2.2.01.9 Watershed Assessment Report 03-Mar-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 103d $83,872 
01.2.2.01.9.1 Draft Watershed Assessment Report 03-Mar-03 A 17-Mar-03 A 11d $29,466 

01-4035 Draft Watershed Assessment Report Outline 03-Mar-03 A 10-Mar-03 A 6d $0 

01-4040 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 10-Mar-03 A 13-Mar-03 A 4d $0 

01-4045 PM Review of Draft Watershed Assessment Report 13-Mar-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 2d $0 

01-4050 Final Draft 14-Mar-03 A 17-Mar-03 A 2d $0 

01-4030 Deliverable-Draft Watershed Assess. Rpt. 17-Mar-03 A 17-Mar-03 A 1d $29,466 

01.2.2.01.9.2 PDT Mtg. On Draft Watershed 08-Apr-03 A 09-May-03 A 24d $9,453 
01-4060 Prepare Presentation 08-Apr-03 A 10-Apr-03 A 3d $0 

01-4055 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Watershed 29-Apr-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 2d $9,453 
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01.2.2.01.9.3  Final Draft Watershed Assessment

01.2.2.01.9.4  Public Workshop on Watershed

01.2.2.01.9.5  Final Watershed Assessment Report

01.2.2.01.A  Initial Real Estate Data -Technical Memo

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-4065 Attend Meeting 29-Apr-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 2d $0 

01-4070 Summary of Meeting 30-Apr-03 A 09-May-03 A 8d $0 

01.2.2.01.9.3 Final Draft Watershed Assessment 09-May-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 26d $15,399 
01-4010 Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 09-May-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 16d $0 

01-4015 PM Review of Final Draft Watershed Assessment 03-Jun-03 A 09-Jun-03 A 5d $0 

01-4020 Develop Final Draft Document 10-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 5d $0 

01-4025 Deliverable-Final Draft Watershed Assess. 16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d $15,399 

01.2.2.01.9.4 Public Workshop on Watershed 16-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 10d $14,182 
01-4075 Prepare and Distribute Meeting Notices 16-Jun-03 A 18-Jun-03 A 3d $0 

01-4080 Prepare Presentation 19-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 2d $0 

01-4085 Attend Meeting 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d $0 

01-4095 Deliverable-Public Workshop on Watershed 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d $14,182 

01-4090 Summary of Meeting 25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d $0 

01.2.2.01.9.5 Final Watershed Assessment Report 30-Jun-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 19d $15,372 
01-4110 Draft final Document for PM Review 30-Jun-03 A 07-Jul-03 A 5d $0 

01-4115 PM Review of Final Watershed Assessment Report 08-Jul-03 A 11-Jul-03 A 4d $0 

01-4120 Develop Final Document 14-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 10d $0 

01-4100 Watershed Assessment Complete 25-Jul-03 A 0d $0 

01-4105 Deliverable-Final Watershed Assess. Rpt. 25-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 1d $15,372 

01.2.2.01.A Initial Real Estate Data -Technical Memo 17-Jun-02 A 14-Feb-03 A 166d $25,665 
01-4980 Data Collection/Literature Search 17-Jun-02 A 10-Feb-03 A 162d $0 

01-4970 Technical Memorandum 17-Dec-02 A 14-Feb-03 A 41d $0 

01-4985 Data Analysis 17-Dec-02 A 10-Feb-03 A 37d $0 

01-4975 Deliverable-Initial RE Data- Technical Memo 14-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 1d $25,665 
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01.2.2.01.B  Initial Topographic Data - Technical Memo

01.2.2.01.C  Inital Geotechnical Data - Technical Memo

01.2.2.01.D  Meetings
01.2.2.01.D.1  Okeechobee or West Palm Meetings (4)

01.2.2.01.D.2  Jacksonville Meetings (3)

01.2.2.01.D.3  Atlanta or Wash. DC Meetings (1)

01.2.2.02  PIR Work Plan
01.2.2.02.1  PDT Meeting on General Work Plan Summary

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.01.B Initial Topographic Data - Technical Memo 29-Jul-02 A 15-Apr-03 A 178d $36,659 
01-3895 Data Collection/Literature Search 29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d $0 

01-3900 Data Analysis 02-Jan-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 72d $0 

01-3905 Technical Memorandum 03-Feb-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 51d $0 

01-3910 Deliverable-Initial Topo Data- Tech. Memo 15-Apr-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 1d $36,659 

01.2.2.01.C Inital Geotechnical Data - Technical Memo 29-Jul-02 A 15-Dec-03 A 345d $36,613 
01-4295 Data Collection/Literature Search 29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d $0 

01-4300 Data Analysis 03-Jan-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 49d $0 

01-4305 Technical Memorandum 03-Feb-03 A 15-Dec-03 A 218d $0 

01-4310 Deliverable-Initial Geotech.Data- Tech. Mem. 15-Dec-03 A 15-Dec-03 A 1d $36,613 

01.2.2.01.D Meetings 26-Jun-02 A 15-Dec-04 618d $45,602 
01.2.2.01.D.1 Okeechobee or West Palm Meetings (4) 26-Jun-02 A 26-Feb-04 A 399d $21,888 

01-4930 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 1 26-Jun-02 A 26-Jun-02 A 0d $3,672 

01-4935 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 2 14-Aug-02 A 14-Aug-02 A 1d $3,672 

01-4940 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 3 07-Jan-03 A 07-Jan-03 A 1d $3,672 

01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 1d $10,872 

01.2.2.01.D.2 Jacksonville Meetings (3) 23-Oct-02 A 15-Dec-04 536d $15,874 
01-4955 Jacksonville Meeting No. 1 23-Oct-02 A 23-Oct-02 A 1d $4,158 

01-4960 Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 15-Jun-04* 15-Jun-04 1d $5,858 

01-4965 Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 15-Dec-04* 15-Dec-04 1d $5,858 

01.2.2.01.D.3 Atlanta or Wash. DC Meetings (1) 21-Oct-03 A 21-Oct-03 A 1d $7,840 
01-4950 Atl/Wash DC Meeting No. 1 21-Oct-03 A 21-Oct-03 A 1d $7,840 

01.2.2.02 PIR Work Plan 01-May-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 106d $61,299 
01.2.2.02.1 PDT Meeting on General Work Plan Summary 15-May-03 A 30-May-03 A 11d $7,758 

01-3580 Coordinate Strategy With PM 15-May-03 A 20-May-03 A 4d $0 

01-3585 Prepare Presentation 22-May-03 A 22-May-03 A 1d $0 
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01.2.2.02.2  Initial Draft PIR Work Plan

01.2.2.02.3  PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR W/P

01.2.2.02.4  Final Draft PIR Work Plan

01.2.2.02.5  PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR W/P

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-3600 Deliverable-PDT Mtg.on Genl. Work Plan 28-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 1d $7,758 

01-3590 Attend Meeting 28-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 1d $0 

01-3595 Summary of Meeting 29-May-03 A 30-May-03 A 2d $0 

01.2.2.02.2 Initial Draft PIR Work Plan 01-May-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 31d $15,965 
01-3540 Work Plan Outline 01-May-03 A 09-Jun-03 A 27d $0 

01-3545 Preliminary Initial Draft for PM Review 09-May-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 16d $0 

01-3550 PM Review Draft PIR Work Plan 03-Jun-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 3d $0 

01-3530 Develop Initial Draft 06-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 6d $0 

01-3535 Deliverable-Initial Draft PIR W/P 13-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 1d $15,965 

01.2.2.02.3 PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR W/P 16-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 10d $6,596 
01-3605 Prepare Presentation 16-Jun-03 A 17-Jun-03 A 2d $0 

01-3610 Attend Meeting 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d $0 

01-3620 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR WP 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d $6,596 

01-3615 Summary of Meeting 25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d $0 

01.2.2.02.4 Final Draft PIR Work Plan 15-Jul-03 A 10-Sep-03 A 41d $12,642 
01-3510 Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 15-Jul-03 A 20-Aug-03 A 27d $0 

01-3515 PM Review of Final Draft PIR Work Plan 21-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 9d $0 

01-3520 Develop Final Draft Document 04-Sep-03 A 10-Sep-03 A 5d $0 

01-3525 Deliverable-Final Draft PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d $12,642 

01.2.2.02.5 PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR W/P 26-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 6d $6,596 
01-3630 Prepare Presentation 26-Aug-03 A 26-Aug-03 A 1d $0 

01-3625 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR WP 27-Aug-03 A 27-Aug-03 A 1d $6,596 

01-3635 Attend Meeting 27-Aug-03 A 27-Aug-03 A 1d $0 

01-3640 Summary of Meeting 28-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 4d $0 
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01.2.2.02.6  Final PIR Work Plan

01.2.2.03  Alternative Plan Formulation (Planning Area)

01.2.2.03.1  Planning Area Identification (PAI)
01.2.2.03.1.1  PDT Workshop for PAI

01.2.2.03.1.2  Draft PAI Document

01.2.2.03.1.3  PDT Meeting on Draft PAI Document

01.2.2.03.1.4  Final PAI Document

01.2.2.03.2  Screening Criteria
01.2.2.03.2.1  PDT Meeting for Initial Screening Criteria

01.2.2.03.2.2  Draft Screening Criteria Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.02.6 Final PIR Work Plan 02-Sep-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 21d $11,742 
01-3555 Draft Final Document for PM Review 02-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 2d $0 

01-3560 PM Review of final PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03 A 09-Sep-03 A 4d $1,200 

01-3565 Develop Final Document 10-Sep-03 A 12-Sep-03 A 3d $0 

01-3570 Deliverable-Final PIR Work Plan 30-Sep-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 1d $10,542 

01-3575 Work Plan Completion 30-Sep-03 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.03 Alternative Plan Formulation (Planning Area) 09-Jan-03 A 16-Oct-08 1444d $4,666,136 
01-2475 LOWP PIR/EIS Start 27-May-03 A 0d $0 

01-2500 USFWS FY04 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $95,000 

01-2480 USFWS FY 05 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d $115,851 

01-2485 USFWS FY 06 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d $97,706 

01-2490 USFWS FY 07 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d $31,206 

01-2495 USFWS FY 08 01-Oct-08* 16-Oct-08 10d $35,091 

01.2.2.03.1 Planning Area Identification (PAI) 09-Jan-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 48d $85,517 
01.2.2.03.1.1 PDT Workshop for PAI 09-Jan-03 A 31-Jan-03 A 16d $30,417 

01-3355 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 09-Jan-03 A 31-Jan-03 A 16d $30,417 

01.2.2.03.1.2 Draft PAI Document 31-Jan-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 11d $27,103 
01-3365 Prepare/Submit draft PAI document 31-Jan-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 11d $27,103 

01-3360 PDT Review of Draft PAI Document 10-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 5d $0 

01.2.2.03.1.3 PDT Meeting on Draft PAI Document 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d $11,969 
01-3345 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d $11,969 

01.2.2.03.1.4 Final PAI Document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d $16,028 
01-3350 Prepare/ Submit Final PAI document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d $16,028 

01.2.2.03.2 Screening Criteria 09-Jan-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 48d $93,968 
01.2.2.03.2.1 PDT Meeting for Initial Screening Criteria 09-Jan-03 A 30-Jan-03 A 15d $14,706 

01-2705 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 09-Jan-03 A 30-Jan-03 A 15d $14,706 

01.2.2.03.2.2 Draft Screening Criteria Document 03-Feb-03 A 04-Mar-03 A 21d $39,361 
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01.2.2.03.2.3  PDT Meeting on Draft Screening Criteria Document

01.2.2.03.2.4  Final Screening Criteria Document

01.2.2.03.3  PDT Alternative Brainstorming Session
01.2.2.03.3.1  PDT Meeting for Alternative Brainstorming

01.2.2.03.3.2  Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.3.3  PDT Meeting on Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.3.4  Draft Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.3.5  Public Workshop

01.2.2.03.3.6  Final Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.3.7  Land Suitability Model

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2695 Prepare / Submit draft Screening Criteria document 03-Feb-03 A 24-Feb-03 A 15d $39,361 

01-2700 PDT Review of Draft Screening Criteria Document 26-Feb-03 A 04-Mar-03 A 5d $0 

01.2.2.03.2.3 PDT Meeting on Draft Screening Criteria Document 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d $12,252 
01-2710 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d $12,252 

01.2.2.03.2.4 Final Screening Criteria Document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d $27,649 
01-2690 Prepare / Submit Final Screening Criteria document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d $27,649 

01.2.2.03.3 PDT Alternative Brainstorming Session 07-Apr-03 A 24-Sep-03 A 120d $193,116 
01.2.2.03.3.1 PDT Meeting for Alternative Brainstorming 14-Apr-03 A 06-May-03 A 17d $36,483 

01-3460 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 14-Apr-03 A 06-May-03 A 17d $36,483 

01.2.2.03.3.2 Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 30-Apr-03 A 28-May-03 A 20d $48,311 
01-3480 Prepare / Submit Preliminary draft Initial Alternatives document 30-Apr-03 A 21-May-03 A 16d $48,311 

01-3465 Identify Flows and Loads at each potential site 01-May-03 A 08-May-03 A 6d $0 

01-3470 Develop Spreadsheet Model for Sites an Management Measures 01-May-03 A 21-May-03 A 15d $0 

01-3475 Define/Formulate Management Measures 08-May-03 A 21-May-03 A 10d $0 

01-3485 PDT Review of Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 21-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 5d $0 

01.2.2.03.3.3 PDT Meeting on Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 21-May-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 11d $12,857 
01-3425 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 21-May-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 11d $12,857 

01.2.2.03.3.4 Draft Initial Alternatives Document 09-Jun-03 A 05-Aug-03 A 41d $25,085 
01-3430 Prepare / Submit draft Initial Alternatives document 09-Jun-03 A 22-Jul-03 A 31d $25,085 

01-3435 PDT Review of Draft Initial Alternatives Document 23-Jul-03 A 05-Aug-03 A 10d $0 

01.2.2.03.3.5 Public Workshop 20-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 2d $11,236 
01-3440 Attend / Facilitate / Present Workshop 20-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 2d $11,236 

01.2.2.03.3.6 Final Initial Alternatives Document 06-Aug-03 A 24-Sep-03 A 35d $26,172 
01-3445 Prepare / Submit Final Initial Alternatives document 06-Aug-03 A 24-Sep-03 A 35d $26,172 

01-3450 Base Conditions and Initial Alternative Array Complete 24-Sep-03 A 0d $0 

01.2.2.03.3.7 Land Suitability Model 07-Apr-03 A 28-Apr-03 A 16d $32,972 
01-3455 Land Suitability Model 07-Apr-03 A 28-Apr-03 A 16d $32,972 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 20 of 54 Appendix C Tab A 



01.2.2.03.4  Public Outreach to Obtain Potential Partnership Ideas
01.2.2.03.4.1  Public/Private Partnership Presentation

01.2.2.03.4.2  Public Outreach Event Participation (four events)

01.2.2.03.5  Preliminary Planning Area Alternative Pre-Screening
01.2.2.03.5.1  Pre-Screening Methodology Document

01.2.2.03.5.2  Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Document

01.2.2.03.5.3  Final PPAA Pre-Screening Document

01.2.2.03.6  Alternative Screening
01.2.2.03.6.1  Screened Alternative Summary Document

01.2.2.03.6.2  Four Public Workshops

01.2.2.03.7  Alternative Plan Description

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.03.4 Public Outreach to Obtain Potential Partnership Ideas 19-Mar-03 A 14-Apr-03 A 19d $11,346 
01.2.2.03.4.1 Public/Private Partnership Presentation 01-Apr-03 A 14-Apr-03 A 10d $4,079 

01-2565 Prepare / Submit Final PPP Presentation 01-Apr-03 A 14-Apr-03 A 10d $4,079 

01.2.2.03.4.2 Public Outreach Event Participation (four events) 19-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 0d $7,267 
01-2560 Attend Outreach Event 1 19-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 0d $7,267 

01.2.2.03.5 Preliminary Planning Area Alternative Pre-Screening 29-Jul-03 A 08-Apr-04 174d $190,385 
01.2.2.03.5.1 Pre-Screening Methodology Document 29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A 51d $118,823 

01-2835 Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A 51d $118,823 

01.2.2.03.5.2 Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Document 09-Oct-03 A 25-Mar-04 113d $55,764 
01-2840 Apply LOWCAP Model 09-Oct-03 A 06-Nov-03 A 20d $0 

01-2845 Prepare / Submit draft PPAA Pre-Screening document 07-Nov-03 A 11-Mar-04 65d $43,771 

01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d $11,993 

01.2.2.03.5.3 Final PPAA Pre-Screening Document 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d $15,798 
01-2855 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d $15,798 

01.2.2.03.6 Alternative Screening 07-Nov-03 A 23-Apr-04 114d $202,219 
01.2.2.03.6.1 Screened Alternative Summary Document 07-Nov-03 A 24-Mar-04 92d $155,894 

01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 A 26-Feb-04 A 65d $55,702 

01-3380 Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document 09-Jan-04 A 10-Mar-04 25d $78,391 

01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary Documents 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 10d $21,801 

01.2.2.03.6.2 Four Public Workshops 09-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 11d $46,325 
01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d $11,759 

01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d $12,281 

01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d $9,781 

01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d $9,781 

01-3395 Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 12-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 10d $2,723 

01-3420 Preliminary Screening of Alternatives Complete 23-Apr-04 0d $0 

01.2.2.03.7 Alternative Plan Description 12-Jan-04 A 07-Dec-04 228d $232,898 
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01.2.2.03.7.1  Draft Alternative Plan Document

01.2.2.03.7.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Alternative Plan Document

01.2.2.03.7.3  Final Alternative Plan Document

01.2.2.03.8  Preliminary Cultural Resources Assessment
01.2.2.03.8.1  Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document

01.2.2.03.8.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document

01.2.2.03.8.3  Final Cultural Resources Assessment Document

01.2.2.03.9  Future Without Project Sensitivity Analysis
01.2.2.03.9.1  Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document

01.2.2.03.9.2  PDT Meeting on Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document

01.2.2.03.9.3  Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity  

01.2.2.03.9.4  PDT Meeting on Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity  

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.03.7.1 Draft Alternative Plan Document 12-Jan-04 A 18-Nov-04 217d $178,755 
01-3175 Conduct Preliminary Optimization 12-Jan-04 A 15-Mar-04 22d $2,926 

01-3180 Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 18-Oct-04 03-Nov-04 11d $136,577 

01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d $39,252 

01.2.2.03.7.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Alternative Plan Document 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d $19,359 
01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d $19,359 

01.2.2.03.7.3 Final Alternative Plan Document 18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 11d $34,784 
01-3170 Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan document 18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 11d $34,784 

01.2.2.03.8 Preliminary Cultural Resources Assessment 03-Feb-03 A 30-May-03 A 83d $33,233 
01.2.2.03.8.1 Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 18-Mar-03 A 31d $20,346 

01-3490 Prepare/Submit Draft Cultural Resources Assessment document 03-Feb-03 A 18-Mar-03 A 31d $20,346 

01-3495 PDT Review of Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 18-Mar-03 A 18-Mar-03 A 1d $0 

01.2.2.03.8.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 20-Mar-03 A 02-Apr-03 A 10d $2,895 
01-3500 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 20-Mar-03 A 02-Apr-03 A 10d $2,895 

01.2.2.03.8.3 Final Cultural Resources Assessment Document 01-Apr-03 A 30-May-03 A 43d $9,992 
01-3505 Prepare / Submit Final Cultural Resources Assessment document 01-Apr-03 A 30-May-03 A 43d $9,992 

01.2.2.03.9 Future Without Project Sensitivity Analysis 28-Jun-04 21-Sep-04 60d $177,748 
01.2.2.03.9.1 Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 28-Jun-04 16-Aug-04 35d $80,429 

01-2715 Model Future W/O Project Conditions 28-Jun-04 19-Jul-04 15d $0 

01-2720 Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

20-Jul-04 02-Aug-04 10d $41,641 

01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d $38,788 

01.2.2.03.9.2 PDT Meeting on Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Docum... 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d $18,934 
01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d $18,934 

01.2.2.03.9.3 Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 17-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 20d $44,527 
01-2735 Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity document 17-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 10d $20,502 

01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d $24,025 

01.2.2.03.9.4 PDT Meeting on Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d $18,124 
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01.2.2.03.9.5  Final Future Without Project Sensitivity Document

01.2.2.03.10  Environmental Justice
01.2.2.03.10.1  Draft EEE Document

01.2.2.03.10.2  PDT Meeting on Draft EEE Document

01.2.2.03.10.3  Final EEE Document

01.2.2.03.11  Evaluation Strategy Description
01.2.2.03.11.1  Detailed Evaluation Methodology - Draft

01.2.2.03.11.2  Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy

01.2.2.03.11.3  Plan Evaluation Strategy Meeting

01.2.2.03.11.4  Draft Plan Evaluation Strategy

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d $18,124 

01.2.2.03.9.5 Final Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 5d $15,734 
01-2750 Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity document 15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 5d $15,734 

01.2.2.03.10 Environmental Justice 03-Feb-03 A 20-May-03 A 76d $21,767 
01.2.2.03.10.1 Draft EEE Document 03-Feb-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 32d $12,830 

01-3245 Prepare / Submit draft EEE Document 03-Feb-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 32d $12,830 

01-3250 PDT Review of Draft EEE Document. 17-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 3d $0 

01.2.2.03.10.2 PDT Meeting on Draft EEE Document 14-Apr-03 A 08-May-03 A 19d $2,285 
01-3255 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT 14-Apr-03 A 08-May-03 A 19d $2,285 

01.2.2.03.10.3 Final EEE Document 01-May-03 A 20-May-03 A 14d $6,652 
01-3260 Prepare / Submit Final EEE document 01-May-03 A 20-May-03 A 14d $6,652 

01.2.2.03.11 Evaluation Strategy Description 30-Apr-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 163d $121,648 
01.2.2.03.11.1 Detailed Evaluation Methodology - Draft 14-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 150d $17,093 

01-3300 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 1 14-May-03 A 14-May-03 A 1d $0 

01-3275 Prepare / Submit Revise Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d $17,093 

01-3280 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 2 22-May-03 A 22-May-03 A 1d $0 

01-3285 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 3 12-Jun-03 A 12-Jun-03 A 1d $0 

01-3290 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 4 19-Jun-03 A 19-Jun-03 A 1d $0 

01-3295 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 5 28-Aug-03 A 28-Aug-03 A 1d $0 

01.2.2.03.11.2 Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 30-Apr-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 160d $30,903 
01-3305 Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 30-Apr-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 160d $25,658 

01-3310 USACE Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 24-Oct-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 37d $5,245 

01.2.2.03.11.3 Plan Evaluation Strategy Meeting 24-Oct-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 37d $7,974 
01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 37d $7,974 

01.2.2.03.11.4 Draft Plan Evaluation Strategy 07-Nov-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 30d $30,949 
01-3320 Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 07-Nov-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 27d $14,634 

01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 10d $16,315 
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01.2.2.03.11.5  PDT Meeting on Plan Evaluation Strategy & Methodology

01.2.2.03.11.6  Final Plan Evaluation Strategy

01.2.2.03.12  Land Use Map Update
01.2.2.03.12.1  Land Use/Land Cover Map

01.2.2.03.13  In Progress Review Response Strategy
01.2.2.03.13.1  In Progress Review Response Strategy Document Preparation

01.2.2.03.14  Hydrologic and WQ Modeling Update
01.2.2.03.14.1  Updated WAM Verification

01.2.2.03.14.2  Updated WAM Period of Record

01.2.2.03.14.3  Incorporation of Kissimmee and Lake Istokpoga Flows

01.2.2.03.14.4  LOPP Simulation

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.03.11.5 PDT Meeting on Plan Evaluation Strategy & Methodology 08-Dec-03 A 08-Dec-03 A 1d $14,921 
01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 A 08-Dec-03 A 1d $14,921 

01.2.2.03.11.6 Final Plan Evaluation Strategy 17-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 2d $19,808 
01-3270 Prepare / Submit Final Evaluation Strategy 17-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 2d $19,808 

01.2.2.03.12 Land Use Map Update 03-Feb-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 62d $36,009 
01.2.2.03.12.1 Land Use/Land Cover Map 03-Feb-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 62d $36,009 

01-2610 Prepare / Submit Final Land Use Maps 03-Feb-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 62d $36,009 

01.2.2.03.13 In Progress Review Response Strategy 03-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 10d $12,241 
01.2.2.03.13.1 In Progress Review Response Strategy Document Preparation 03-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 10d $12,241 

01-3240 Prepare / Submit IPR Review Response Strategy document 03-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 10d $12,241 

01.2.2.03.14 Hydrologic and WQ Modeling Update 01-Jul-03 A 01-Jul-04 252d $171,397 
01.2.2.03.14.1 Updated WAM Verification 01-Jul-03 A 31-Mar-04 187d $47,446 

01-2820 Update model to include 2003 land use/land cover 01-Jul-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 105d $0 

01-2825 Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 25-Sep-03 A 25-Sep-03 A 1d $1,200 

01-2815 Update WAM Verification 26-Sep-03 A 31-Mar-04 126d $30,046 

01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land use 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d $6,000 

01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d $10,200 

01.2.2.03.14.2 Updated WAM Period of Record 01-Aug-03 A 15-Apr-04 165d $23,317 
01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d $21,867 

01-2775 Prepare technical summaries of input/output/boundary data 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 127d $1,450 

01.2.2.03.14.3 Incorporation of Kissimmee and Lake Istokpoga Flows 01-Aug-03 A 15-Apr-04 165d $32,873 
01-2785 Verified WAM with S-65C and distribute S-68 Flows 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d $21,004 

01-2780 Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 127d $11,869 

01.2.2.03.14.4 LOPP Simulation 01-Aug-03 A 15-Apr-04 166d $37,475 
01-2795 WAM Simulation of Future Without Project Conditions 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d $16,682 

01-2805 Draft Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 25-Aug-03 A 0d $0 

01-2800 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future conditions 
modeling 

26-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 66d $11,880 
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01.2.2.03.14.5  WAM Peer Review

01.2.2.03.15  Water Quality Technology Ranking
01.2.2.03.15.1  Water Quality Technology Ranking Technical Memorandum

01.2.2.03.16  Watershed Aerial Photograph
01.2.2.03.16.1  Watershed Aerial Photograph Preparation -  

01.2.2.03.17  DMSTA Calibration
01.2.2.03.17.1  Calibrated DMSTA Model

01.2.2.03.18  ITR / Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM)
01.2.2.03.18.1  Independent Technical Review

01.2.2.03.18.2  Feasibility Scoping Meeting

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2790 Documentation of Future Without Simulation 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 128d $8,913 

01.2.2.03.14.5 WAM Peer Review 16-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 54d $30,286 
01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 16-Apr-04* 17-May-04 22d $22,058 

01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 10d $8,228 

01-2765 WAM Model Adjustments 02-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 22d $0 

01.2.2.03.15 Water Quality Technology Ranking 15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 107d $75,799 
01.2.2.03.15.1 Water Quality Technology Ranking Technical Memorandum 15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 107d $75,799 

01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential adverse 
impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 107d $33,600 

01-3340 Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 25-Sep-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 56d $42,199 

01.2.2.03.16 Watershed Aerial Photograph 16-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 5d $3,294 
01.2.2.03.16.1 Watershed Aerial Photograph Preparation - NEW 16-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 5d $3,294 

01-3265 Aerial Photograph Preparation 16-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 5d $3,294 

01.2.2.03.17 DMSTA Calibration 11-Sep-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 85d $59,514 
01.2.2.03.17.1 Calibrated DMSTA Model 11-Sep-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 85d $59,514 

01-3370 Calibrate DMSTA Model 11-Sep-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 85d $28,314 

01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 65d $31,200 

01.2.2.03.18 ITR / Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 23-Feb-04 A 16-Jul-04 107d $130,473 
01.2.2.03.18.1 Independent Technical Review 09-Apr-04 13-May-04 25d $61,080 

01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d $19,048 

01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 10d $33,983 

01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 07-May-04 13-May-04 5d $8,049 

01.2.2.03.18.2 Feasibility Scoping Meeting 23-Feb-04 A 16-Jul-04 107d $69,393 
01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 23-Feb-04 A 12-Mar-04 10d $14,507 

01-2945 FSM Presentation 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 5d $8,783 

01-2985 Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 14-May-04 17-May-04 2d $2,400 

01-2960 FSM Material Submitted to HQ 17-May-04 0d $0 

01-2975 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 18-May-04 17-Jun-04 22d $1,432 
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01.2.2.03.19  Future Without Project Condition Evaluation
01.2.2.03.19.1  Technical Support for RECOVER Coordination

01.2.2.03.19.2  Draft Future Without Project Evaluation Document

01.2.2.03.19.3  PDT Meeting on Draft Future Without Project Evaluation Document

01.2.2.03.19.4  Final Future Without Project Evaluation Document

01.2.2.03.20  Design of Planning Area Alternatives (PAAs)
01.2.2.03.20.1  30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 1

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2980 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 5d $6,558 

01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 5d $15,901 

01-2965 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 01-Jul-04 0d $0 

01-2955 ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 02-Jul-04 02-Jul-04 1d $13,034 

01-2990 FSM Guidance Memorandum 02-Jul-04 16-Jul-04 10d $6,778 

01-2970 FSM Guidance Memorandum Received 16-Jul-04 0d $0 

01.2.2.03.19 Future Without Project Condition Evaluation 16-Apr-04 12-Aug-04 83d $232,544 
01.2.2.03.19.1 Technical Support for RECOVER Coordination 16-Apr-04 29-Jul-04 73d $24,196 

01-2525 Notification of System-wide Modeling Needs 16-Apr-04* 16-Apr-04 1d $0 

01-2515 Meeting Participation 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 2d $24,196 

01-2520 Summary of RECOVER Evaluation 01-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 20d $0 

01.2.2.03.19.2 Draft Future Without Project Evaluation Document 28-May-04 26-Jul-04 40d $148,952 
01-2530 Ecologic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d $0 

01-2535 Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d $3,498 

01-2540 Socioeconomic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d $3,557 

01-2550 Engineering evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d $1,915 

01-2555 Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation document 28-Jun-04 12-Jul-04 10d $97,079 

01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation Document 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d $42,903 

01.2.2.03.19.3 PDT Meeting on Draft Future Without Project Evaluation Document 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d $19,878 
01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d $19,878 

01.2.2.03.19.4 Final Future Without Project Evaluation Document 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 10d $39,518 
01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation document 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 10d $39,518 

01.2.2.03.20 Design of Planning Area Alternatives (PAAs) 08-Dec-04 17-Mar-05 68d $1,027,948 
01.2.2.03.20.1 30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 1 08-Dec-04 27-Jan-05 33d $368,389 

01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d $201,600 
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01.2.2.03.20.2  30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 2

01.2.2.03.20.3  30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 3

01.2.2.03.20.4  30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 4

01.2.2.03.20.5  Draft Alternatives 30%  

01.2.2.03.20.6  PDT Meeting on Draft Alternatives 30%

01.2.2.03.20.7  Final Alternatives 30%  

01.2.2.03.21  Benefits Assessment for PAAs
01.2.2.03.21.1  Draft Benefit Assessment Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d $166,789 

01.2.2.03.20.2 30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 2 08-Dec-04 27-Jan-05 33d $183,589 
01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d $140,400 

01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d $43,189 

01.2.2.03.20.3 30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 3 08-Dec-04 27-Jan-05 33d $183,589 
01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d $140,400 

01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d $43,189 

01.2.2.03.20.4 30% Design of Alternatives in Planning Area 4 08-Dec-04 27-Jan-05 33d $183,589 
01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d $140,400 

01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d $43,189 

01.2.2.03.20.5 Draft Alternatives 30% Design Document 27-Jan-05 02-Mar-05 23d $59,614 
01-3085 Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30% design document 27-Jan-05 11-Feb-05 12d $12,200 

01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d $47,414 

01.2.2.03.20.6 PDT Meeting on Draft Alternatives 30%  Design Document 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d $34,778 
01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d $34,778 

01.2.2.03.20.7 Final Alternatives 30% Design Document 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d $14,400 
01-3055 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d 

01.2.2.03.21 Benefits Assessment for PAAs 08-Dec-04 16-Mar-05 66d $550,353 
01.2.2.03.21.1 Draft Benefit Assessment Document 08-Dec-04 28-Feb-05 55d $510,597 

01-3195 Analysis of System Benefits 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d $111,178 

01-3205 Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d $111,178 

01-3210 Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area Alternatives 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d $74,378 

01-3215 Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area Alternatives 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d $74,378 

01-3220 Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d $74,378 

01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 25-Jan-05 10-Feb-05 12d $25,533 

01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d $39,574 
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01.2.2.03.21.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Benefit Assessment Document

01.2.2.03.21.3  Final Benefit Assessment Document

01.2.2.03.22  Wetland & Habitat Restoration
01.2.2.03.22.1  Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Identification

01.2.2.03.22.2  Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Screening

01.2.2.03.22.3  Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Descritpions

01.2.2.03.23  Lake Istokpoga Screening Criteria, Evaluation Criteria & Performance Measures

01.2.2.03.23.1  Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria

01.2.2.03.23.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Evaluation Criteria

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.03.21.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Benefit Assessment Document 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d $27,378 
01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d $27,378 

01.2.2.03.21.3 Final Benefit Assessment Document 28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 11d $12,378 
01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 11d $12,378 

01.2.2.03.22 Wetland & Habitat Restoration 01-Aug-03 A 22-Apr-04 181d $109,035 
01.2.2.03.22.1 Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Identification 01-Aug-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 98d $23,134 

01-3105 Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 01-Aug-03 A 09-Dec-03 A 88d $9,400 

01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 10d $13,734 

01.2.2.03.22.2 Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Screening 24-Dec-03 A 25-Mar-04 63d $45,978 
01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration Sites 24-Dec-03 A 26-Feb-04 A 43d $19,355 

01-3120 Prepare/Submit Site Screening Document 27-Feb-04 A 11-Mar-04 10d $4,600 

01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d $22,023 

01.2.2.03.22.3 Wetland & Habitat Restoration Site Descritpions 26-Mar-04 22-Apr-04 20d $39,923 
01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d $23,178 

01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d $16,745 

01.2.2.03.23 Lake Istokpoga Screening Criteria, Evaluation Criteria & Performance Me... 15-Aug-03 A 25-May-04 193d $125,721 
01-2995 Approval to incorporate Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Project 

into the LOW Project. 
15-Aug-03 A 0d $0 

01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 67d $16,389 

01.2.2.03.23.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 09-Oct-03 A 11-May-04 146d $81,754 
01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &

performance measures 
09-Oct-03 A 30-Mar-04 116d $25,800 

01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 6d $10,500 

01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 6d $10,500 

01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 31-Mar-04* 13-Apr-04 10d $21,778 

01-3035 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteriactivity 14-Apr-04* 27-Apr-04 10d $6,232 

01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d $6,944 

01.2.2.03.23.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Evaluation Criteria 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d $19,600 
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01.2.2.03.23.3  Final  

01.2.2.03.24  Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions
01.2.2.03.24.1  Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions

01.2.2.03.24.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Inventory of Existing Conditions

01.2.2.03.24.3  Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions

01.2.2.03.25  Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions
01.2.2.03.25.1  Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions

01.2.2.03.25.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Forecast of Future Conditions

01.2.2.03.25.3  Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions

01.2.2.03.26  Lake Istokpoga Hydrologic & Water Quality Modeling

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d $19,600 

01.2.2.03.23.3 Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 12-May-04 25-May-04 10d $7,978 
01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria Document 12-May-04 25-May-04 10d $7,978 

01.2.2.03.24 Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 03-Nov-03 A 04-May-04 125d $140,249 
01.2.2.03.24.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 03-Nov-03 A 14-Apr-04 111d $98,616 

01-2615 Compile Social & Economic Information 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $3,600 

01-2620 Update Land Use 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $2,700 

01-2625 Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $900 

01-2630 Initial Environmental and Economic Equity Assessment 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $0 

01-2635 Initial Cultural Resources Assessment 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $0 

01-2640 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $79,358 

01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 
Document 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d $12,058 

01.2.2.03.24.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Inventory of Existing Conditions 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 5d $16,688 
01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d $16,688 

01.2.2.03.24.3 Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $24,945 
01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 

Document 
15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $24,945 

01.2.2.03.25 Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 15-Dec-03 A 04-May-04 98d $63,688 
01.2.2.03.25.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 15-Dec-03 A 14-Apr-04 84d $42,119 

01-3140 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

15-Dec-03 A 24-Feb-04 A 33d $26,117 

01-3150 Compile & Develop Future Projections 15-Dec-03 A 13-Feb-04 A 33d $2,700 

01-3155 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 15-Dec-03 A 13-Feb-04 A 33d $6,257 

01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d $7,045 

01.2.2.03.25.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Forecast of Future Conditions 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 5d $14,910 
01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d $14,910 

01.2.2.03.25.3 Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $6,659 
01-3165 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 

Document 
15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $6,659 

01.2.2.03.26 Lake Istokpoga Hydrologic & Water Quality Modeling 03-Nov-03 A 04-May-04 125d $141,682 
CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 29 of 54 Appendix C Tab A 



01.2.2.03.26.1 Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization

01.2.2.03.26.2 PDT Meeting on Draft 

01.2.2.03.26.3 Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization

01.2.2.03.26.4 Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization

01.2.2.03.26.5 PDT Meeting on Draft 

01.2.2.03.26.6 Final Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization

01.2.2.03.27 Lake Istokpoga Alternative Development
01.2.2.03.27.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $6,480 

01-2875 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d $6,000 

01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 16-Jan-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 10d $19,105 

02-Feb-04 A 06-Feb-04 A 5d $14,400 

09-Feb-04 A 13-Feb-04 A 5d $4,800 

01.2.2.03.26.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Qualit... 

04-Feb-04 A 5d $9,600 

10-Feb-04 A 17-Feb-04 A 5d $10,732 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d $18,125 

01.2.2.03.26.5 PDT Meeting on Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality ... 

01-Jul-04 12-Jul-04 6d $1,568 

12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 6d $1,062 

12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 6d $3,704 

20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 12d $5,430 
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01.2.2.03.26.1 Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 03-Nov-03 A 26-Feb-04 A 69d $50,785 

Characterization 
01-2865 Modify/ Expand WAM Model 

01-2870 Calibrate & Verify WAM Model Results 

26-Feb-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 5d $19,220 
01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 5d $19,220 

01.2.2.03.26.3 Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 17-Feb-04 A 12-Mar-04 10d $6,000 
01-2885 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 

Characterization 
17-Feb-04 A 12-Mar-04 10d $6,000 

01.2.2.03.26.4 Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 03-Feb-04 A 14-Apr-04 51d $44,457 
01-2900 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 

Characterization 
03-Feb-04 A 17-Feb-04 A 10d $6,000 

01-2890 Modify WAM Model 

01-2895 Evaluate WAM Model Results 

01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

28-Apr-04 04-May-04 5d $15,220 
01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d $15,220 

01.2.2.03.26.6 Final Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $6,000 
01-2915 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 

Characterization 
15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d $6,000 

01.2.2.03.27 Lake Istokpoga Alternative Development 29-Apr-04 01-Sep-04 87d $26,705 
01.2.2.03.27.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 29-Apr-04 05-Aug-04 68d $17,157 

01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 44d $5,393 

01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 

01-2585 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 

01-2605 Combine Management Measures into Alternatives 

01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 



01.2.2.03.27.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.27.3  Public Meeting on Draft Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.27.4  Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document

01.2.2.03.28  Lake Istokpoga Alternative Screening
01.2.2.03.28.1  Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document

01.2.2.03.28.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Screening Document

01.2.2.03.28.3  Final  

01.2.2.04  Alternative Plan Formulation (Watershed)
01.2.2.04.1  Cost Effectiveness / Incremental Cost Analysis

01.2.2.04.1.1  Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document

01.2.2.04.1.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.03.27.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Initial Alternatives Document 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 7d $6,580 
01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 7d $6,580 

01.2.2.03.27.3 Public Meeting on Draft Initial Alternatives Document 05-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 7d $1,606 
01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 05-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 7d $1,606 

01.2.2.03.27.4 Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 12d $1,362 
01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 12d $1,362 

01.2.2.03.28 Lake Istokpoga Alternative Screening 01-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 32d $20,785 
01.2.2.03.28.1 Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 01-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 20d $11,171 

01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 01-Sep-04 10-Sep-04 7d $4,822 

01-2665 Initial identification of Final Alternatives 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d $1,852 

01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d $2,288 

01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d $2,209 

01.2.2.03.28.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Screening Document 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d $8,152 
01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d $8,152 

01.2.2.03.28.3 Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 11d $1,462 
01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 11d $1,462 

01.2.2.04 Alternative Plan Formulation (Watershed) 02-Mar-05 14-Jun-05 73d $205,694 
01.2.2.04.1 Cost Effectiveness / Incremental Cost Analysis 02-Mar-05 14-Jun-05 73d $205,694 

01.2.2.04.1.1 Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 02-Mar-05 28-Apr-05 41d $102,096 
01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d $17,178 

01-5250 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d $9,589 

01-5255 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d $9,589 

01-5260 Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d $9,589 

01-5265 Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 28-Mar-05 05-Apr-05 6d $15,355 

01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 6d $7,778 

01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 12d $33,018 

01.2.2.04.1.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 7d $25,189 
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01.2.2.04.1.3  Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document

01.2.2.04.1.4  Public Workshop

01.2.2.04.1.5  Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document

01.2.2.05  Alternative Plan Evaluation
01.2.2.05.1  Update to Evaluation Criteria

01.2.2.05.2  Alternative Plan Evaluation
01.2.2.05.2.1  Ecologic / Habitat Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.2  Ecologic / Water Quality Evaluations

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 7d $25,189 

01.2.2.04.1.3 Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 28-Apr-05 17-May-05 14d $37,573 
01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 

document 
28-Apr-05 09-May-05 7d $9,689 

01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

09-May-05 17-May-05 7d $27,884 

01.2.2.04.1.4 Public Workshop 09-May-05 17-May-05 7d $20,358 
01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 09-May-05 17-May-05 7d $20,358 

01.2.2.04.1.5 Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 17-May-05 14-Jun-05 19d $20,478 
01-5215 Assemble & incorporate public comments 17-May-05 03-Jun-05 12d $11,600 

01-5210 Final Array of Alternatives Selected 03-Jun-05 0d $0 

01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 03-Jun-05 14-Jun-05 7d $8,878 

01.2.2.05 Alternative Plan Evaluation 17-Jul-03 A 09-Mar-06 660d $1,549,204 
01.2.2.05.1 Update to Evaluation Criteria 17-Jul-03 A 20-Oct-04 317d $27,278 

01-2020 Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 17-Jul-03 A 14-Aug-03 A 20d $5,700 

01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 20d $21,578 

01.2.2.05.2 Alternative Plan Evaluation 28-Apr-05 20-Sep-05 100d $941,152 
01.2.2.05.2.1 Ecologic / Habitat Evaluations 28-Apr-05 15-Jul-05 54d $178,443 

01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other analyses (EVSM) 28-Apr-05 14-Jun-05 32d $92,555 

01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 14-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 22d $48,710 

01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $37,178 

01.2.2.05.2.2 Ecologic / Water Quality Evaluations 28-Apr-05 14-Jul-05 54d $108,126 
01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 28-Apr-05 28-Jun-05 42d $31,200 

01-2065 Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d $14,470 

01-2055 Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d $14,189 

01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d $15,989 

01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d $16,589 

01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 28-Jun-05 07-Jul-05 7d $15,689 
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01.2.2.05.2.4  Socioeconomic / Water Supply Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.5  Socioeconomic / Flood Control Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.6  Socioeconomic / Recreation & Navigations Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.7  Socioeconomic / Cultural Resources Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.8  Socioeconomic / Socioeconomic Impact Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.9  Performance & Efficiency / Project Performance Evaluations

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.05.2.4 Socioeconomic / Water Supply Evaluations 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d $23,200 
01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian Reservation 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d $23,200 

01.2.2.05.2.5 Socioeconomic / Flood Control Evaluations 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d $64,800 
01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d $64,800 

01.2.2.05.2.6 Socioeconomic / Recreation & Navigations Evaluations 14-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 31d $30,136 
01-2120 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $15,168 

01-2125 Evaluate impacts to navigation 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d $14,968 

01.2.2.05.2.7 Socioeconomic / Cultural Resources Evaluations 28-Apr-05 01-Aug-05 65d $84,000 
01-2105 Conduct field assessments of project sites 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d $51,000 

01-2115 Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 31-May-05 29-Jun-05 22d $23,400 

01-2110 Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 29-Jun-05 01-Aug-05 22d $9,600 

01.2.2.05.2.8 Socioeconomic / Socioeconomic Impact Evaluations 14-Jun-05 15-Aug-05 43d $165,290 
01-2130 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $21,968 

01-2135 Estimate present value change in regional income 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 42d $33,568 

01-2140 Estimate jobs displace/create 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $12,768 

01-2145 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d $11,568 

01-2150 Estimate number of property owners impacted 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d $11,568 

01-2155 Assess community well-being 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $12,768 

01-2165 Estimate impacts to property taxes 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $12,768 

01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $27,546 

01-2160 Complete environmental justice evaluations 15-Jul-05 15-Aug-05 21d $20,768 

01.2.2.05.2.9 Performance & Efficiency / Project Performance Evaluations 14-Jun-05 13-Sep-05 63d $133,200 
01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d $78,400 

01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 20-Jun-05 20-Jul-05 21d $26,800 

01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 15-Jul-05 13-Sep-05 41d $28,000 
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01.2.2.05.2.10  Performance & Efficiency / Cost Efficiency Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.11  Performance & Efficiency / Risk & Uncertainty Evaluations

01.2.2.05.2.12  RECOVER System-wide Evaluations

01.2.2.05.3  Alternative Plan Comparison
01.2.2.05.3.1  Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document

01.2.2.05.3.2  PDT Meeting on Draft Alternative Evaluation Document

01.2.2.05.3.3  Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.05.2.10 Performance & Efficiency / Cost Efficiency Evaluations 14-Jun-05 20-Sep-05 68d $94,499 
01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d $48,778 

01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 30-Jun-05 18-Jul-05 11d $14,355 

01-2195 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d $10,694 

01-2205 Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d $9,978 

01-2200 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 6d $10,694 

01.2.2.05.2.11 Performance & Efficiency / Risk & Uncertainty Evaluations 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 12d $59,458 
01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 12d $27,671 

01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe weather 
conditions 

14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 12d $31,787 

01.2.2.05.2.12 RECOVER System-wide Evaluations 12-Sep-05 12-Sep-05 0d $0 
01-2030 RECOVER Evaluation of Alternatives Complete 12-Sep-05 0d $0 

01.2.2.05.3 Alternative Plan Comparison 14-Jun-05 09-Mar-06 182d $580,774 
01.2.2.05.3.1 Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document 14-Jun-05 24-Oct-05 91d $212,837 

01-2215 Develop MCDM model 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 42d $75,800 

01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d $33,155 

01-2225 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d $38,655 

01-2230 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 20-Sep-05 06-Oct-05 11d $14,000 

01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d $51,227 

01.2.2.05.3.2 PDT Meeting on Draft Alternative Evaluation Document 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 6d $36,778 
01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 6d $36,778 

01.2.2.05.3.3 Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document 24-Oct-05 14-Dec-05 34d $147,591 
01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d $31,555 

01-2290 Complete additional technical evaluations 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d $18,400 

01-2295 Final Comparisons 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d $19,178 

01-2300 Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d $24,555 
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01.2.2.05.3.4  ITR/PDT Meeting - Final Screening Comments

01.2.2.05.3.5  Public Workshop

01.2.2.05.3.6  SFWMD Governing Board

01.2.2.05.3.7  Alternative Formulation Briefing

01.2.2.05.3.8  Final Alternative Plan Evaluation Document

01.2.2.06  Recommended Plan

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2305 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 08-Nov-05 29-Nov-05 11d $11,600 

01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d $42,303 

01.2.2.05.3.4 ITR/PDT Meeting - Final Screening Comments 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 7d $38,158 
01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 7d $38,158 

01.2.2.05.3.5 Public Workshop 29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 6d $20,155 
01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 6d $20,155 

01.2.2.05.3.6 SFWMD Governing Board 07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 6d $14,778 
01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 6d $14,778 

01.2.2.05.3.7 Alternative Formulation Briefing 06-Oct-05 21-Feb-06 90d $45,039 
01-2350 AFB Preparation 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d $22,010 

01-2310 14-Dec-05 19-Dec-05 3d $778 

01-2325 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 19-Dec-05 24-Jan-06 23d $2,723 

01-2335 Submit AFB documentation to HQ/SA 19-Dec-05 0d $0 

01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 6d $7,150 

01-2315 AFB Meeting 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d $12,378 

01-2320 AFB Guidance Memorandum 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 10d $0 

01-2340 Alternative Formulation Briefing / Site Visit 06-Feb-06 0d $0 

01-2345 AFB Guidance Memorandum Received 21-Feb-06 0d $0 

01.2.2.05.3.8 Final Alternative Plan Evaluation Document 02-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 24d $65,438 
01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d $14,293 

01-2255 Final Screening/Tentatively Selected Plan Complete 06-Feb-06 0d $0 

01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $24,755 

01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 10-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 6d $13,100 

01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 10d $13,290 

01.2.2.06 Recommended Plan 15-Apr-04 16-May-06 522d $452,847 
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01.2.2.06.1  Design Selected Plan
01.2.2.06.1.1  Engineering Drawings/Plates

01.2.2.06.1.2  Updated MCACES Cost Estimate

01.2.2.06.1.3  Develop Implementation Plan

01.2.2.06.1.4  Draft Recommended Plan Document

01.2.2.06.1.5  PDT Meeting on Draft Recommended Plan Document

01.2.2.06.2  NEPA Environmental Assessments
01.2.2.06.2.1  Draft Environmental Effects Document

01.2.2.06.2.2  Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0

01.2.2.06.3  Value Engineering

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.2.2.06.1 Design Selected Plan 06-Feb-06 20-Apr-06 53d $186,814 
01.2.2.06.1.1 Engineering Drawings/Plates 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $40,400 

01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $40,400 

01.2.2.06.1.2 Updated MCACES Cost Estimate 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $17,355 
01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $17,355 

01-5175 Baseline Cost Estimate Approved 0d $0 

01.2.2.06.1.3 Develop Implementation Plan 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $23,200 
01-5180 Develop Implementation Plan 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d $23,200 

01.2.2.06.1.4 Draft Recommended Plan Document 10-Mar-06 20-Apr-06 29d $73,681 
01-5190 Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 10-Mar-06 28-Mar-06 11d $19,178 

01-5195 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 28-Mar-06 04-Apr-06 6d $7,000 

01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 12d $47,503 

01.2.2.06.1.5 PDT Meeting on Draft Recommended Plan Document 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 12d $32,178 
01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 12d $32,178 

01.2.2.06.2 NEPA Environmental Assessments 06-Feb-06 08-May-06 64d $141,317 
01.2.2.06.2.1 Draft Environmental Effects Document 06-Feb-06 08-May-06 64d $79,336 

01-5155 Prepare draft document 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d $52,278 

01-5160 Submit draft document 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d $7,000 

01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 11d $20,058 

01.2.2.06.2.2 Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 06-Feb-06 08-May-06 64d $61,981 
01-5140 Prepare draft document 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d $37,578 

01-5145 Submit draft document 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d $7,000 

01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 11d $17,403 

01.2.2.06.3 Value Engineering 15-Apr-04 16-May-06 522d $124,716 
01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 meetings total) 15-Apr-04* 10-Nov-05* 396d $24,890 

01-5115 VE Team Meeting 06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d $9,140 

01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 1d $16,000 
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01.2.2.07  LOW PIR/EIS
01.2.2.07.1  LOW PIR/EIS Development

01.2.2.07.1.1  1st Draft PIR/EIS

01.2.2.07.1.2  Internal Draft PIR/EIS

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 7d $61,118 

01-5125 Prepare Value Engineering Document and Recommendations 13-Apr-06 01-May-06 12d $2,890 

01-5130 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 01-May-06 16-May-06 11d $10,678 

01.2.2.07 LOW PIR/EIS 13-Mar-06 14-Nov-06 172d $283,724 
01.2.2.07.1 LOW PIR/EIS Development 13-Mar-06 14-Nov-06 172d $283,724 

01.2.2.07.1.1 1st Draft PIR/EIS 13-Mar-06 29-Jun-06 77d $163,989 
01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 20d $41,966 

01-5015 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 10-May-06 26-May-06 12d $15,915 

01-5000 RECOVER-RET Review of 1st draft PIR 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d $5,655 

01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 11d $37,333 

01-5020 PDT Review 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d $63,120 

01-4990 In-House Review of 1st draft PIR/NEPA Complete 13-Jun-06 0d $0 

01-4995 RET PIR Evaluation Report Complete 29-Jun-06 0d $0 

01.2.2.07.1.2 Internal Draft PIR/EIS 13-Jun-06 31-Oct-06 97d $83,804 
01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 13-Jun-06 29-Jun-06 12d $17,755 

01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 18-Jul-06 12d $16,978 

01-5030 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft Complete 29-Jun-06 0d $0 

01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d $5,938 

01-5025 Internal draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 18-Aug-06 0d $0 

01-5035 Submit documentation to HQ for Internal draft PIR/NEPA Review 18-Aug-06 24-Aug-06 4d $4,666 

01-5040 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 24-Aug-06 27-Sep-06 23d $1,945 

01-5045 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 6d $19,866 

01-5065 HQ Policy Review Complete 27-Sep-06 0d $0 

01-5055 In-Progress Review 05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 6d $16,656 
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01.2.2.07.1.3  Draft PIR/EIS

01.2.2.08  Independent Technical Reviews
01.2.2.08.1  Independent Technical Review prior to FSM

01.2.2.08.2  Independent Technical Review of Final Screening

01.2.2.08.3  Independent Technical Review prior to AFB

01.2.2.08.4  Independent Technical Review on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Document

01.2.2.B  State Approval Process

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5060 Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d $0 

01-5070 PIR Review Conference 17-Oct-06 0d $0 

01-5075 Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) Receive 31-Oct-06 0d $0 

01.2.2.07.1.3 Draft PIR/EIS 17-Oct-06 14-Nov-06 20d $35,931 
01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d $24,688 

01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d $9,688 

01-5090 Release Draft PIR 09-Nov-06 14-Nov-06 2d $1,555 

01.2.2.08 Independent Technical Reviews 11-Mar-04 17-Jul-06 588d $215,149 
01.2.2.08.1 Independent Technical Review prior to FSM 11-Mar-04 09-Apr-04 22d $76,886 

01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 21d $36,054 

01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d $40,832 

01-3690 ITR Meeting with PDT for FSM 09-Apr-04 0d $0 

01.2.2.08.2 Independent Technical Review of Final Screening 06-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 23d $60,207 
01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d $18,757 

01-3660 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening Complete 24-Oct-05 0d $0 

01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d $41,450 

01-3665 ITR/PDT Meeting Final Screening Comments 08-Nov-05 0d $0 

01.2.2.08.3 Independent Technical Review prior to AFB 29-Nov-05 16-Dec-05 13d $50,982 
01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d $14,655 

01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 2d $36,327 

01-3645 ITR/PDT Pre-AFB Meeting 16-Dec-05 0d $0 

01.2.2.08.4 Independent Technical Review on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Document 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 11d $27,074 
01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 11d $27,074 

01-3680 ITR on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 17-Jul-06 0d $0 

01.2.2.B State Approval Process 06-Feb-06 21-Jan-09 740d $75,587 
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01.2.2.B.1  SFWMD GB Water Reservations Rule Development

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 06-Feb-06 09-Feb-06 3d $8,343 

01-2400 PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Meeting 09-Feb-06 0d $0 

01-2425 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter 09-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 10d $2,400 

01-2405 PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter Received 24-Feb-06 0d $0 

01-2430 Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 5d 

01-2395 PIR/FS 1501 Meeting with FDEP 03-Mar-06 0d $0 

01-2385 FS 1501 Submittal to FDEP with WQC Application 09-Jul-07 0d $0 

01-2410 State 1501 Review & Approval 09-Jul-07 02-Oct-07 60d $0 

01-2375 FS 1501 DEP Approval 02-Oct-07 0d $0 

01-2415 Incorporate State Comments 02-Oct-07 18-Oct-07 12d $3,955 

01-2355 Submit 1502 WQC Application 02-Jan-08 07-Jan-08 3d $1,978 

01-2360 1502 Application Completeness Review 07-Jan-08 07-Feb-08 22d $0 

01-2365 Agency Action Review 07-Feb-08 09-May-08 65d $3,900 

01-2435 Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 01-May-08 09-May-08 6d $2,278 

01-2370 Publish Notice of Intent and Draft Permit 09-May-08 04-Jun-08 16d $2,100 

01-2390 FS 1501 Reasonable Assurances Status Meeting 09-May-08 0d $0 

01-2380 State WQC/Permits Received 04-Jun-08 0d $0 

01.2.2.B.1 SFWMD GB Water Reservations Rule Development 17-Apr-08 21-Jan-09 189d $45,200 
01-2440 SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 17-Apr-08 08-May-08 15d $3,600 

01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 08-May-08 11-Jul-08 44d $30,800 

01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 15d $5,400 

01-2455 Review Period for Draft Rule 01-Aug-08 14-Oct-08 50d $0 

01-2460 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 15d $5,400 
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01.2.3  Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.3.1  1st Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.3.2  Internal Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.3.3  Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.3.4  Draft Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.3.5  Internal Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-2465 Notice of Change Published in FAW 04-Nov-08 09-Dec-08 22d $0 

01-2470 File with the Florida Department of State 06-Jan-09 21-Jan-09 10d $0 

01.2.3 Environmental Evaluation Appendix 06-Feb-06 31-Dec-07 476d $195,409 
01.2.3.1 1st Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix 06-Feb-06 10-May-06 67d $110,265 

01-1065 Issues & Recommenations 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d $3,560 

01-1070 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural Resources 06-Feb-06 02-Mar-06 17d $31,200 

01-1060 SHPO Coordination Phase 1 02-Mar-06 16-Mar-06 10d $9,600 

01-1045 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural Resources 16-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 16d $31,200 

01-1075 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 16-Mar-06 19-Apr-06 23d $16,440 

01-1050 Draft CAR 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 11d $920 

01-1055 SHPO Consultation 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 11d $9,600 

01-1040 Submit Draft USF&WS Coordination Act Report 24-Apr-06 0d $0 

01-1080 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 24-Apr-06 10-May-06 12d $7,745 

01.2.3.2 Internal Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix 29-Jun-06 14-Aug-06 31d $21,665 
01-1085 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d $14,485 

01-1090 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d $7,180 

01.2.3.3 Draft Environmental Evaluation Appendix 17-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 16d $11,283 
01-1110 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d $4,600 

01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d $6,683 

01.2.3.4 Draft Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix 24-Jan-07 04-Jun-07 91d $26,065 
01-1125 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d $19,520 

01-1120 Final CAR 03-May-07 17-May-07 10d $0 

01-1115 Final USF&WS Coordination Act Report Received 17-May-07 0d $0 

01-1130 Prepare draft Final for distribution 17-May-07 04-Jun-07 11d $6,545 

01.2.3.5 Internal Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix 03-May-07 13-Jun-07 29d $15,368 
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01.2.3.6  Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix

01.2.4  Socio-Economic  
01.2.4.1  1st Draft Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.4.2  Internal Draft Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.4.3  Draft Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.4.4  Draft Final Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.4.5  Internal Final Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.4.6  Final Socioeconomic Appendix

01.2.5  Engineering and Design Appendix

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1095 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $9,885 

01-1100 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d $5,483 

01.2.3.6 Final Environmental Evaluation Appendix 09-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 33d $10,763 
01-1030 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d $8,040 

01-1035 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d $2,723 

Analy01.2.4 Socio-Economic Analysis Appendix 06-Feb-06 31-Dec-07 476d $89,331 
01.2.4.1 1st Draft Socioeconomic Appendix 06-Feb-06 25-Apr-06 55d $28,941 

01-5340 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d $23,563 

01-5345 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d $5,378 

01.2.4.2 Internal Draft Socioeconomic Appendix 29-Jun-06 14-Aug-06 31d $15,909 
01-5350 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d $11,840 

01-5355 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d $4,069 

01.2.4.3 Draft Socioeconomic Appendix 17-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 16d $8,949 
01-5360 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d $5,800 

01-5365 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d $3,149 

01.2.4.4 Draft Final Socioeconomic Appendix 24-Jan-07 12-Apr-07 55d $19,349 
01-5370 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d $14,360 

01-5375 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d $4,989 

01.2.4.5 Internal Final Socioeconomic Appendix 03-May-07 13-Jun-07 29d $10,394 
01-5390 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $7,245 

01-5395 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d $3,149 

01.2.4.6 Final Socioeconomic Appendix 09-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 33d $5,789 
01-5380 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d $5,400 

01-5385 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d $389 

01.2.5 Engineering and Design Appendix 26-Apr-04 10-Jan-08 927d $753,015 
01-1790 Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water levels and 

budgets, as required 
14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d $3,150 
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01.2.5.1  Field Data Collection
01.2.5.1.1  Field Data Collection Plan

01.2.5.1.3  Geotechnical Data Analysis

01.2.5.2  Engineering and Design Appendix Preparation
01.2.5.2.1  1st Draft Engineering and Design Appendix

01.2.5.2.2  Internal Draft Engineering and Design Appendix

01.2.5.2.3  Draft Engineering and Design Appendix

01.2.5.2.4  Draft Final Engineering and Design Appendix

01.2.5.2.5  Internal Final Engineering and Design Appendix

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design team, and 
A&E, as necessary 

14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 9d $16,823 

01-1800 Provide input for operational performance measures 14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d $2,353 

01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 06-Feb-06 10-Feb-06 4d $5,128 

01.2.5.1 Field Data Collection 26-Apr-04 11-Aug-04 76d $398,046 
01.2.5.1.1 Field Data Collection Plan 26-Apr-04 27-Jul-04 65d $346,561 

01-2000 Field data Collection Plan 26-Apr-04 25-May-04 22d $32,425 

01-2005 Topographic data Collection 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 43d $230,871 

01-2010 Geotechnical data Collection 26-May-04 25-Jun-04 22d $83,265 

01.2.5.1.3 Geotechnical Data Analysis 28-Jun-04 11-Aug-04 32d $51,485 
01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 22d $40,340 

01-1995 Prepare Final design Recommendations 29-Jul-04 11-Aug-04 10d $11,145 

01.2.5.2 Engineering and Design Appendix Preparation 06-Feb-06 31-Dec-07 476d $181,547 
01.2.5.2.1 1st Draft Engineering and Design Appendix 06-Feb-06 25-Apr-06 55d $56,623 

01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d $43,300 

01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d $13,323 

01.2.5.2.2 Internal Draft Engineering and Design Appendix 29-Jun-06 14-Aug-06 31d $32,065 
01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d $24,440 

01-1865 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d $7,625 

01.2.5.2.3 Draft Engineering and Design Appendix 17-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 16d $22,105 
01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d $15,400 

01-1835 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d $6,705 

01.2.5.2.4 Draft Final Engineering and Design Appendix 24-Jan-07 12-Apr-07 55d $38,286 
01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d $20,363 

01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d $17,923 

01.2.5.2.5 Internal Final Engineering and Design Appendix 03-May-07 13-Jun-07 29d $20,345 
01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $12,240 
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01.2.5.2.6  Final Engineering and Design Appendix

01.2.5.3  Draft Project Operating Manual
01.2.5.3.1  Internal Draft Operating Manual

01.2.5.3.2  1st Draft Operating Manual

01.2.5.3.3  Draft Operating Manual

01.2.5.3.5  Draft Final Draft Operating Manual

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d $8,105 

01.2.5.2.6 Final Engineering and Design Appendix 09-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 33d $12,123 
01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d $8,400 

01-1845 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d $3,723 

01.2.5.3 Draft Project Operating Manual 06-Feb-06 10-Jan-08 483d $145,968 
01.2.5.3.1 Internal Draft Operating Manual 01-May-06 18-Aug-06 77d $24,062 

01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 01-May-06 04-May-06 3d $5,950 

01-1925 Support for Water Quality Certification 29-Jun-06 06-Jul-06 4d $750 

01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d $13,340 

01-1935 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d $4,022 

01.2.5.3.2 1st Draft Operating Manual 06-Feb-06 27-Apr-06 57d $62,945 
01-1950 Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d $6,100 

01-1955 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and Operations of 
Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d $8,950 

01-1960 Coordinate with A&E as necessary to begin preparation of Operating 
Manual 

06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d $3,750 

01-1965 A&E begins development of Draft Operating Manual and Interim 
Operations 

13-Feb-06 14-Mar-06 20d $2,400 

01-1970 Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and Interim
Operations 

13-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 10d $8,700 

01-1975 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water Reservations/Allocations and 
Savings Clause Compliance 

27-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 3d $5,650 

01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual & Interim 
Operations 

14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 20d $19,350 

01-1985 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 11d $8,045 

01.2.5.3.3 Draft Operating Manual 17-Oct-06 09-Nov-06 18d $10,572 
01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d $6,550 

01-1895 Prepare Draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d $4,022 

01.2.5.3.5 Draft Final Draft Operating Manual 24-Jan-07 17-Apr-07 59d $25,045 
01-1905 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 24-Jan-07 29-Jan-07 3d $3,900 

01-1910 Preliminary Coordination with SAD 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 2d $750 
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01.2.5.3.6  Internal Final Draft Operating Manual

01.2.5.3.4  Final Draft Operating Manual

01.2.6  Real Estate Analy
01.2.6.1  1st Draft Real Estate Analysis  

01.2.6.2  Internal Draft Real Estate Analysis  

01.2.6.3  Draft Real Estate Analysis  

01.2.6.4  Draft Final Real Estate Analysis  

01.2.6.5  Internal Final Real Estate Analysis  

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 29-Jan-07 02-Apr-07 44d $15,860 

01-1900 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 12d $4,535 

01.2.5.3.6 Internal Final Draft Operating Manual 03-May-07 20-Jun-07 34d $13,137 
01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $9,490 

01-1945 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d $3,647 

01.2.5.3.4 Final Draft Operating Manual 09-Nov-07 10-Jan-08 40d $10,207 
01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d $7,650 

01-1875 Prepare Final Document 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d $1,807 

01-1880 Coordination with SAD 03-Jan-08 09-Jan-08 3d $375 

01-1885 Approval of Draft Operating Manual 09-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 2d $375 

sis Appendix01.2.6 Real Estate Analysis Appendix 08-Nov-05 31-Dec-07 533d $137,346 
01.2.6.1 1st Draft Real Estate Analysis Appendix 08-Nov-05 20-Apr-06 110d $67,418 

01-5275 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 08-Nov-05 15-Dec-05 23d $40,760 

01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d $21,280 

01-5285 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d $5,378 

01.2.6.2 Internal Draft Real Estate Analysis Appendix 29-Jun-06 14-Aug-06 31d $20,420 
01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d $16,740 

01-5335 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d $3,680 

01.2.6.3 Draft Real Estate Analysis Appendix 17-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 16d $13,460 
01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d $10,700 

01-5295 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d $2,760 

01.2.6.4 Draft Final Real Estate Analysis Appendix 24-Jan-07 12-Apr-07 55d $19,260 
01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d $14,660 

01-5325 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d $4,600 

01.2.6.5 Internal Final Real Estate Analysis Appendix 03-May-07 13-Jun-07 29d $10,310 
01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $7,550 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 44 of 54 Appendix C Tab A 



01.2.6.6  Final Real Estate Analysis  

01.2.7  Project Monitoring Plan
01.2.7.1  Project Monitoring Plan Preparation

01.2.7.1.1  1st Draft Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.7.1.2  Internal Draft Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.7.1.3  Draft Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.7.1.4  Draft Final Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.7.1.5  Internal Final Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.7.1.6  Final Project Monitoring Plan

01.2.8  Project RECOVER Tasks
01.2.8.1  RECOVER System-wide Evaluations for Project Alternatives

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5305 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d $2,760 

01.2.6.6 Final Real Estate Analysis Appendix 09-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 33d $6,478 
01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d $5,700 

01-5310 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d $778 

01.2.7 Project Monitoring Plan 06-Feb-06 02-Jan-08 477d $11,352 
01.2.7.1 Project Monitoring Plan Preparation 06-Feb-06 02-Jan-08 477d $11,352 

01.2.7.1.1 1st Draft Project Monitoring Plan 06-Feb-06 25-Apr-06 55d $2,352 
01-1530 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 43d $0 

01-1535 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 07-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 12d $2,352 

01.2.7.1.2 Internal Draft Project Monitoring Plan 29-Jun-06 17-Aug-06 34d $2,352 
01-1520 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d $0 

01-1525 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 12d $2,352 

01.2.7.1.3 Draft Project Monitoring Plan 17-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 16d $2,352 
01-1500 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d $0 

01-1505 Prepare draft for distribution 31-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 6d $2,352 

01.2.7.1.4 Draft Final Project Monitoring Plan 24-Jan-07 11-Apr-07 54d $1,432 
01-1480 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 43d $0 

01-1485 Prepare draft Final for distribution 27-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 11d $1,432 

01.2.7.1.5 Internal Final Project Monitoring Plan 03-May-07 20-Jun-07 33d $1,432 
01-1490 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 22d $0 

01-1495 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 05-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d $1,432 

01.2.7.1.6 Final Project Monitoring Plan 09-Nov-07 02-Jan-08 34d $1,432 
01-1510 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 22d $0 

01-1515 Prepare Final document 14-Dec-07 02-Jan-08 12d $1,432 

01.2.8 Project RECOVER Tasks 14-Aug-03 A 03-Jan-08 1094d $203,560 
01.2.8.1 RECOVER System-wide Evaluations for Project Alternatives 28-May-04 12-Sep-05 322d $66,395 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 43d $11,195 
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01.2.8.2  RECOVER Consultation on the Development of Interim Operational Strategies

01.2.8.3  RECOVER Reviews

01.2.8.4  RECOVER Appendix Preparation
01.2.8.4.1  1st Draft RECOVER Appendix

01.2.8.4.2  Internal Draft RECOVER Appendix

01.2.8.4.3  Draft RECOVER Appendix

01.2.8.4.4  Draft Final RECOVER Appendix

01.2.8.4.5  Internal Final RECOVER Appendix

01.2.8.4.6  Final RECOVER Appendix

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 62d $55,200 

01.2.8.2 RECOVER Consultation on the Development of Interim Operational Strategies 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d $20,420 
01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d $20,420 

01.2.8.3 RECOVER Reviews 14-Aug-03 A 29-Jun-06 718d $86,915 
01-1150 RECOVER Review of Performance Measures 14-Aug-03 A 0d $0 

01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d $18,525 

01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25-Apr-06 25-May-06 22d $31,645 

01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 27-Apr-06 30-May-06 23d $28,200 

01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d $8,545 

01.2.8.4 RECOVER Appendix Preparation 06-Feb-06 03-Jan-08 478d $29,830 
01.2.8.4.1 1st Draft RECOVER Appendix 06-Feb-06 25-Apr-06 55d $4,265 

01-1195 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d $1,400 

01-1200 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d $2,865 

01.2.8.4.2 Internal Draft RECOVER Appendix 29-Jun-06 18-Aug-06 35d $5,665 
01-1175 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d $1,400 

01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d $4,265 

01.2.8.4.3 Draft RECOVER Appendix 17-Oct-06 09-Nov-06 18d $5,665 
01-1230 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d $1,400 

01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d $4,265 

01.2.8.4.4 Draft Final RECOVER Appendix 24-Jan-07 12-Apr-07 55d $4,745 
01-1205 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d $1,400 

01-1210 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d $3,345 

01.2.8.4.5 Internal Final RECOVER Appendix 03-May-07 20-Jun-07 34d $4,745 
01-1215 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d $1,400 

01-1220 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d $3,345 

01.2.8.4.6 Final RECOVER Appendix 09-Nov-07 03-Jan-08 35d $4,745 
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01.2.9  PIR Approval
01.2.9.1  Federal Approval Process

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1190 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d $1,400 

01-1185 Prepare Final document 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d $3,345 

01.2.9 PIR Approval 14-Nov-06 10-Jan-08 287d $135,195 
01.2.9.1 Federal Approval Process 14-Nov-06 10-Jan-08 287d $135,195 

01-1565 Notice of Availability in Federal Register 14-Nov-06 05-Dec-06 12d $2,058 

01-1545 Draft PIR/NEPA Published in Federal Register 05-Dec-06 0d $0 

01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 05-Dec-06 24-Jan-07 33d $38,035 

01-1540 Public Review of Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 24-Jan-07 0d $0 

01-1575 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 24-Jan-07 15-Feb-07 16d $20,742 

01-1555 Responses to Public Comments Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 17-Apr-07 0d $0 

01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 17-Apr-07 03-May-07 11d $10,011 

01-1550 ITR Review/Certification 03-May-07 0d $0 

01-1585 Draft Final PIR/NEPA 30-May-07 20-Jun-07 16d $10,598 

01-1560 Final Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 20-Jun-07 0d $0 

01-1590 Print and Distribute 1501 Submittal to State 20-Jun-07 09-Jul-07 11d $15,000 

01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 20-Jun-07 16-Jul-07 16d $19,250 

01-1630 In-House Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 16-Jul-07 0d $0 

01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 18-Oct-07 09-Nov-07 15d $7,223 

01-1600 NFS Letter of Support and Financial Capability Statement 09-Nov-07 28-Nov-07 10d $0 

01-1620 ITR/Legal Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 09-Nov-07 0d $0 

01-1605 Assemble Final PIR 28-Nov-07 02-Jan-08 24d $12,278 

01-1625 Sponsor's Letter of Intent Received 28-Nov-07 0d $0 

01-1610 DE Signature 03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d $0 
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01.2.A  Project Authorization
01.2.A.1  Washington Level Review

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1635 Final PIR/NEPA Report Complete 03-Jan-08 0d $0 

01-1640 MSC Commander's Public Notice (Complete PIR) 10-Jan-08 0d $0 

01.2.A Project Authorization 03-Jan-08 24-Feb-09 285d $41,905 
01.2.A.1 Washington Level Review 03-Jan-08 24-Feb-09 285d $41,905 

01-1715 State and Agency Letters Signed and Received by District 03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d $0 

01-1720 Mail Letters and Draft Final Report 10-Jan-08 17-Jan-08 5d $0 

01-1725 Publish in Federal Register 17-Jan-08 29-Jan-08 6d $778 

01-1730 State, Agency and Public Review 29-Jan-08 29-Feb-08 22d $2,640 

01-1765 Final PIR/NEPA Report Published in the Federal Register 29-Jan-08 0d $0 

01-1735 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 16d $11,776 

01-1775 Washington Level Agency and Public Review Complete 29-Feb-08 0d $0 

01-1740 HQ/MSC Review Conference 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 6d $7,155 

01-1745 Policy Review Documentation 21-Mar-08 01-Apr-08 7d $0 

01-1760 Responses to Public Comments on Final PIR/NEPA Complete 21-Mar-08 0d $0 

01-1685 Filing of Final PIR/NEPA Document 01-Apr-08 08-Apr-08 5d $0 

01-1780 PIR Assessment to CECW-PM 01-Apr-08 0d $0 

01-1690 Filing of Final NEPA Document Complete 08-Apr-08 0d $0 

01-1750 Chief's Report (before 9/30/07) 08-Apr-08 17-Apr-08 7d $778 

01-1655 ROD Signed 17-Apr-08 18-Apr-08 1d $0 

01-1700 Chief's Report Submitted to ASA(CW) 17-Apr-08 0d $0 

01-1755 ASA(CW) Review 17-Apr-08 02-Jun-08 31d $4,378 

01-1695 Record of Decision (ROD) Signed 18-Apr-08 0d $0 

01-1680 ASA (CW) Memorandum to OMB 02-Jun-08 16-Jun-08 10d $0 
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01.4  WATER RESERVA
01.4.1  Identify Water Reservations

01.5  PLANS & SPECIFICA
01.5.2  Advanced Planning/Field Work

01.5.3  Preliminary P&S

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-1665 OMB Review 16-Jun-08 26-Aug-08 50d $6,000 

01-1785 ASA(CW) Memorandum to OMB 16-Jun-08 0d $0 

01-1660 ASA (CW) Letter Submitted to Congress 26-Aug-08 17-Sep-08 15d $0 

01-1670 Congressional Review 17-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 70d $8,400 

01-1675 Congressional Committee Approval TCNS 17-Sep-08 20-Oct-08 22d $0 

01-1705 ASA(CW) Report Submitted to Congress 17-Sep-08 0d $0 

01-1650 Congressional Authorization - LO 31-Dec-08 03-Feb-09 22d $0 

01-1645 President Signs WRDA 03-Feb-09 24-Feb-09 14d $0 

01-1770 PIR Fiscal Closeout 03-Feb-09 0d $0 

01-1710 President Signs Authorization 24-Feb-09 0d $0 

.4 WATER RESERVATIONS (WR) 01 06-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 23d $65,634 

01.4.1 Identify Water Reservations 06-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 23d $65,634 
01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 06-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 13d $22,478 

01-5410 Savings Analysis 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 10d $22,178 

01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 1d $20,978 

01-5400 Water Reservations Identified by Local Sponsor 27-Feb-06 0d $0 

.5 PLANS & SPECIFICATIONS (P&S) 01 10-Jan-08 03-Aug-10 642d $6,075,000 

01.5.2 Advanced Planning/Field Work 10-Jan-08 30-Jul-09 390d $4,556,000 
01-5805 DDR - TCNS 10-Jan-08 30-Dec-08 242d $1,532,000 

01-5810 DDR - LO 10-Jan-08 30-Jul-09 390d $3,024,000 

01-5815 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - TCNS 10-Jan-08 0d $0 

01-5820 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - LO 10-Jan-08 0d $0 

01.5.3 Preliminary P&S 10-Jan-08 03-Aug-10 642d $1,519,000 
01-5790 

CERP Lak 

Plans & Specs - TCNS 10-Jan-08 23-Jan-09 259d $511,000 
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01.6  PROJECT COOPERA

01.7  REAL ESTATE (RE)

01.7.2  Acquisition

01.8  CONSTRUCTION (CONS)
01.8.2  Solicitation/Award

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04CERP 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5785 P&S Approval - TCNS 23-Jan-09 0d $0 

01-5795 Plans & Specs - LO 30-Jul-09 03-Aug-10 252d $1,008,000 

01-5800 P&S Approval - LO 03-Aug-10 0d $0 

01.6 PROJECT COOPERATION AGREEMENT (PCA) 20-Oct-08 30-Jul-09 194d $0 
01-5750 PCA - Taylor Cr/Nubbin SI RASTA - Corps Rollup 20-Oct-08 21-Oct-08 1d $0 

01-5760 PCA - TCNS 20-Oct-08 28-Jan-09 66d $0 

01-5770 PCA Initiated - TCNS 20-Oct-08 0d $0 

01-5780 PCA Executed - TCNS 28-Jan-09 0d $0 

01-5775 PCA Initiated - LO 24-Feb-09 0d $0 

01-5755 PCA - Lake O Project - Corps Rollup 27-Apr-09 28-Apr-09 1d $0 

01-5765 PCA - LO 27-Apr-09 30-Jul-09 66d $0 

01-5745 PCA Executed - LO 30-Jul-09 0d $0 

01.7 REAL ESTATE (RE) 12-Jul-01 A 14-Oct-10 2315d $234,768,000 
01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 920d $0 

01.7.2 Acquisition 28-Jan-09 14-Oct-10 430d $234,768,000 
01-5830 Real Estate Acquisition - TCNS 28-Jan-09 01-Sep-09 151d $29,700,000 

01-5835 Real Estate Acquisition - LO 30-Jul-09 14-Oct-10 302d $205,068,000 

01-5840 RE Acquisition Complete - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d $0 

01-5975 Complete Real Estate Certification- TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d $0 

01-5845 RE Acquisition Complete - LO 14-Oct-10 0d $0 

01-5980 Complete Real Estate Certification - LO 14-Oct-10 0d $0 

01.8 CONSTRUCTION (CONS) 01-Sep-09 28-Feb-14 1120d $185,377,842 

01.8.2 Solicitation/Award 01-Sep-09 14-Oct-10 279d $0 
01-1010 Construction Contract Advertised - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d $0 
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01.8.3  Construction Contract
01.8.3.01  Contract #1

01.8.3.02  Contract #2

01.B  PROJECT IMPLEMENTA

01.B.2  Pre-Construction Monitoring
01.B.2.1  Basin-Wide Monitoring

01.B.2.1.1  Project Management

01.B.2.1.2  Network Design

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5985 Construction Contract Awarded - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d $0 

01-1015 Construction Contract Advertised - LO 14-Oct-10 0d $0 

01-5990 Construction Contract Awarded - LO 14-Oct-10 0d $0 

01.8.3 Construction Contract 01-Sep-09 28-Feb-14 1120d $185,377,842 
01.8.3.01 Contract #1 01-Sep-09 27-Apr-12 662d $62,325,240 

01-1000 Construction - TCNS 01-Sep-09 27-Apr-12 662d $62,325,240 

01.8.3.02 Contract #2 14-Oct-10 28-Feb-14 841d $123,052,602 
01-1005 Construction - LO 14-Oct-10 28-Feb-14 841d $123,052,602 

01.B PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING (PIM) 12-Jul-01 A 02-Mar-15 3406d $18,356,827 
01-5430 Obtain Real Estate for Gages SFWMD 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d $0 

01-5425 PIM Monitoring During Implementation 01-Sep-09 02-Mar-15 1370d $0 

01.B.2 Pre-Construction Monitoring 12-Jul-01 A 06-Nov-12 2831d $18,356,827 
01.B.2.1 Basin-Wide Monitoring 12-Jul-01 A 06-Nov-12 2831d $18,356,827 

01.B.2.1.1 Project Management 30-Oct-01 A 02-Mar-12 2582d $1,224,760 
01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 30-Oct-01 A 13-Feb-12 2568d $1,207,050 

01-5630 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination Corps 30-Oct-01 A 02-Mar-12 2582d $0 

01-5615 Monitoring Network Design Approval - Corps 30-Sep-02 A 31-Oct-02 A 23d $3,310 

01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02 A 31-Oct-02 A 23d $14,400 

01.B.2.1.2 Network Design 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 846d $228,991 
01-5705 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 846d $0 

01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d $4,351 

01-5725 Define monitoring objectives USGS 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d $3,420 

01-5730 Define monitoring objectives Corps 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d $4,560 

01-5735 RECOVER - Monitoring Design participation 26-Jul-01 A 20-Dec-01 A 100d $7,500 

01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d $102,780 
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01.B.2.1.3  Implement Network

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5695 Site & parameter selection 30-Oct-01 A 07-Jan-02 A 44d $51,300 

01-5700 Monitoring site design 07-Jan-02 A 07-Feb-02 A 22d $10,032 

01-5710 Cost estimate for network 07-Feb-02 A 12-Mar-02 A 22d $15,048 

01-5715 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 12-Mar-02 A 11-Apr-02 A 22d $30,000 

01.B.2.1.3 Implement Network 01-Nov-02 A 28-Sep-12 $3,302,435 
01-5530 Obtain Real Estate for Gages Corps 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d $0 

01-5535 Obtain real estate USGS 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d $0 

01-5540 Purchase equipment 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d $1,592,154 

01-5545 Purchase supplies & materials 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d $159,160 

01-5550 Construction of monitoring sites 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d $269,880 

01-5585 USGS Project Over sight Year 1 01-Apr-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 128d $68,540 

01-5580 Instrumentation of Monitoring Stations 01-Jul-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 64d $72,610 

01-5590 USGS Project Oversight Year 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $87,862 

01-5970 USGS FY03 Invoices 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $349,333 

01-5595 USGS Project Oversight Year 3 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 250d $87,862 

01-5600 USGS Project Oversight Year 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d $87,862 

01-5605 USGS Project Oversight Year 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d $87,862 

01-5610 USGS Project Oversight Year 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d $87,862 

01-5560 USGS Project OVersight Year 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d $87,862 

01-5565 USGS Project OVersight Year 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d $87,862 

01-5570 USGS Project Oversight Year 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d $87,862 

01-5575 USGS Project Oversight Year 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d $87,862 

01-5555 Monitoring Implementation Complete 28-Sep-12 0d $0 
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01.B.2.1.4  Data Collection

01.B.2.1.7  Data Interpretation

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01.B.2.1.4 Data Collection 01-Oct-02 A 28-Sep-12 2499d $12,494,765 
01-5435 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 01-Oct-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 250d $76,800 

01-5440 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $300,000 

01-5485 Water Quality Sampling 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $819,825 

01-5445 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d $377,074 

01-5490 Water Quality Sampling 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d $1,067,852 

01-5450 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d $352,152 

01-5495 Water Quality Sampling 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d $1,067,851 

01-5455 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d $331,136 

01-5500 Water Quality Sampling 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d $1,067,852 

01-5460 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d $335,795 

01-5505 Water Quality Sampling 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d $1,067,851 

01-5465 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d $352,152 

01-5510 Water Quality Sampling 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d $1,067,851 

01-5470 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d $331,136 

01-5515 Water Quality Sampling 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d $1,067,851 

01-5475 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d $331,136 

01-5520 Water Quality Sampling 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d $1,067,851 

01-5480 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d $347,493 

01-5525 Water Quality Sampling 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d $1,065,107 

01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation 11-Sep-03 A 06-Nov-12 2289d $1,105,876 
01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) 11-Sep-03 A 06-Nov-12 2289d $626,925 

01-5690 Data Interpretation and Reporting 1 11-Sep-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 14d $8,630 
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01.C  PROJECT CLOSE-OUT (CO)
01.C.3  Transfer

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Activity Listing by WBS 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Original

Duration 
Budgeted Total Cost 

01-5645 Data Interpretation and reporting 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d $51,914 

01-5650 Data Interpretation and reporting 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d $51,913 

01-5655 Data Interpretation and reporting 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d $51,914 

01-5660 Data Interpretation and reporting 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d $53,464 

01-5665 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d $51,913 

01-5670 Data Interpretation and reporting 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d $51,913 

01-5675 Data Interpretation and reporting 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d $51,913 

01-5680 Data Interpretation and reporting 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d $51,913 

01-5685 Data Interpretation and reporting 10 03-Oct-11* 27-Sep-12 248d $53,464 

01-5640 Monitoring O&M Complete 27-Sep-12 0d $0 

01.C PROJECT CLOSE-OUT (CO) 02-Mar-15 02-Mar-15 0d $0 

01.C.3 Transfer 02-Mar-15 02-Mar-15 0d $0 
01-5420 Project Complete 02-Mar-15 0d $0 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-1000 Construction - TCNS 

Activity Definition This consists of all activities associated with construction of the recommended 
plan. 

01-1005 Construction - LO 

Activity Definition  This consists of all activities associated with construction of the 
recommended plan. 

01-1030 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-1035 Prepare Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-1075 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-1080 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-1085 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 

01-1090 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-1095 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 

01-1100 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-1110 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-1125 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-1130 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of obtaining information from the PDT, 
setting up and running the system-wide models, evaluating modeling 
results, providing feedback to the PDT, and completing the 
system-wide documentation. 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of obtaining information from the PDT, 
setting up and running the system-wide models, evaluating modeling 
results, providing feedback to the PDT, and completing the 
system-wide documentation. 

01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of working with the PDT to indentify interim 
operational strategies to maximize system-wide benefits as other 
CERP projects are implemented. 

01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of reviewing the Tentatively Selected Plan 
and providing written documentation and comments to the PDT. 

01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of reviewing the Draft Operations Plan and 
providing written documentation and comments to the PDT. 

01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of reviewing the 1st Draft Monitoring Plan 
and providing written documentation and comments to the PDT. 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of reviewing the 1st DraftPIR/EIS and 
preparing the PIR Evaluation Report. 

01-1175 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 

01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-1185 Prepare Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-1190 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-1195 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-1200 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-1205 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-1210 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-1215 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-1220 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-1230 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-1235 Review Gov't Est Corps 

01-1240 Procurement AE contract 

Activity Definition All actions required to advertise, review proposals, select contractor, negotiate 
costs, award, and Governing Board approval 

01-1245 PMP Update - Assess Phase Corps 

01-1250 PMP Update - Assess Phase SFWMD 

01-1255 Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 

Activity Definition A scope of work and a cooperative agreement will be developed with the 
USGS for design, implementation, and operation of a basin-scale monitoring 
system. 

01-1265 PMP Update - Assess Phase Contract 

01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 

Activity Definition A scope of work and a cooperative agreement will be developed with the 
USGS for design, implementation, and operation of a basin-scale monitoring 
system. 

01-1275 PIR Proj Mgt - Corps 

Activity Definition All project management actions required during the PIR for Taylor Creek/Nubbin 
Slough. 

01-1280 PIR Proj Mgt - SFWMD 

Activity Definition All project management actions required during the PIR for Taylor Creek/Nubbin 
Slough. 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-1290 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - Corps 

01Constraints and Assumptions This activity includes all USACE and SFWMD project management functions 
throughout the Watershed Assessment. 

01-1295 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - SFWMD 

01Constraints and Assumptions This activity includes all USACE and SFWMD project management functions 
throughout the Watershed Assessment. 

01-1300 Scope of Work AE Contract - Corps 

Activity Definition Development of a scope of work to be used for contracting AE work that will 
assist in the preparation CERP components. (who will do work; what needs to 
be done; one, two, or three separate work items) 

01-1305 Scope of Work AE Contract - SFWMD 

Activity Definition Development of a scope of work to be used for contracting AE work that will 
assist in the preparation CERP components. (who will do work; what needs to 
be done; one, two, or three separate work items) 

01-1310 Gov't Estimate SFWMD 

Activity Definition Cost estimate for the scope of AE services will be used for budgeting and 
negotiations for contract. 

01-1340 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1345 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1350 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

information. 

01-1355 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1360 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1365 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1370 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1375 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1385 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
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Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1390 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1395 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 20 - Sept 2003 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1400 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 21 - Oct 2003 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1405 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 22 - Nov 2003 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1410 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 23 - Dec 2003 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1415 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 

Page 7 of 65 Appendix C Tab B 



01 

Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1420 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1425 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1430 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1435 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1440 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1445 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2004 
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Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1450 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1455 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1460 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1465 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1470 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2004 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 
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01-1475 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2005 

Activity Definition The Consultant will provide the Project Manager with monthly 
progress reports throughout the PIR Phase describing the status of 
each task that is scheduled for the reporting period including percent 
complete, anticipated finish date, problems that have been 
encountered and proposed solutions, and any other relevant 
information. 

01-1480 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-1485 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-1490 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 

01-1495 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-1500 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-1505 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-1510 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-1515 Prepare Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-1520 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 
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Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 

01-1525 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-1530 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-1535 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-1720 Mail Letters and Draft Final Report 

Activity Definition District sends reports to State/agencies & files EIS 

01-1725 Publish in Federal Register 

Activity Definition Begin 30-day NEPA review (publication of EIS in Federal Register is 
on Friday following the week received) 

01-1790 Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water levels and 
budgets, as required 

Activity Definition On-going - when requested from EN-HW. 

01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design team, and 
A&E, as necessary 

Coordination from EN-HW. Activity Definition 

01-1800 Provide input for operational performance measures 
Input from EN-HW for performance measures and siting criteria, etc. Activity Definition 

01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 
Input from EN-HW. Activity Definition 

01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 
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01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-1835 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-1845 Prepare Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 
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01-1865 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-1875 Prepare Final Document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-1880 Coordination with SAD 

Activity Definition Update SAD - provide version of Draft Operating Manual resulting from 
completion of PIR/EIS and provide any supporting info/documentation 
for approval of Draft Operating Manual 

01-1885 Approval of Draft Operating Manual 

Activity Definition Update SAD - provide version of Draft Operating Manual resulting from 
completion of PIR/EIS and provide any supporting info/documentation 
for approval of Draft Operating Manual 

01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 

Activity Definition Any design changes or operational changes to Project resulting from 
comments will be incorporated into the document. This activity would 
consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR review comments, 
submitting the draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review 
the draft and provide comments. 

01-1895 Prepare Draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-1900 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-1910 Preliminary Coordination with SAD 

Activity Definition SAD Water Management counterparts will be provided Draft Operating 
Manual and briefed on Project and schedule 
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01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 

Activity Definition Any design changes or operational changes to Project resulting from 
comments will be incorporated into the document. This activity would 
consist of compiling and preparing responses to public comments, 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 

Activity Definition Value Engineering Report may contain suggestions that could change 
the design of the Tentatively Selected Plan (Recommended Plan). A 
change in the design may effect previously determined operations and 
require modification. The Draft Operating Manual will be 
developed/modified to reflect Value Engineering Report induced 
changes. 

01-1925 Support for Water Quality Certification 

Activity Definition Operational criteria in Draft Operating Manual will be 
clarified/condensed as necessary and provided to PD-E to complete 
Water Quality Certification application. (Assumes PD-E will be 
preparing Water Quality Certificate Application for submission after 
PDT review of Draft PIR/EIS and prior to ITR review of Draft PIR/EIS.) 

01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 

Activity Definition Any design changes or operational changes to Project resulting from 
comments will be incorporated into the document. This activity would 
consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, RECOVER & In-house 
review comments, submitting the internal draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal draft and provide comments. 

01-1935 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 

01-1945 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-1950 Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 
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Activity Definition Determine water management conditions in future without Project 
both with and without other ongoing and planned CERP Projects 

01-1955 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and Operations of 
Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

Activity Definition Existing C&SF operational criteria will be reviewed and operational 
criteria significant to Project area will be documented. Planned water 
control criteria of other Projects being constructed in the Project area 
will be reviewed to determine their effect on the Project. 

01-1960 Coordinate with A&E as necessary to begin preparation of  Operating 
Manual 

Activity Definition Provide input and supporting documents to A&E for preparation of 
Operating Manual 

01-1965 A&E begins development of Draft Operating Manual and Interim 
Operations 

Activity Definition EN-HW coordination with A&E, hydrologic modelers, design team, 
responsible agencies, etc., ongoing throughout PIR Phase 

01-1970 Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and Interim 
Operations 

Activity Definition EN-HW Section review of A&E Operating Manual and Interim 
Operations throughout development 

01-1975 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water Reservations/Allocations and 
Savings Clause Compliance 

Activity Definition Preliminary Water Reservations/Allocations determined by SFWMD 
based upon Tentatively Selected Plan (Recommended Plan) and 
stated in Draft PIR will be reflected in Draft Operating Manual 

01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual & Interim 
Operations 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a draft operating manual & interim 
operations to define the interim and long-term operational aspects of 
the Recommended Plan for review by the PDT. This activity would 
consist of compiling the 1st draft document, submitting the 1st draft for 
review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the 1st draft and 
provide comments. 

01-1985 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 
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review. 

01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of performing all laboratory analyses, 
compiling the draft document (a section in the Engineering & Design 
Appendix), submitting the draft for review by PMs, and allowing the 
PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-1995 Prepare Final design Recommendations 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final document. 

01-2000 Field data Collection Plan 

Activity Definition The Consultant will utilize the results of the technical memoranda for 
topographic and geotechnical data to determine the extent of field data 
collection that is required. The scope of the field data collection 
should be sufficient to provide the basis for development of 30% 
engineering design and cost estimates for the Planning Area 
Alternatives, in light of existing data that are available. 

01-2005 Topographic data Collection 

Activity Definition This activity includes field collection and compilation of existing data 
for use in the 30% design and analysis of Planning Area Alternatives. 
It also includes obtaining rights-of-entry, setting control points, and 
compilation of data into a GIS database. 

01-2010 Geotechnical data Collection 

Activity Definition This activity includes field collection and compilation of existing data 
for use in the 30% design and analysis of Planning Area Alternatives. 
It also includes obtaining rights-of-entry and performance of field tests. 

01-2020 Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 

Activity Definition This activity will include coordination with RECOVER and the conduct 
of a consistency review by RECOVER on the project's evaluation 
criteria and performance measures. 

01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 

Activity Definition This activity will include the modification of the evaluation criteria 
based on comments from RECOVER's consistency review. 

01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 

Activity Definition After evaluation all the indices, the individual scores for all indices will 
be summed and then divided by the total maximum possible score to 
result in a final score between 1.0 and 0.0. This is a valid subjective 
estimate of overall quality, and should be used only for comparison 
ranking of one habitat against another habitat(s) of similar type, or 
temporal comparison of pre- and post-conditions. The ecological 
subteam, consisting of USFWS, Corps, SFWMD, Consultant, and 
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other PDT members will conduct these ecological assessments. 

01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 

Activity Definition The spatial extent of habitats will be defined using combined state 
and federal criteria. The increase or decrease in spatial extent will be 
calculated using GIS applications that incorporate pre-drainage, 
baseline, and predicted habitat coverages to compare different plan 
alternatives. The ecological subteam, consisting of USFWS, Corps, 
SFWMD, Consultant, and other PDT members will conduct these 
ecological assessments. 

01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other analyses (EVSM) 

Activity Definition This task will utilize existing digital data and ArcView GIS analyses to 
perform the wetland/upland/open water assessments. Some of the 
indices will need to be field-verified with overflights or site visits. 
Digital infrared ortho-quarter quadrangles will be needed, and are 
available for most of the project area. The ecological subteam, 
consisting of USFWS, Corps, SFWMD, Consultant, and other PDT 
members will conduct these ecological assessments. 

01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 

Activity Definition This task involves the development of the WAM model for each Project 
Alternative, including the use of DMSTA and/or a reservoir water quality 
model to determine the expected phosphorus load reduction at the 
outfall of each project feature. 

01-2055 Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 

Activity Definition The forecasted load reduction at each project feature will then be 
multiplied by the distance from the facility to Lake Okeechobee. The 
target will be reported in ton-miles. Ton-miles for all tributaries will be 
summed for each alternative 

01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 

Activity Definition The WAMView model will be used to estimate the load of phosphorus 
to the LOW feature. A function related to the technology capabilities to 
sequester or remove phosphorus laden sediment will be added to 
WAMView to determine the sediment volume removed or sequestered 
from the tributaries to Lake Okeechobee. 

01-2065 Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 

Activity Definition A quantitative and/or qualitative evaluation will be completed to 
determine the likelihood of meeting Class III water quality standards 
for discharges from CERP project features into tributaries. The CERP 
project features will be evaluated for compliance with FDEP?s Florida 
Administrative Code (FAC) 62-302 to determine the likelihood that it 
may be a source of pollutants, including total suspended solids, 
nitrogen, metals (i.e., mercury), dissolved oxygen and pesticides. This 
evaluation will be based on site-specific data including, but not limited 
to, land use and soil information 
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01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 

Activity Definition The modified phosphorus load information will be returned to the 
WAMView model for routing and conveyance through the remaining 
tributary system to Lake Okeechobee. Additionally, the annual 
phosphorus load reduction to Lake Okeechobee based on a 5-year 
rolling average will be compared to the target value. Whenever this 
5-year average value exceeds the target value, it will be counted as an 
exceedance. 

01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 

Activity Definition The WAMView model will be utilized in combination with the DMSTA 
model to determine the expected average annual phosphorus load 
reduction of each project feature such as STAs, reservoirs and 
RASTAs. This load reduction is observed at the CERP facility, not at 
Lake Okeechobee (i.e. this does not account for any assimilation in 
the tributaries to Lake Okeechobee). 

01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian Reservation 

Activity Definition This task will evaluate the impacts to stages in the C-41 and C-40 
canals south of the S-70 and S-75 structures as compared to 
optimum water levels. 

01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 

Activity Definition The results of the WAMView model will be used to compare canal 
stages (using stage/duration curves) in the without project conditions 
with those for the alternative being evaluated. An increase (or a 
reduction) in the water levels in the highest 10% of stage-duration 
curve will be considered as a flood protection reduction or 
enhancement, respectively. 

01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 

Activity Definition This task involves the development of an implementation schedule for 
each Project Alternative. The schedule will include time for real estate 
acquisition, detailed design, preparation of plans and specifications, 
and construction. 

01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 

Activity Definition This task will evaluate the timing of the anticipated water quality 
benefits to Lake Okeechobee. Those Project Alternatives that provide 
benefits as soon as possible would be prefered over those that take 
longer to reach the same level of benefits. 

01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 

Activity Definition This task involves a qualitative evaluation of the interim and long-term 
operational flexibility of the alternative based on the water source, 
internal operational paths, and external discharge points. 

01-2105 Conduct field assessments of project sites 
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Activity Definition Once Project Alternatives have been selected, field investigations will 
be necessary to determine the effect of the project on cultural 
resources. Evaluation of NRHP eligibility will use the National 
Register Criteria as specified in 36 CFR 60.4. 

01-2110 Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 

Activity Definition Section 101(d)(6) of the NHPA requires federal agencies, in carrying 
out their Section 106 responsibilities; to consult with any Indian tribe 
or Native American organization that attaches religious and cultural 
significance to resources within the project?s area of potential effect 
(APE). Interviews with local residents will identify local historic 
properties and cultural features that may be important to locally 
affected populations. 

01-2115 Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 

Activity Definition Based on the field investigations and GIS database, the number of 
sites and spatial extent of the impact will be determined. 

01-2120 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 

Activity Definition This task will evaluate the change in outdoor recreational potential 
based on the proposed project facilities and impacts to existing 
recreational facilities. 

01-2125 Evaluate impacts to navigation 

Activity Definition This task will evaluation the number of days of constrained navigation 
access to Lake Okeechobee as a result of this project. This may 
result from decreases in the stages within the navigable waterways in 
the project area that provide navigable access to Lake Okeechobee 
via locks in the Herbert Hoover Dike or from low Lake Okeechobee 
water levels that limit navigation within the lake. 

01-2130 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 

Activity Definition Impacts to agricultural income will be quantified by computing acres of 
land directly taken out of production for each type of land use and 
multiplying those sums by per acre production to compute a total for 
each of the alternatives. 

01-2135 Estimate present value change in regional income 

Activity Definition Regional income multipliers will be used to determine the total 
impacts on income (direct, indirect and induced). A net present value 
of the changes to the stream of income over an economic adjustment 
period. This analysis will be performed using the REMI (Regional 
Economic Models, Inc.) forecasting and policy analysis model. 

01-2140 Estimate jobs displace/create 

Activity Definition An initial estimate of the number of direct, indirect and induced jobs 
created or displaced can be estimated by using actual employment 
information, converting this to FTE?s (full time equivalence) and 
prorating the FTE?s on a per acre basis 
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01-2145 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 

Activity Definition Alternative project sites can be overlaid on a GIS database that has 
the most current information to determine the number of residences 
impacted. 

01-2150 Estimate number of property owners impacted 

Activity Definition Alternative project sites can be overlaid on a GIS database that has 
the most current information to determine the number of property 
owners impacted. 

01-2155 Assess community well-being 

Activity Definition This will be a function of the extent to which whole neighborhoods or 
communities are significantly impacted by land acquisitions. This is 
evaluated by comparing alternatives and considers bisecting 
communities or neighborhoods or community responses discovered 
through public involvement. 

01-2160 Complete environmental justice evaluations 

Activity Definition The environmental justice evaluations include the number of workers 
from low income and minority populations displaced from their jobs 
as a direct result of this project, and the number of households from 
low income and minority populations forced to relocate as a direct 
result of this project. 

01-2165 Estimate impacts to property taxes 

Activity Definition This task will quantify the number of acres of land taken off the 
property tax rolls for each Project Alternative. This can be converted to 
dollars using property tax rates for the appropriate county. 

01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 

Activity Definition Workability and viability of an alternative with respect to acceptance by 
state and local entities and the public will be assessed. Applicable 
laws, regulations and public policies will be evaluated to determine 
the acceptability of each alternative plan. 

01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 

Activity Definition This task will assess the level of confidence to achieve water quality 
treatment goals given the technology utilized within each alternative. 
This assessment will take information from the Water Quality 
Treatment Technology Ranking, and apply it on a site-specific and 
alternative-specific basis. 

01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe weather 
conditions 

Activity Definition This task will assess sensitivity of treatment capability to extreme 
weather conditions, specifically fire, extended flood, extended drought, 
and hurricane winds.. 
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01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 

Activity Definition This tasks includes the refinement, as needed, of the MCACES cost 
estimated completed for the conceptual designs. These costs would 
includes Real Estate, Construction, and OMRR&R Costs. 

01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop an IWR-PLAN model based on the Project 
Alternatives to evaluate the tradeoffs between costs and benefits. 

01-2195 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for water 
quality, and identify the alternative that best meets the water quality 
objectives of the project. 

01-2200 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for water 
storage, and identify the alternative that best meets the water storage 
objectives of the project. 

01-2205 Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for 
wetland restoration, and identify the alternative that best meets the 
wetland restoration objectives of the project. 

01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2215 Develop MCDM model 

Activity Definition A multi-criteria decision matrix will be developed as part of this task. 
This includes assigning weights to evaluation criteria. 

01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 

Activity Definition The data from all of the technical evaluations will be assembled and 
compiled in a matrix or table to facilitate comparison of the various 
alternatives. The MCDM will be utilized to conduct initial comparisons 
and analyses of the Project Alternatives. The MCDM analysis will 
graphically display the tradeoffs between the project alternatives and 
the sensitivity to the applied weighting factors. 

01-2225 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition The results of all alternative plan evaluations will be summarized in a 
document. This will include an evaluation of each alternative against 
each evaluation criteria. This is section 7.2, Evaluation of Alternative 
Plans, of the PIR. The majority of the technical information will be 
presented in the Plan Formulation Appendix. 

Page 21 of 65 Appendix C Tab B 



 

01 

Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-2230 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Final Draft document at a PDT/ITR 
meeting. This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda 
and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the alternative evaluations and the Final 
Draft document at a public meeting. This activity would consist of 
developing a meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a 
pre-public meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the public 
meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the alternative evaluations and the Final 
Draft document at SFWMD Governing Board Meeting.  This activity 
would consist of coordination with the PM, developing a presentation, 
and presenting at the Governing Board meeting. 

01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 

Activity Definition The Tentatively Selected Plan will be identified based on the technical 
evaluations, plan comparisons and comments on the Final Draft 
Document. 

01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 

Activity Definition The Consultant will assemble all the comments from the ITR, PDT, 
AFB, SFWMD Governing Board and the public and coordinate with the 
PMs on resolution of the various issues. Based on guidance from the 
PMs, this information will be incorporated into the Final document. 

01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition The Final document will incorporate comments from the ITR, PDT, 
AFB, SFWMD Governing Board and the public. This document 
presents all the technical evaluations and comparisons, and includes 
the Tentatively Selected Plan. 
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01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

Activity Definition The final draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 

Activity Definition The Consultant will assemble all the comments from the PDT and 
coordinate with the PMs on resolution of the various issues. Based 
on guidance from the PMs, this information will be incorporated into 
the Final Draft document. 

01-2290 Complete additional technical evaluations 

Activity Definition Additional technical evaluations will be conducted based on 
comments on the Draft Document. 

01-2295 Final Comparisons 

Activity Definition The MCDM will be utilized to complete final comparisons of 
alternatives based on comments on the initial analyses. 

01-2300 Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition The Final Draft document will incorporate comments from the PDT. It 
will include the results of all alternative plan evaluations. This report 
will provide the basis for comparison of alternative plans and the 
basis for identification of the tentatively selected plan. 

01-2305 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the final draft for review by 
PMs, allowing the PMs to review the final draft and provide comments, 
and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final draft. This 
document will be distributed for ITR Review (Final Screening). 

01-2325 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 

Activity Definition The purpose of this review is to obtain SAD and HQUSACE 
confirmation that plan formulation and selection process conform to 
current policy guidance. 

01-2350 AFB Preparation 

Activity Definition This task requires the preparation of read-ahead materials and 
follow-up project guidance memorandum. Should include PSP based 
on public comments. 
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01-2440 SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 

Activity Definition This task duration is estimated to include lead time for agenda and 
back-up to go to the SFWMD Governing Board. Predecessors are 
Identification of Water and Chief's Report Complete. 

01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 

Activity Definition GB approves DRAFT rule for publication. Includes lead time for 
agenda and back-up to GB. 

01-2455 Review Period for Draft Rule 

Activity Definition Draft rule published in Florida Administrative Weekly (FAW). 45 days 
for review, 25 days to gert item to FAW publishers 

01-2470 File with the Florida Department of State 

Activity Definition Final rule published in FAW. 25 days to get item to FAW publishers. 

01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. The 
final document will also include incorporation of documentation of the 
process for integrating project level and systemwide evaluations and 
the results of the system wide evaluation; and application of the 
recommended modifications to the evaluation criteria methodologies, 
if required. 

01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2515 Meeting Participation 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall participate in no more than two half-day for each 
meeting, to be held in West Palm Beach. The first meeting will be 
conducted early in this task to provided RECOVER with the results of 
the simulation of the LOW Project Future Without Project Condition 
and to discuss the process for integration of the project level and 
system wide evaluations. The second meeting will be conducted after 
the RECOVER and project level evaluations are completed and 
documentation is drafted. The purpose of this meeting will be to 
discuss the results of the project level and system wide evaluations 
and final documentation. 

01-2520 Summary of RECOVER Evaluation 
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Activity Definition The Consultant will provide documentation of the process utilized in 
the project level and systemwide evaluations. The Consultant shall 
also develop summary information of the RECOVER review document 
and will perform any required editorial modifications. This 
documentation will be incorporated into the final Future Without 
Project Evaluation Document described below. 

01-2525 Notification of System-wide Modeling Needs 

Activity Definition This activity includes coordination with SFWMD HSM group to 
schedule the system-wide modeling for the Future Without Project 
Condition. 

01-2530 Ecologic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Activity Definition The future without project condition will be evaluated to determine the 
ecological benefits and impacts. This evaluation will be completed 
using the ecologic evaluation criteria developed for this project. 

01-2535 Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Activity Definition The future without project condition will be evaluated to determine the 
water quality benefits and impacts. This evaluation will be completed 
using the water quality evaluation criteria developed for this project. 

01-2540 Socioeconomic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Activity Definition The future without project condition will be evaluated to determine the 
socioeconomic benefits and impacts. This evaluation will be 
completed using the socioeconomic evaluation criteria developed for 
this project. 

01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation Document 

Activity Definition The PDT will review the Draft Future Without Project Evaluation 
Document, and provide comments within 10 working days. 

01-2550 Engineering evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Activity Definition The future without project condition will be evaluated to determine the 
engineering benefits and impacts. This evaluation will be completed 
using the performance/efficiency evaluation criteria developed for this 
project. 

01-2555 Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation document 

Activity Definition This document will describe the results of the application of each of 
the evaluation criteria to the Future Without Project Condition. The 
document shall be formetted so that it can be directly incorporated into 
the draft PIR/EIS with only minor modifications. This activity would 
consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to 
review the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2560 Attend Outreach Event 1 
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Activity Definition The Consultant shall attend and provide input at up to four public 
outreach events. All outreach events will be located within the project 
study area or West Palm Beach. 

01-2565 Prepare / Submit Final PPP Presentation 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall prepare a PowerPoint presentation that can be 
used by the Consultant and/or District staff at public outreach 
meetings on this subject. A draft presentation shall be prepared by 
the Consultant and provided to the Project Manager for review. Based 
on comments from the Project Manager and public outreach PDT 
members, the Consultant shall finalize the presentation. 

01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a Public meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-Public meeting, attending /facilitating /presenting at 
the Public meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 
PDT & Public comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist Activity Definition 
of submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2585 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 
This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga  Initial Alternatives Document 
The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 
The Consultant will lead and facilitate a meeting to identify potential sites for management measures for Lake Activity Definition 
Istokpoga. 

01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 
The Consultant will utilize the STACALC spreadsheet developed for LOW Project to define/formulate aActivity Definition 
comprehensive list of management measures that may be combined together to form the initial alternatives. 

01-2605 Combine Management Measures into Alternatives 
The management measures will be combined to form a suite of initial alternatives that meet the project objectives forActivity Definition 
Lake Istokpoga. 
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01-2610 Prepare / Submit Final Land Use Maps 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall obtain fifteen meter resolution satellite imagery 
(e.g. Landsat TM) dated no earlier than January 2003 for the entire 
LOW Project study area. With this data, the Consultant will perform a 
change detection analysis to identify any major land use/land cover 
changes in the watershed. This imagery will enable the project team 
to detect such changes as agricultural conversion from pasture to row 
crops or field crops, forested or graminoid natural communities to 
agriculture or urban, etc. Any major land use/land cover changes 
detected during this task will incorporating in and reflect the 2003 
update of the land use/land cover map developed in Task 1 of the 
project. The mapping will be in ArcView shapefile format, projected to 
the Florida State Plane Coordinate System (East Zone, datum HPGN, 
units feet), with the associated metadata FGDC compliant. 

01-2615 Compile Social & Economic Information 
This task will provide descriptions of economic and social characteristics of the area. Information will be compiled Activity Definition 
from existing reports including the Kissimme Basin Water Supply Plan, Minimum Flows and Levels for Lake 
Istokpoga, and other reports as applicable. Social information will be compiled to include, but not be limited to the 
following: spatial distribution, population, age distribution, sex distribution, ancestry and ethnic characteristics, 
education, and family size. Economic information will be compiled that includes, but is not limited to: total and 
per-capita income, family income, poverty status, income and wages by sector, employment by sector, land use 
acreage and spatial distribution, public services provided, and community cohesion and existing ?well being.? 

01-2620 Update Land Use 
Existing land use information provided from SFWMD will be updated and supplemented as necessary using 2003 Activity Definition 
imagery and/or other information to cover the entire study area. Standardized land use classifications developed, 
part of the CERP Data Management Plan should be utilized. 

01-2625 Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 
For urban areas, both density of development and number of structures will be estimated for each urban land useActivity Definition 
classification. For agricultural areas, acreages and locations will be mapped and it will be determined if the land is 
in current production or is not utilized. The risk and uncertainty inherent in this task will be 
quantified 
or discussed subjectively. 

01-2630 Initial Environmental and Economic Equity Assessment 
This work will include identification of potential issues and estimates of the geographic extent of the environmental Activity Definition 
areas and minority and low income and tribal populations that may be affected. 

01-2635 Initial Cultural Resources Assessment 
This task will identify known and potential historic and cultural sites in the study area.Activity Definition 

01-2640 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 
Document 

This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga  Inventory of Existing Conditions 
Document 
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The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions 
Document 

PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 
The Consultant will facilitate technical discipline sub-teams in the application of the screening criteria and scoring Activity Definition 
system to the initial alternatives for the purpose of ranking the alternative plans. 

01-2665 Initial identification of Final Alternatives 
The Alternatives will be ranked to identify the final set of 3 to 5 alternative plans that will be subjected to detailed Activity Definition 
evaluation. 

01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 
This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 
The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 
PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2690 Prepare / Submit Final Screening Criteria document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 
Screening Criteria Document is section 6.3 of the PIR 
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01-2695 Prepare / Submit draft Screening Criteria document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a Draft Screening Criteria document for 
review by the PDT? that captures and reflects discussion from the 
brainstorming session. This activity would consist of submitting the 
draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and 
provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the 
draft. Screening Criteria Document is section 6.3 of the PIR 

01-2700 PDT Review of Draft Screening Criteria Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2705 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will lead and facilitate a PDT workshop to identify 
potential screening criteria. This activity would consist of developing a 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT 
meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and 
preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2710 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2715 Model Future W/O Project Conditions 

Activity Definition Modeling of the future without project condition shall be performed by 
the Consultant using a range of reasonable projections of land use 
and compliance with water quality standards. The Consultant shall 
work with the PDT to identify key parameters that will be used to 
measure the variability in results based on the range of projected 
conditions. 

01-2720 Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

Activity Definition The product of this task will be a sensitivity analysis that evaluates the 
significance of uncertainty in the forecast of future conditions and 
recommends an approach for developing reliable analytical results 
within the LOW project area. This analysis will be included in Section 
4.0, Future Without Plan Condition, of PIR. This activity would consist 
of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review 
the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by 
HDR into the draft. 

01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
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comments within 10 working days. 

01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Initial Draft document at a PDT 
meeting. This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda 
and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2735 Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Initial Draft document will be incorporated into 
a draft document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 
Expand Section 4.0, Future Without Plan Condition, of PIR with data 
from this analysis. 

01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-2750 Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 

Activity Definition This activity will include the identification of a Peer Review Team, 
preparation of Peer Reivew Guidelines that provide information to the 
Peer Review Team Members on the LOW Project and WAM model, 
and the model review by the Peer Review Team. 

01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 

Activity Definition This activity will include the assimilation of the comments from the 
Peer Review and the development of responses to each of the 
comments. 

01-2765 WAM Model Adjustments 

Activity Definition This activity will include modifications to the WAM model based on 
comments from the Peer Review Team. 
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01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 

Activity Definition The final products of this deliverable will consist of a WAM model of 
the LOW project area that is capable of providing boundary conditions 
to the SFWMM and the results of a 35-year period of record 
simulation. It is anticipated that the modeling results will beutilized in 
the preparation of alternative plan descriptions. 

01-2775 Prepare technical summaries of input/output/boundary data 

Activity Definition A technical summary describing the sources and descriptions of the 
input data will be provided. Tables of the input data shall also be 
provided. This information shall be provided in a formate that will 
enable easy assiliation into the Hydrology and Hydraulics section of 
the Engineering Appendix to the PIR/EIS. 

01-2780 Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 

Activity Definition All activities performed in this task shall be documented by modifying 
the appropriate section(s) of the draft PIR/EIS previously prepared as 
a part of Task 1.8. 

01-2785 Verified WAM with S-65C and distribute S-68 Flows 

Activity Definition This task will consist of obtaining recorded daily flow data for S-65C 
and S-68 from the SFWMD DB Hydro for the 1965 through 2000 
period, modifying the WAM model (with updated land use and 
expanded period of record) to utilize these daily flows as an input 
boundary condition, modifying the WAM model to include operating 
ries for the structures that control the distribution of S-68 discharges to 
the C-41A, and C-41 canals (S-82, S-83, S-70, and/or S-75, as 
appropriate) - operating ruses will be provided by the Project Manager, 
and verification of the WAM model with these adjustments. 

01-2790 Documentation of Future Without Simulation 

Activity Definition Following the completion of the simulation, flows and phosphorous 
loads will be developed for the flow points identified during the 
development of PPSSa. These data will be formatted as needed for 
input to the program for combinatorial optimization and screening of 
management measures develoed by Shear and Loftin. The activities 
required for this task and the results will be documented in a format 
that will enable incorporation directly into the section of the draft 
PIR/EIS addressing the future without project condition description. 

01-2795 WAM Simulation of Future Without Project Conditions 

Activity Definition The final product of this task will be a WAM simulation of the 
recommendations of the Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan (without 
the LOW Project components), including projections of future land use 
changes developed in Task 1.6. This simulation will constitute the 
future without project condition that all alternative plans will be 
compared against. The simulation will reflect WAM model 
modifications made in Tasks 1b.1.1 (expanded point of record); 1b.1.2 
(updated land use); and 1c.1 (S-65C and S-68 inflows). 
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01-2800 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future conditions 
modeling 

Activity Definition Information from the Draft LOPP will be provided to the LOW Project 
team for use in modeling the future without project condition. 

01-2805 Draft Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 

01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land use 

Activity Definition Consultant shall consult with Okeechobee Service Center staff to 
indentify land uses that have changed sicne July 2000 (LOPA 
enactment date). Prior to approving any permits for land use changes, 
the District has required that meanagement measure/practices be 
implemented to insure there will be no net increase in phosphorous 
runoff. The Consultant shall make appropriate adjustments to the 
model to reflect these required management measures/practices. 

01-2815 Update WAM Verification 

Activity Definition The final product of this task shall be an updated WAM model 
verification of the LOW project study area and documentation that 
reflects updated land use mapping and microbasin adjustments to 
reflect site specific management practices and permitting 
requirements of LOPA. This activity would consist of sumbitting the 
draft for review by PMs and PDT and incorporation of comments by 
HDR into the document. 

01-2820 Update model to include 2003 land use/land cover 

Activity Definition Consultant shall update the existing WAM model to include the 2003 
land use/land cover recently developed for the Project (Task 1a.6) 

01-2825 Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 

Activity Definition Consultant shall meet and consult with Lykes to indetify model 
changes required to more accurately simulate measured conditions. 
Known areas include Basinger Growve and the caladium fields south 
of lake Istokpoga. The information provided by Lykes will be reviewed 
and incorporated into the WAM model. 

01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 

Activity Definition Consultant shall attend a one-day meeting, organized by the District, 
to review WAM model microbasin output based on local knowledge 
and expertise. Based on the results of the meeting, Consultant will 
revise model input parameters to more closely match known runoff 
load conditions. 

01-2835 Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will work with key PDT members to develop a 
methodology for utilization of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Cominatorial Screening Tool developed by Loftin and Sheer 
(LOWCST) to perform a prescreening. This effort will require a series 
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(LOWCST) to perform a prescreening. This effort will require a series 
of informal working meetings with key PDT members. The goal will 
be to develop a methodology for identifying a set of PPAAs for each 
planning area that optimizes performance based on storage, 
phosphorous load reduction, and cost. The methodology will be 
documented in a format that enables it to be directly inforporated into 
the draft PIR/EIS with minor modifications. 

01-2840 Apply LOWCAP Model 

Activity Definition Using WAM model results (flows and loads) for the future without 
project condition simulation performed in Task 1c.2, the Consultant 
shall utilize the LOWCST in accordance with the pre-screening 
methodology. This analysis will consider optimization of storage vs 
cost relationships for all PPAAs that meet the phosphorus load 
reduction targets required to meet the TMDL for Lake Okeechobee 
and will consider daily flows and phosphorus concentrations to 
optimize the relationships of reservoirs and downstream STAs. 

01-2845 Prepare / Submit draft PPAA Pre-Screening document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a Draft PPAA document to describe the 
development of management measures, conbinatorial optimization, 
and identification of PPAAs for further screening. This activity would 
consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to 
review the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2855 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2860 Compile Information 
Specific information pertaining to the hydrologic and water Activity Definition 
quality 
characteristics of the Lake Istokpoga watershed will be compiled and formatted for use in the 
WAMView 
model. 

01-2865 Modify/ Expand WAM Model 
The existing Activity Definition 
WAMView 
model will be modified and expanded based on the most current information collected within the watershed. The 
model will be developed to simulate the period of record from 1965 to 2000 consistent with the LOW Project. 

01-2870 Calibrate & Verify WAM Model Results 
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The results of the Activity Definition 
WAMView 
model will be calibrated and verified with any existing monitoring data within the Lake Istokpoga Watershed. This 
includes modifications to the 
WAMView 
model based on this review of the intial model run, and a 
subsequent 
model run incorporating any necessary changes. 

01-2875 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project and should complement the Existing Conditions document with information on flows and loads in the study 
area. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal modifications. 
This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-2885 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2890 Modify WAM Model 
The existing conditions Activity Definition 
WAMView 
model will be modified to reflect the future without project conditions, including all non-CERP projects. The model 
will be developed to simulate the period of record from 1965 to 2000 consistent with the LOW Project. 

01-2895 Evaluate WAM Model Results 
The results of the Activity Definition 
WAMView 
model will be evaluated and reviewed as to the reasonableness of the output data. This task includes modifications 
the 
WAMView 
model based on this review of the intial model run, and a 
subsequent 
model run incorporating any necessary changes. 

01-2900 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project and should complement the Future Conditions document with information on flows and loads in the study 
area. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal modifications. 
This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 
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01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2915 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 

Activity Definition Based on guidance from the Project Manager, the Consultant shall 
prepare short responses to each comment. The responses shall 
either state why no aciton should be taken or how the comment is 
being addressed. The Consultant shall compile a draft ITR 
Comment/Response document that contains all the ITR Team 
comments and provides appropriate responses. 

01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall prepare a brief (no more than 15 pages) plan 
formulation summary that describes the brainstorming and screening 
process and results. The Project manager will distribute the plan 
formulation summary and the ITR Comment/Response Document to 
the Corps' South Atlantic Division Headquarters Offices. 

01-2945 FSM Presentation 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall prepare a presentation for the meeting. 

01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall also attend the meeting and provide technical 
support in addressing questions and/or comments that arise. 
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01-2955 ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 

Activity Definition Following the meeting, the Consultant shall make the necessary 
modifications to the ITR Comments/Response Document based on 
discussions at the FSM. 

01-2975 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 

Activity Definition The purpose of this conference is to obtain HQ approval and to review 
the planning objectives, evaluation methodology, the simulation 
modeling tools and the existing and without project conditions. 

01-2985 Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 

Activity Definition This task requires the preparation of read-ahead materials and 
follow-up project guidance memorandum. 

01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 
A work plan will be developed to incorporate the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule project with LOW project. Activity Definition 

01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria Document 
PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 
The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 
The project objectives for the Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Project as combined with the LOW Project will Activity Definition 
clearly defined and summarized. 

01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 
Specific problems and opportunities in the Lake Istokpoga study area will be identified and documented for use inActivity Definition 
planning process. 

01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria & 
performance measures 

This task includes the development of screening criteria, evaluation criteria and performance measures. TheActivity Definition 
screening criteria will be developed to screen the intial list of alternatives down to approximately 3-5 for Lake 
Istokpoga. The evaluation criteria will be used along with the LOW evaluation criteria for the selection of a 
recommended plan. 

01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 
This task includes the development of fact sheets for all the screening criteria, evaluation criteria and performance Activity Definition 
measures consistent with the LOW Project. 

01-3035 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteriactivity 
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This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 

Activity Definition This activity includes development of 30% engineering design 
drawings for the Planning Area Alternatives, including all civil, 
geotechnical, mechanical and electrical disciplines. 

01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Activity Definition Cost estimates will be prepared based on the 30% design for each 
alternative using MCACES. The information will be developed and 
formatted for use in the subsequent cost effectiveness and 
incremental cost analysis along with the benefits assessments. 

01-3055 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30%  design document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3060 Complete 30%  engineering designs 

Activity Definition This activity includes development of 30% engineering design 
drawings for the Planning Area Alternatives, including all civil, 
geotechnical, mechanical and electrical disciplines. 

01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Activity Definition Cost estimates will be prepared based on the 30% design for each 
alternative using MCACES. The information will be developed and 
formatted for use in the subsequent cost effectiveness and 
incremental cost analysis along with the benefits assessments. 

01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 

Activity Definition This activity includes development of 30% engineering design 
drawings for the Planning Area Alternatives, including all civil, 
geotechnical, mechanical and electrical disciplines. 

01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Activity Definition Cost estimates will be prepared based on the 30% design for each 
alternative using MCACES. The information will be developed and 
formatted for use in the subsequent cost effectiveness and 
incremental cost analysis along with the benefits assessments. 
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01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3085 Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30%  design document 

Activity Definition This is part of section 6.6, Planning Area Alternatives, of the PIR. The 
majority of the information will be presented in the Plan Formulation 
Appendix. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review 
by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, 
and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 

Activity Definition This activity includes development of 30% engineering design 
drawings for the Planning Area Alternatives, including all civil, 
geotechnical, mechanical and electrical disciplines. 

01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Activity Definition Cost estimates will be prepared based on the 30% design for each 
alternative using MCACES. The information will be developed and 
formatted for use in the subsequent cost effectiveness and 
incremental cost analysis along with the benefits assessments. 

01-3105 Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 

Activity Definition This activity would include the documentation of the site identification 
process for the wetland and habitat restoration. This document would 
be formatted for incorporation into the PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. 

01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration Sites 

Activity Definition This activity would include the screening and prioritization of the 
wetland & habitat restoration sites within the project area. The 
ecologic subteam will develop the screening criteria and apply this to 
each of the restoration sites. 

01-3120 Prepare/Submit Site Screening Document 

Activity Definition This activity would include the documentation of the site screening 
process for the wetland and habitat restoration. This document would 
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be formatted for incorporation into the PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. 

01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 

Activity Definition This activity would include the development of descriptions for the 
highest ranking wetland and habitat restoration sites in each planning 
area. This document would be formatted for incorporation into the 
PIR/EIS with minimal modifications. 

01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3140 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

This information should be assembled at the same general level of detail and scope as developed for the LOW Activity Definition 
Project. It will be documented in a format that will allow incorporation with the draft PIR/EIS with minimal 
modifications. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga  Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 working days. Activity Definition 

01-3150 Compile & Develop Future Projections 
The Consultant will conduct this task such that the development of the without project future land use plan is Activity Definition 
consistent with future population, employment, housing and income projections. Information will be compiled from 
existing reports including the Kissimme Basin Water Supply Plan, Minimum Flows and Levels for Lake Istokpoga, 
and other reports as applicable. 
Growers, 
farmers and agricultural agents will be contacted to discuss the ?reasonableness? of the institutional plans; any 
conflicts that arise from consolidating this information will be documented. Economic variables will be projected in 
10-year increments for the 50-year planning life. The risk and uncertainty inherent in this task will be 
quantified 
or discussed subjectively. 

01-3155 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 
One spatial land use pattern will be developed at the end of the 50-year planning horizon. The expected future land Activity Definition 
use 
quantities 
will be allocated spatially in a reasonable manner using land capability criteria, gravity models and area zoning 
requirements. 
The risk and uncertainty inherent in this task will be 
quantified 
or discussed subjectively. 

01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 
The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. This activity would consist of developing aActivity Definition 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 
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01-3165 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final document. This activity would consist of Activity Definition 
submitting the draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3170 Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan  document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3175 Conduct Preliminary Optimization 

Activity Definition The development of alternative plan descriptions by the Consultant 
shall be based on preliminary optimization of storage capacities of 
reservoirs, phosphorous load reductions for STAs, and land suitability 
for both. STA optimization will be accomplished using data from the 
Watershed Assessment Model. Storage optimization will consider a 
range of storage capacities in order to optimize the relationship 
between percent of flow that can be captured vs. percent time the 
reservoir will only be partially utilized. 

01-3180 Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 

Activity Definition Consultant will develop a Draft Alternative Plan Description document 
that will provide descriptions of each alternative, including the size of 
the area required, the approximate footprint, the storage and/or 
treatment capacity, and approximate capacities of pumps, structures, 
canals, etc. This is section 6.6, Planning Area Alternatives, of the 
PIR. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by 
PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3195 Analysis of System Benefits 

Activity Definition Evaluate benefits in terms of ecological lift to watershed lake and 
stuaries. 

01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 
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Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3205 Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 

Activity Definition This activity will include estimating water quality benefits for each 
planning area alternative. The DMSTA model will be applied to 
quantify the phosphorus load reduction from each of the optimized 
water quality treatment facilities. The modified phosphorus load 
information will be returned to the WAMView model for routing and 
conveyance through the remaining tributary system to Lake 
Okeechobee. The total load reduction from the planning area 
alternative will be quantified at Lake Okeechobee, including 
assimilation in the tributaries. 

01-3210 Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area Alternatives 

Activity Definition Periods during the SFWMM period of record will be identified during 
which high water levels in Lake Okeechobee are harmful to the 
environmental health of the lake and/or are resulting in damaging 
discharges to the estuaries. The results of the SFWMM for the future 
without project condition will be evaluated to determine the volume of 
the total inflows to Lake Okeechobee during these periods that would 
have to be stored in order to prevent damaging high lake stages. The 
WAMView Model will be run for each alternative and the total volume of 
water that is stored in the proposed facilities (reservoirs, STAs, 
wetlands, etc) during the problematic periods will be computed. The 
percent of total runoff stored compared to the total volume of storage 
required to avoid damages will be computed. 

01-3215 Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area Alternatives 

Activity Definition Periods during the SFWMM period of record will be identified during 
which extremely low water levels in Lake Okeechobee are harmful to 
the environmental health of the lake and/or are resulting in demands 
not met in the Lake Okeechobee Service Area. The results of the 
SFWMM for the future without project condition will be evaluated for 
these periods to determine the additional volume of inflows to Lake 
Okeechobee that would be needed in order to avoid harmful low water 
levels in the lake. Using the WAMView Model the increased Lake 
Okeechobee inflow for each alternative (relative to the without project 
conditions) will be computed. The percent of increased runoff for the 
alternative plan compared to the total volume of inflows required to 
avoid damaging low water levels will be computed. 

01-3220 Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 

Activity Definition This activity will include estimating wetland restoration benefits for 
each alternative. These benefits will be quantified in terms of water 
storage and phosphorus load reduction. The information will be 
developed and formatted for use in the subsequent cost effectiveness 
and incremental cost analysis along with the MCACES cost estimates. 
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01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 

Activity Definition This is part of section 6.6, Planning Area Alternatives, of the PIR. The 
majority of the information will be presented in the Plan Formulation 
Appendix. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review 
by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, 
and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft 

01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3240 Prepare / Submit IPR Review Response Strategy document 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall attend and participate in an In Progress Review 
(IPR) meeting as part of Task 1.13. During and following the IPR, the 
Corps Division and Headquarters Offices will provide guidance 
regarding actions that will be needed in order to meet Corps? 
planning guidelines. This task shall consist of reviewing the 
guidance, evaluating the potential impacts, if any, on the current 
Project Management Plan, developing a strategy for any additional 
actions that might be required for compliance with the Corps 
recommendations. The strategy document will include a compilation 
of ITR comments, LOW PDT responses, and IPR guidance. 

01-3245 Prepare / Submit draft EEE Document 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall identify locations in the study area where there 
are potential issues related to environmental and economic equity 
and assemble information in a form that can be used by the PDT 
during plan formulation and screening process. This EEE information 
is being used during Plan Formulation, and will be included as part of 
the Plan Formulation Appendix in the PIR. This activity would consist 
of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review 
the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by 
HDR into the draft. 

01-3250 PDT Review of Draft EEE Document. 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3255 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT 
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Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3260 Prepare / Submit Final EEE document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3265 Aerial Photograph Preparation 

Activity Definition Consultant will develop two graphics for use during PDT and public 
workshop meetings. The graphics will consist of a background of the 
recent 2003 aerial photograph of the watershed along with pertinent 
information such as sub-basin boundaries, major tributaries, 
highways and other features. Graphics will be mounted on foam 
boards. 

01-3270 Prepare / Submit Final Evaluation Strategy 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3275 Prepare / Submit Revise Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 

Activity Definition Based on the subteam meetings and input, the Consultant will be 
responsible for compiling the revisions to the fact sheets and 
producing them in a consistent format. This activity would consist of 
submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR 
into the fact sheets. 

01-3280 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 2 

Activity Definition The methodology from each fact sheet will be expanded as needed to 
include specific processes and approaches that will be used by the 
Consultant and/or PDT members during the evaluation of alternatives. 
The Consultant shall facilitate the work of technical sub-teams to 
accomplish this task. It is assumed that there will be four sub-teams 
working on this task. 

01-3285 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 3 

Activity Definition The methodology from each fact sheet will be expanded as needed to 
include specific processes and approaches that will be used by the 
Consultant and/or PDT members during the evaluation of alternatives. 
The Consultant shall facilitate the work of technical sub-teams to 
accomplish this task. It is assumed that there will be four sub-teams 
working on this task. 
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01-3290 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 4 

Activity Definition The methodology from each fact sheet will be expanded as needed to 
include specific processes and approaches that will be used by the 
Consultant and/or PDT members during the evaluation of alternatives. 
The Consultant shall facilitate the work of technical sub-teams to 
accomplish this task. It is assumed that there will be four sub-teams 
working on this task. 

01-3295 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 5 

Activity Definition The methodology from each fact sheet will be expanded as needed to 
include specific processes and approaches that will be used by the 
Consultant and/or PDT members during the evaluation of alternatives. 
The Consultant shall facilitate the work of technical sub-teams to 
accomplish this task. It is assumed that there will be four sub-teams 
working on this task. 

01-3300 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 1 

Activity Definition The methodology from each fact sheet will be expanded as needed to 
include specific processes and approaches that will be used by the 
Consultant and/or PDT members during the evaluation of alternatives. 
The Consultant shall facilitate the work of technical sub-teams to 
accomplish this task. It is assumed that there will be four sub-teams 
working on this task. 

01-3305 Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 

Activity Definition The evaluation strategy will describe how the National Ecosystem 
Restoration (NER) plan will be identified, using the evaluation criteria 
and hierarchy. The strategy will also include a description of the 
process to be used for comparison of alternative plans and selection 
of the recommended plan. This is section 7.1, Plan Evaluation 
Methodology, of the PIR. This activity would consist of submitting the 
preliminary draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
preliminary draft and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the preliminary draft. The preliminary draft will 
be distributed to the USACE for review and comment. 

01-3310 USACE  Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the USACE and the USACE will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 

Activity Definition The Consultant will participate in a full-day meeting with the USACE 
planning staff to discuss and receive comments on the Preliminary 
Draft Plan Evaluation Strategy Document. 

01-3320 Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 

Activity Definition The Consultant shall prepare a draft document based on discussion 
from the USACE Meeting. This activity would consist of submitting the 
draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and 
provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the 
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provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the 
draft. 

01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential adverse 
impacts 

Activity Definition This task will compare the cost effectiveness, level of certinanty of 
performance, and potential adverse impact of all te listed technologies 
to identify the best candidate technologies that should be considered 
in the alternative plan formulation process. 

01-3340 Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 

Activity Definition The final product of this task shall consist of a ranking of potential 
water quality treatment technologies. The ranking will be used by the 
PDT to indetify the alternative water quality treatment technologies that 
have the greatest probability of cost effectively meeting the project 
goals with minimal adverse impacts. This activity would consist of 
submitting draft for review by PMS and PDT and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3345 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3350 Prepare/ Submit Final PAI document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 
Planning Area Identification Document is section 6.2 of the PIR. 

01-3355 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

Activity Definition The Consultant will lead and facilitate a PDT workshop to identify 
potential planning areas. This activity would consist of developing a 
meeting agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT 
meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and 
preparation of a meeting summary. 
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01-3360 PDT Review of Draft PAI Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3365 Prepare/Submit draft PAI document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a Draft Planning Area Identification 
document for review by the PDT. The document will include a 
description of the planning areas and a brief summary of how they 
were selected. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 
Planning Area Identification Document is section 6.2 of the PIR 

01-3370 Calibrate DMSTA Model 

Activity Definition The deliverable from this work order will be a calibrated DMSTA model 
based on the best available data for use north of Lake Okeechobee. 
This model will provide a state of the art method for estimating 
reservoir and STA P removal performance in basins receiving P 
concentrations in the range from 100-10000mg/L. 

01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of presenting the final draft technical 
memorandum to the District for review and comment. The draft 
technical memorandum will be finalized based on comments from the 
reviewers. 

01-3380 Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document 

Activity Definition The PPAAs will be ranked to identify the final set of 3 to 5 alternative 
plans that will be subjected to detailed evaluation for each planning 
area. The Consultant will prepare an initial summary document 
(section 6.5, PPAA Screening, of the PIR) that will describe the basis 
for the rankings of the alternative plans. This activity would consist of 
submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR 
into the draft. 

01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 

Activity Definition The Consultant will facilitate technical discipline sub-teams in the 
application of the screening criteria and scoring system to the initial 
alternatives developed by the PDT and the proposals received from 
the 3P process for the purpose of ranking the alternative plans. 

01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary Documents 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3395 Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 
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Activity Definition PDT & Public comments on the Draft document will be incorporated 
into a final document. This activity would consist of submitting the 
draft final for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final 
and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into 
the final. 

01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 

Activity Definition After the PDT reviews the initial summary document, the Consultant 
shall participate in a series of no more than four public workshops 
conducted to provide opportunities for input to the comprehensive list 
of alternative plans. 

01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 

Activity Definition After the PDT reviews the initial summary document, the Consultant 
shall participate in a series of no more than four public workshops 
conducted to provide opportunities for input to the comprehensive list 
of alternative plans. 

01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 

Activity Definition After the PDT reviews the initial summary document, the Consultant 
shall participate in a series of no more than four public workshops 
conducted to provide opportunities for input to the comprehensive list 
of alternative plans. 

01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 

Activity Definition After the PDT reviews the initial summary document, the Consultant 
shall participate in a series of no more than four public workshops 
conducted to provide opportunities for input to the comprehensive list 
of alternative plans. 

01-3425 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Preliminary Draft document at a PDT 
meeting. This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda 
and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3430 Prepare / Submit draft Initial Alternatives document 

Activity Definition Based on PDT comments and additional analyses, the Consultant will 
develop a draft Initial Alternatives Document. This is section 6.4, 
Preliminary Planning Area Alternatives, of the PIR. This activity would 
consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to 
review the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the draft. The draft will be distributed to the 
PDT and the public for review and comments. 

01-3435 PDT Review of  Draft Initial Alternatives Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 
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01-3440 Attend / Facilitate / Present Workshop 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a public workshop. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-workshop meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the public meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3445 Prepare / Submit Final Initial Alternatives  document 

Activity Definition Based on input received during the public review, the comprehensive 
list of alternative plans will be finalized by the Consultant. This activity 
would consist of submitting the final for review by PMs, allowing the 
PMs to review the final and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3455 Land Suitability Model 

Activity Definition The final product of this task will be a GIS based tool that will enable 
identification of potential sites for project features based on criteria 
identified during development of screening criteria (Task 1a.B). The 
tool will contain spatial data for land use, soil types, parcel size, 
cultural resources, ecologic value (based on the USFWS Ecolgoic 
Value Model developed for the LOWP) wetlands, and location of low 
income and minority residences. 

01-3460 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will lead and facilitate a PDT meeting to identify 
potential sites for management measures. This activity would consist 
of developing a meeting agenda and meeting presentations, 
attending a pre-PDT meeting, attending/facilitating/presenting at the 
PDT meeting, and preparation of a meeting summary. 

01-3465 Identify Flows and Loads at each potential site 

Activity Definition The consultant will determine the inflow volumes and loads at each 
potential management measure site using information from the 
WAMView model. 

01-3470 Develop Spreadsheet Model for Sites an Management Measures 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a spreadsheet to document information 
about each potential site. This spreadsheet will also be the basis for 
formulating and defining the management measures (STAs & 
Reservoirs) and determining storage capacity and phosphorus load 
reduction. 

01-3475 Define/Formulate Management Measures 

Activity Definition The Consultant will utilize the spreadsheet to define/formulate a 
comprehensive list of management measures that may be combined 
together to form preliminary planning area alternatives. 

01-3480 Prepare / Submit Preliminary draft Initial Alternatives document 
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Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a preliminary draft Initial Alternatives 
Document that document the descriptions of the initial sets of 
alternative plans for each planning area. This is section 6.4, 
Preliminary Planning Area Alternatives, of the PIR. This activity would 
consist of submitting the preliminary draft for review by PMs, allowing 
the PMs to review the preliminary draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the preliminary draft. 

01-3485 PDT Review of Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 

Activity Definition The preliminary draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will 
provide comments within 10 working days. 

01-3490 Prepare/Submit Draft Cultural Resources Assessment document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop a preliminary cultural resource 
assessment to identify known and potential historic and cultural sites 
in the study area for review by the PDT. This cultural resources 
information is being used during Plan Formulation, and will be 
included as part of the Plan Formulation Appendix in the PIR. This 
activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3495 PDT Review of Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3500 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3505 Prepare / Submit Final Cultural Resources Assessment document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 

01-3540 Work Plan Outline 

Activity Definition In an effort to expedite the work plan process, HDR will prepare a draft detailed 
outline/template of the PIR work plan for review and comment by SFWMD and 
USACE personnel, concurrent with the final watershed assessment tasks. 

01-3550 PM Review Draft PIR Work Plan 

Activity Definition A revised outline/template for the PIR Work Plan will be completed prior to 
completion of the watershed characterization and the spatial data model. This 
PIR Work Plan outline/template will form the basis of the discussions at a PDT 
meeting to discuss the PIR Work Plan strategy. 
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01-3570 Deliverable-Final PIR Work Plan 

Activity Definition The PIR Work Plan will be developed to detail the necessary activities to 
complete the advanced plan formulation process for the four components of 
the Project. The final PIR Work Plan will be developed in P3E format consistent 
with PMP guidelines contained in Appendix B of the CERP MPMP so that it can 
be utilized to update the PMP to serve as the guidance document for the PIR 
phase of the project. 

The PIR Work Plan, developed in Task 2 and incorporated in the Watershed 
Assessment, will determine the number and order of PIRs for the components 
of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. Regardless of the number or 
combination of PIRs, the process to complete them will all follow the relatively 
same process. The PDT will be set up to handle as many as four independent 
PIRs simultaneously. This will be accomplished by assigning a document 
manager for each PIR and a discipline leader for each major discipline that 
transcends all PIRs. This will ensure consistency in quality and process of the 
development of each PIR. Each document manager will have a core technical 
team who will be responsible for delivery of each PIR. The discipline leaders 
will provide technical oversight and guidance for their respective areas of 
expertise. After the approval of the PIR Work Plan, the HDR Team will modify 
the project work plan to detail the sequence of work activities, the team 
assignments, and the schedule of deliverables and milestones to complete the 
project. 

01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 

Activity Definition An Independent Technical Review will be conducted in advance of the 
Alternative Formulation Briefing. 

01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 

Activity Definition An Independent Technical Review will be conducted in advance of the 
Feasiblity Scoping Meeting. 

01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present project information and documents at a 
PDT/ITR meeting. This activity would consist of developing a meeting 
agenda and meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-3705 Attend meeting in Tallahassee 

Activity Definition Consultant will attend one meeting in Tallahassee to discuss Future 
Without Project conditions. 

01-3710 Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project Conditions 
document 

Activity Definition PDT comments on the Draft document will be incorporated into a final 
document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft final for 
review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final. 
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01-3755 Deliverable-Final Future W/O Proj. Condit. 

Activity Definition Forecast of Future Conditions (e.g., ecological, physical, demographic, 
economic, and social) - to establish the future "without project conditions" 
within the project area which will serve as the basis for the alternative plan 
evaluations; 

01-3840 Deliverable-Final Exist. Condit. Descrip. 

Activity Definition Inventory of Existing Conditions (e.g., ecological, physical, demographic, 
economic, and social) - to establish the current "without project conditions" 
within the project area which will serve as the basis for the alternative plan 
evaluations. (It will provide baseline information to be used in the evaluation of 
socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts of alternative plans). 

01-3850 Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project Conditions 
document 

Activity Definition The final product of this task will be an update to the PIR/EIS (Section 4.0) addressing the description of the future 
without project condition. The updated section will provide projections of land 
quantities 
taking into account all impacts of actions independent of CERP, including a description of the Lake Okeechobee 
Protection Plan (LOPP), how it impacts the LOW Project, and the results of modeling the LOPP. The Consultant will 
develop a draft Document. This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs 
review the draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-3855 Final Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 

Activity Definition The Final Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan is being completed by the 
Interagency Team and it is a requirement for the Future without Project 
Conditions Document. 

01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-3910 Deliverable-Initial Topo Data- Tech. Memo 

Activity Definition Results of this analysis will be incorporated into the Watershed Assessment 
Report. Also, this information will provide input to the PIR development process 
for development of more detailed scopes of data collection needs. 

01-4005 Deliverable - Final Project W/P 

Activity Definition A Detailed Work Plan for all of the Team activities will be developed. 
This Work Plan will not be limited to just the activities that the HDR 
Team will perform, but will also include activities performed by other 
members of the PDT. It will contain a Work Breakdown Structure 
(WBS) based on the WBS contained in the original PMP, and a revised 
schedule in P3E. The Work Plan, WBS, and Schedule will all be 
developed in the same format as the LOW PMP so that the Project 
Managers can use it to revise the master project Work Plan. 
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01-4030 Deliverable-Draft Watershed Assess. Rpt. 

Activity Definition The Watershed Assessment Report will be developed to document all work 
and results of tasks: 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, and 1.8. Information regarding real estate, 
topographic, and geotechnical features of the watershed will be included. The 
Report will also incorporate the results of PIR Work Plan (Task 2.0), which will 
detail the necessary activities to complete the advanced plan formulation 
process for the four components of the Project. 

01-4105 Deliverable-Final Watershed Assess. Rpt. 

Activity Definition A Watershed Assessment Report will be compiled that documents work and 
results from Tasks 1 and 2. The overall goal of this watershed assessment is 
to determine hydrologic and water quality patterns within the project area. This 
information will serve as the basis for identifying alternatives for improving 
water quality and providing storage features within each basin. The Report will 
compile the results of the performance measures, inventory and forecast of 
conditions, spatial data model, and hydrologic/water quality characterization of 
tributaries. Prior to its finalization, the report will undergo an Independent 
Technical Review. 

01-4280 Deliverable-Approved Spatial Data Model 

Activity Definition A spatial data model will be developed that will serve as a tool to help integrate 
the regional designs of water storage and water quality treatment facilities with 
other related projects being conducted by private landowners and other 
Federal and state agencies in the watershed. The model will be updated twice 
prior to preparation of the PIRs. Upon completion of the Watershed Report, the 
spatial data model will be turned over to the SFWMD and USACE along with a 
users manual prepared by the HDR Team. The HDR Team will continue to 
provide semi-annual updates throughout the remainder of the project. In 
addition, the HDR Team will provide one halfday informal training session to 
SFWMD, USACE, and other PDT agency staff.The spatial data model will be a 
GIS-based, mass balance of phosphorus and water, which will allow the PDT 
to develop "what if" scenarios for the project area by changing the size or 
scope of the different projects. The spatial data model will incorporate output 
generated from Task 1.8 and will eventually be integrated into projects outside 
the LOW Project Area. 

01-4310 Deliverable-Initial Geotech.Data- Tech. Mem. 

Activity Definition Results of this analysis will be incorporated into the Watershed Assessment 
Report. Also, this information will provide input to the PIR development process 
for development of more detailed scopes of data collection needs. 

01-4330 Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 

Activity Definition A Public Outreach Plan will be developed immediately after the PDT kickoff 
meeting. The approach to Public Outreach and Involvement for this project is to 
integrate the resources and expertise of all PDT members. 

Key elements of the activities include: 

Stakeholder List and Public Outreach Database 

A computerized Public Outreach Database will be created and maintained 
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A computerized Public Outreach Database will be created and maintained 
based on information provided from the PDT members. The Database will 
consist of a mailing list used to distribute project materials and reports to 
individuals, interest groups and other interested stakeholders. 

Recording and Filing Public Opinion 

The database will summarize feedback and comments received on the Project 
from a variety of modes such as those received via workshop oral comments, 
written comment forms, letters and telephone conversations. The comments 
will be recorded and filed. 

Website Updates 

www.evergladesplan.org is one of the major tools used to keep the general 
public informed regarding the progress of the CERP Program and its projects. 
Monthly progress reports, schedule updates, reports, and other documents will 
be prepared in a format that can be easily posted to a web page. The 
outcomes of public workshops will also be submitted for inclusion on the web 
page. The Project Managers will be responsible for posting the appropriate 
information to the website. 

Public Workshops 

The public workshops will be designed so that the PDT may receive 
information, comments, and advice, as well as disseminate information on 
possible approaches, analyses, and decisions. A complete summary of all 
meetings, including all handouts, presentations, and information received from 
the public, will be compiled and distributed. The USACE and the SFWMD will set 
up and conduct the public workshops. The HDR Team will provide support at 
these meetings. 

Adaptability of Public Outreach Plan 

The Public Outreach Plan for this Project will be created, implemented and 
modified as necessary through the course of the Project. The plan can be 
refined by the PDT to enable the project team to respond to specialized 
communication needs that emerge during the life of the Project. These 
specialized elements could include options such as informal workshops, focus 
groups or a stakeholder newsletter. 

01-4395 Attend PDT Kickoff Meeting 

Activity Definition This meeting will serve to introduce the project team, clarify and expand on 
project requirements and objectives, and establish protocol for communication. 
Project Delivery Team ? All members of the PDT will have an opportunity to 
review all work products developed by the HDR Team prior to them being 
finalized. The final deliverable will ultimately be a product of the PDT. All 
comments from the PDT members will be logged and addressed prior to 
completion of the final work product. 

01-4435 Draft Format 

Activity Definition HDR and the Corps and SFWMD Project Managers will develop a standard 
format for a monthly Project Progress Report. This format will be consistent 
with the CERP data standards and also be compatible with the Project 
Managers? reporting requirements. 
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01-4630 Apply to Pilot (tributaries in TCNS basin) 

01-4700 Deliverable-Approved Phase 1 Doc. 

Activity Definition The first phase will consist of delineating tributary sub-basin 
boundaries in the northern Okeechobee watershed; developing an 
estimate of phosphorus settling rate; establishing STA design criteria; 
developing an analytical approach (considering existing approaches) 
for computing tributary flows and phosphorus loads; performing a pilot 
test of the approved analytical approach for tributaries in the Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin; and modifying the analytical approach as 
necessary. 

01-4715 Deliverable-Final Phase 2 Doc. 

Activity Definition The second phase will consist of applying the final analytical method, 
incorporating results of the pilot, to all other tributary sub-basins in the 
project area. The information gathered in the hydrologic and water 
quality caracterization task will ultimately be used to develop the Draft 
Water Control Plan. 

01-4900 Deliverable-Final Perform. Meas. Doc. 

Activity Definition Performance Measures - to ensure that all project goals and objectives, as 
defined in the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), are met. 

01-4975 Deliverable-Initial RE Data- Technical Memo 

Activity Definition Results of this analysis will be incorporated into the Watershed 
Assessment Report. Also, this information will provide input to the PIR 
development process for development of more detailed scopes of 
data collection needs. 

01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of preparing Sections 14.0 through 17.0, 
compiling the 1st draft document, submitting the 1st draft for review by 
PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the 1st draft and provide 
comments. 

01-5015 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house 
review comments on 1st draft. 

Page 54 of 65 Appendix C Tab B 



 

 

 

01 

Appendix C Tab B - Activity Definitions, Constraints & Assumptions 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Print Date: 25-Feb-04 

Activity Constraints & Assumptions 

01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT & 
RECOVER review comments, submitting the internal draft for review 
by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft and provide 
comments. 

01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review and ITR. 

01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 

Activity Definition The USACE Value Engineering personnel will prepare and provide a 
presentation to the LOW PDT on the VE process at a regularly 
scheduled PDT meeting. 

01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 meetings total) 

Activity Definition The USACE Value Engineering personnel will attend quarterly PDT 
meetings for the LOW Project. 

01-5115 VE Team Meeting 

Activity Definition The USACE Value Engineering Team will coordinate and plan the VE 
workshop, review technical submittals, prepare workshop documents, 
and coordinate the VE team. 

01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 

Activity Definition The Value Engineering study will be a week long Workshop attended 
by both USACE and non-USACE team members to review the 
Tentatively Selected Plan. 

01-5125 Prepare Value Engineering Document and Recommendations 

Activity Definition The Value Engineering team will produce a document outlining their 
recommendations to the LOW PDT. 

01-5130 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 
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Activity Definition The Recommended Plan will be modified as needed based on the 
recommendations in the VE Document. 

01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-5140 Prepare draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of preparing Sections 10.0 through 13.0 of 
the PIR/EIS in accordance with CERP and NEPA guidelines. 

01-5145 Submit draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-5155 Prepare draft document 

Activity Definition This is section 9.0, Environmental Effects, of the PIR. Supplemental 
information will be presented in the Environmental Evaluation, Water 
Quality, and Socioeconomic Appendices. 

01-5160 Submit draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. The draft will be 
distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide comments within 10 
working days. 

01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of refining the previously completed 30% 
design for the Recommended Plan. It includes development of all 
plan view, typical sections, civil, structural, electrical & mechanical 
drawings and pump station schematics as need for completion of the 
PIR. 

01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 

Activity Definition This activity includes updating the previously completed MCACES cost 
estimate for the Recommended Plan. This cost estimate will be 
updated as needed due to design changes and additional design 
information. The cost estimate will be distributed for approval as the 
Baseline Cost Estimate for the project. 

01-5180 Develop Implementation Plan 
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Activity Definition This activity involves the development of a detailed implementation 
plan for all following phases of the project, including DDR, P&S, 
Construction, Real Estate & Monitoring. This activity would consist of 
submitting the draft for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
draft and provide comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR 
into the implementation plan. 

01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-5190 Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 

Activity Definition This is section 8.0, Recommended Plan, of the PIR. The majority of 
the technical information will be presented in the Engineering and 
Design Appendix. 

01-5195 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Final Draft document at a public 
meeting. This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda 
and meeting presentations, attending a pre-public meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the public meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-5215 Assemble & incorporate public comments 

Activity Definition The Consultant will assemble all the comments from the public and 
coordinate with the PMs on resolution of the various issues. Based 
on guidance from the PMs, this information will be incorporated into 
the Final document. 

01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the final document for review 
by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the final document and provide 
comments, and incorporation of comments by HDR into the final 
document. 

01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 
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Activity Definition The Consultant will present the Draft document at a PDT meeting. 
This activity would consist of developing a meeting agenda and 
meeting presentations, attending a pre-PDT meeting, 
attending/facilitating/presenting at the PDT meeting, and preparation 
of a meeting summary. 

01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

Activity Definition The final draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will assemble all the comments from the PDT and 
coordinate with the PMs on resolution of the various issues. Based 
on guidance from the PMs, this information will be incorporated into 
the Final Draft document. This activity would consist of submitting the 
final draft document for review by PMs, allowing the PMs to review the 
final draft document and provide comments, and incorporation of 
comments by HDR into the final draft document. The final draft 
document will be distributed for public review. 

01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 

Activity Definition The draft will be distributed to the PDT and the PDT will provide 
comments within 10 working days. 

01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 

Activity Definition The Consultant will develop an IWR-PLAN model based on the 
Planning Area Alternatives to evaluate the tradeoffs between costs and 
benefits. The end result of this analysis will be the identification of 
combinations of Planning Area Alternatives (forming Project 
Alternatives) across the watershed that best meet the overall 
objectives of the project. 

01-5250 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for water 
quality, and identify the combinations that best meet the water quality 
objectives of the project. 

01-5255 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for water 
storage, and identify the combinations that best meet the water 
storage objectives of the project. 

01-5260 Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 

Activity Definition The consultant will conduct the IWR-Plan model to evaluate for 
wetland restoration, and identify the combinations that best meet the 
wetland restoration objectives of the project. 
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01-5265 Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 

Activity Definition The Consultant will prepare documentation of the CE/ICA and develop 
recommendations for selection of the Project Alterantives. This is part 
of section 6.7, Project Alternatives, of the PIR. The majority of the 
information will be presented in the Plan Formulation Appendix. 

01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of submitting the draft for review by PMs, 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments, and 
incorporation of comments by HDR into the draft. 

01-5275 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of identifying additional data needs, 
collecting that additional data, compiling data into a GIS database, 
completing a physical takings analysis, conducting a relocation 
analysis, conducting an HTRW assessment & cost estimate, 
preparing a gross appraisal, and preparing cost estimates for LERRD. 

01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-5285 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-5295 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 

01-5305 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-5310 Prepare Final document 
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Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-5325 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 

01-5335 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-5340 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling the 1st draft document, 
submitting the 1st draft for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to 
review the 1st draft and provide comments. 

01-5345 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
1st draft and distribution for In-house review, RECOVER review, PDT 
review. 

01-5350 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating PDT, 
RECOVER & In-house review comments, submitting the internal draft 
for review by PMs, and allowing the PMs to review the internal draft 
and provide comments. 

01-5355 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal draft and distribution for HQ Policy Review & ITR. 

01-5360 Prepare Preliminary draft document 
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Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating HQ & ITR 
review comments, submitting the draft for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft and provide comments. 

01-5365 Prepare draft for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft and distribution for Public Review 

01-5370 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and preparing responses to 
public comments, submitting the draft final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the draft final and provide comments. 

01-5375 Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
draft final and distribution for ITR Review & Certification, PDT Review. 

01-5380 Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating In-house & 
ITR comments, submitting the final for review by PMs, and allowing 
the PMs to review the final and provide comments. 

01-5385 Prepare Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
final and distribution of the document. 

01-5390 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of compiling and incorporating ITR & PDT 
comments, submitting the internal final for review by PMs, and 
allowing the PMs to review the internal final and provide comments. 

01-5395 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Activity Definition This activity would consist of incorporation of PM comments into the 
internal final and distribution for In-house review, ITR/Legal Review 

01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 

Activity Definition Based on results of the hydrologic/hydraulic modeling, the Consultant 
will quantify the additional water made available as a result of the 
Recommended Plan. It is anticipated that this will be quantified as an 
average annual basis for the period of record (1965-2000). 

01-5410 Savings Analysis 

Activity Definition A Savings Analysis will be completed for the Recommended Plan to 
ensure compliance with all WRDA requirements. 

01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 
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Activity Definition This activity involves the identification of water to be reserved for the 
environment in accordance with WRDA. 

01-5430 Obtain Real Estate for Gages SFWMD 

Activity Definition Identify if there is a private interest in the site that has been selected. Determine 
whether or not special permission is required and initiate whatever paperwork 
is needed. If necessary, real estate interests will be acquired. 

01-5435 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 

Activity Definition On a bi-monthly basis, visit all stations, retrieve data from electronic 
dataloggers (EDLs), check on equipment, and make discharge measurements 
for rating the flow at the station. Calibrate and clean in-situ sensors, replace 
D.O. membranes or other parts as needed. Maintain good written records for 
use in the storage of the data (subsequent step). 

01-5530 Obtain Real Estate for Gages Corps 

Activity Definition Identify if there is a private interest in the site that has been selected. Determine 
whether or not special permission is required and initiate whatever paperwork 
is needed. If necessary, real estate interests will be acquired. 

01-5535 Obtain real estate USGS 

Activity Definition Identify if there is a private interest in the site that has been selected. Determine 
whether or not special permission is required and initiate whatever paperwork 
is needed. If necessary, real estate interests will be acquired. 

01-5540 Purchase equipment 

Activity Definition Based on the list of equipment needs, compare cost of purchase vs. rent, and 
if rental is feasible. Produce the documents required for the bid process if 
needed, or if not needed, place orders for all equipment. 

01-5545 Purchase supplies & materials 

Activity Definition Purchase of lumber, aluminum, 2-inch pipe, hydraulic pounder, shelters large 
enough to accommodate automatic samplers. 

01-5550 Construction of monitoring sites 

Activity Definition Build walkways, install shelters, install electronics, lightning protection, and 
meteorological equipment. 

01-5615 Monitoring Network Design Approval - Corps 

Activity Definition The Corp and SFWMD will review the monitoring system design and cost 
estimate to insure that it meets technical needs and budgetary constraints. 

01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 
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Activity Definition The Corp and SFWMD will review the monitoring system design and cost 
estimate to insure that it meets technical needs and budgetary constraints. 

01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 

Activity Definition Coordination and project management required to integrate the current SFWMD 
monitoring protocols and data management with this project. 

01-5630 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination Corps 

Activity Definition Coordination and project management required to insure that the 
USACE requirements are met. 

01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) 

Activity Definition Data will be compiled and reported on an annual basis in a format that will 
assist in management decisions. 

01-5695 Site & parameter selection 

Activity Definition Based on the results of the feasibility evaluation, make site selections for flow, 
sediment, meteorology, and water-quality monitoring. These sites should be 
colocated (weather sites may be at different locations depending on needs). 
Preferable to collect suspended sediment concentration data (analysis of full 
sample) instead of total suspended solids (analysis of an aliquot of the 
sample). Automatic samplers also should be considered for selected sites. 

01-5700 Monitoring site design 

Activity Definition Produce a site sketch and research/specify equipment for each site. Based on 
the characteristics and data needs at each site, produce a list of equipment 
and materials required for installation. 

01-5710 Cost estimate for network 

Activity Definition Based on present-day costs and a reasonable estimate for inflation, provide 
cost estimates on an annual basis for the following: purchase and installation 
of all equipment; labor and travel costs for installation; analytical costs for 
water quality, sediment, and biological work; operation and maintenance costs 
for all sites; additional costs for quality assurance for all aspects; database 
management; publication of data. 

01-5715 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 

Activity Definition The RECOVER Team will review the proposed monitoring plan to insure 
consistency with CERP monitoring protocols.RECOVER will review major work 
products during the project. Its review will consider consistency of the project 
with the overall CERP program. 

01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 
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Activity Definition The overall objectives of a basin-scale monitoring system primarily for 
phosphorus load, flow, and sedimentation data collection. 

01-5725 Define monitoring objectives USGS 

Activity Definition The overall objectives of a basin-scale monitoring system primarily for 
phosphorus load, flow, and sedimentation data collection. 

01-5730 Define monitoring objectives Corps 

Activity Definition The overall objectives of a basin-scale monitoring system primarily for 
phosphorus load, flow, and sedimentation data collection. 

01-5735 RECOVER - Monitoring Design participation 

Activity Definition A RECOVER team member will participate throughout the monitoring system 
design process 

01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 

Activity Definition Based on an inventory of existing data, review of existing literature and maps, 
and site reconnaissance, select potential locations for flow, sediment, and 
water quality monitoring. 

01-5790 Plans & Specs - TCNS 

Activity Definition Plans and specification for a construction contract will be prepared, along with 
a Government cost estimate. 

01-5795 Plans & Specs - LO 

Activity Definition Plans and specification for a construction contract will be prepared, along with 
a Government cost estimate. 

01-5805 DDR - TCNS 

Activity Definition Detailed engineering design will be presented in a report. The level of 
detail will be sufficient to allow preparation of construction plans and 
specifications. 

01-5810 DDR - LO 

Activity Definition Detailed engineering design will be presented in a report. The level of detail will 
be sufficient to allow preparation of construction plans and specifications. 

01-5830 Real Estate Acquisition - TCNS 

Activity Definition Real estate acquisition will include all title work, appraisals, negotiations, 
surveys, environmental assessments, and acquisition to obtain the appropriate 
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real estate interest in the property. 

01-5835 Real Estate Acquisition - LO 

Activity Definition Real estate acquisition will include all title work, appraisals, negotiations, 
surveys, environmental assessments, and acquisition to obtain the appropriate 
real estate interest in the property. 

01-5945 TCNS PIR update of PMP SFWMD 

Activity Definition After the PIR is complete, it will be possible to provide more detail to the work 
products that will be required for P&S, construction, and O&M. This detail will 
be incorporated in the revision of the PMP. 

01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 

Activity Definition After the PIR is complete, it will be possible to provide more detail to the work 
products that will be required for P&S, construction, and O&M. This detail will 
be incorporated in the revision of the PMP. 

01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 

Activity Definition After the PIR is complete, the PMP will be updated to include detailed 
activities, schedule, and cost for preparation of detailed design. 

01-5960 LO PIR PMP update SFWMD 

Activity Definition After the PIR is complete, the PMP will be updated to include detailed activities, 
schedule, and cost for preparation of detailed design. 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1000 01.8.3.01 Construction - TCNS 01-Sep-09 27-Apr-12 662d 

01-1005 01.8.3.02 Construction - LO 14-Oct-10 28-Feb-14 841d 

01-1010 01.8.2 Construction Contract Advertised - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d 

01-1015 01.8.2 Construction Contract Advertised - LO 14-Oct-10 0d 

01-1020 01.2 PIR Initiated 12-Jul-01 A 0d 

01-1025 01.2 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 467d 

01-1030 01.2.3.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

01-1035 01.2.3.6 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

01-1040 01.2.3.1 Submit Draft USF&WS Coordination Act Report 24-Apr-06 0d 

01-1045 01.2.3.1 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural Resources 16-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 16d 

01-1050 01.2.3.1 Draft CAR 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 11d 

01-1055 01.2.3.1 SHPO Consultation 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 11d 

01-1060 01.2.3.1 SHPO Coordination Phase 1 02-Mar-06 16-Mar-06 10d 

01-1065 01.2.3.1 Issues & Recommenations 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d 

01-1070 01.2.3.1 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural Resources 06-Feb-06 02-Mar-06 17d 

01-1075 01.2.3.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 16-Mar-06 19-Apr-06 23d 

01-1080 01.2.3.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 24-Apr-06 10-May-06 12d 

01-1085 01.2.3.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

01-1090 01.2.3.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-1095 01.2.3.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-1100 01.2.3.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d 

01-1105 01.2.3.3 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

01-1110 01.2.3.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

01-1115 01.2.3.4 Final USF&WS Coordination Act Report Received 17-May-07 0d 

01-1120 01.2.3.4 Final CAR 03-May-07 17-May-07 10d 

01-1125 01.2.3.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

01-1130 01.2.3.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 17-May-07 04-Jun-07 11d 

01-1135 01.2.8.1 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 43d 

01-1140 01.2.8.1 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 62d 

01-1145 01.2.8.2 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

01-1150 01.2.8.3 RECOVER Review of Performance Measures 14-Aug-03 A 0d 
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01-1155 01.2.8.3 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d 

01-1160 01.2.8.3 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 27-Apr-06 30-May-06 23d 

01-1165 01.2.8.3 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25-Apr-06 25-May-06 22d 

01-1170 01.2.8.3 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

01-1175 01.2.8.4.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d 

01-1180 01.2.8.4.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

01-1185 01.2.8.4.6 Prepare Final document 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d 

01-1190 01.2.8.4.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d 

01-1195 01.2.8.4.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

01-1200 01.2.8.4.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d 

01-1205 01.2.8.4.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

01-1210 01.2.8.4.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

01-1215 01.2.8.4.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-1220 01.2.8.4.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d 

01-1225 01.2.8.4.3 Prepare draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

01-1230 01.2.8.4.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

01-1235 01.2.1 Review Gov't Est Corps 20-Aug-01 A 06-Sep-01 A 12d 

01-1240 01.2.1 Procurement AE contract 06-Sep-01 A 10-Jan-02 A 85d 

01-1245 01.2.1 PMP Update - Assess Phase Corps 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d 

01-1250 01.2.1 PMP Update - Assess Phase SFWMD 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d 

01-1255 01.2.1 Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d 

01-1260 01.2.1 PIR Pln Tech Lead 16-May-03 A 21-Nov-05 630d 

01-1265 01.2.1 PMP Update - Assess Phase Contract 15-May-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 96d 

01-1270 01.2.1 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d 

01-1275 01.2.1 PIR Proj Mgt - Corps 16-May-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 95d 

01-1280 01.2.1 PIR Proj Mgt - SFWMD 16-May-03 A 21-Nov-05 630d 

01-1285 01.2.1 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A 306d 

01-1290 01.2.1 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - Corps 12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 A 362d 

01-1295 01.2.1 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 A 362d 

01-1300 01.2.1 Scope of Work AE Contract - Corps 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A 17d 

01-1305 01.2.1 Scope of Work AE Contract - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A 17d 
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01-1310 01.2.1 Gov't Estimate SFWMD 06-Aug-01 A 20-Aug-01 A 10d 

01-1315 01.2.1 FY08 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-07 15-Oct-07 10d 

01-1320 01.2.1 FY04 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-1325 01.2.1 FY05 Proj Mgt - Corps 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-1330 01.2.1 FY06 Proj Mgt - Corps 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-1335 01.2.1 FY07 Proj Mgt - Corps 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-1340 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2005 23-May-05 22-Jun-05 22d 

01-1345 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2005 23-Jun-05 25-Jul-05 22d 

01-1350 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2005 26-Jul-05 24-Aug-05 22d 

01-1355 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2005 25-Aug-05 26-Sep-05 22d 

01-1360 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2005 27-Sep-05 27-Oct-05 22d 

01-1365 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2005 28-Oct-05 01-Dec-05 22d 

01-1370 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2005 02-Dec-05 04-Jan-06 22d 

01-1375 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2005 05-Jan-06 06-Feb-06 22d 

01-1380 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2005 07-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 22d 

01-1385 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2005 10-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 22d 

01-1390 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2005 11-Apr-06 10-May-06 22d 

01-1395 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 20 - Sept 2003 11-Sep-03 A 10-Oct-03 A 22d 

01-1400 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 21 - Oct 2003 14-Oct-03 A 13-Nov-03 A 22d 

01-1405 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 22 - Nov 2003 14-Nov-03 A 09-Jan-04 A 37d 

01-1410 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 23 - Dec 2003 02-Feb-04 A 31-Mar-04 22d 

01-1415 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2004 01-Apr-04 30-Apr-04 22d 

01-1420 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2004 03-May-04 02-Jun-04 22d 

01-1425 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2004 03-Jun-04 02-Jul-04 22d 

01-1430 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2004 06-Jul-04 04-Aug-04 22d 

01-1435 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2004 05-Aug-04 03-Sep-04 22d 

01-1440 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2004 07-Sep-04 06-Oct-04 22d 

01-1445 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2004 07-Oct-04 08-Nov-04 22d 

01-1450 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2004 09-Nov-04 13-Dec-04 22d 

01-1455 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2004 14-Dec-04 14-Jan-05 22d 

01-1460 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2004 18-Jan-05 16-Feb-05 22d 
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01-1465 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2004 17-Feb-05 21-Mar-05 22d 

01-1470 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2004 22-Mar-05 20-Apr-05 22d 

01-1475 01.2.1 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2005 21-Apr-05 20-May-05 22d 

01-1480 01.2.7.1.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 43d 

01-1485 01.2.7.1.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 27-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 11d 

01-1490 01.2.7.1.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 22d 

01-1495 01.2.7.1.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 05-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d 

01-1500 01.2.7.1.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d 

01-1505 01.2.7.1.3 Prepare draft for distribution 31-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 6d 

01-1510 01.2.7.1.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 22d 

01-1515 01.2.7.1.6 Prepare Final document 14-Dec-07 02-Jan-08 12d 

01-1520 01.2.7.1.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

01-1525 01.2.7.1.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 12d 

01-1530 01.2.7.1.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 43d 

01-1535 01.2.7.1.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 07-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 12d 

01-1540 01.2.9.1 Public Review of Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 24-Jan-07 0d 

01-1545 01.2.9.1 Draft PIR/NEPA Published in Federal Register 05-Dec-06 0d 

01-1550 01.2.9.1 ITR Review/Certification 03-May-07 0d 

01-1555 01.2.9.1 Responses to Public Comments Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 17-Apr-07 0d 

01-1560 01.2.9.1 Final Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 20-Jun-07 0d 

01-1565 01.2.9.1 Notice of Availability in Federal Register 14-Nov-06 05-Dec-06 12d 

01-1570 01.2.9.1 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 05-Dec-06 24-Jan-07 33d 

01-1575 01.2.9.1 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 24-Jan-07 15-Feb-07 16d 

01-1580 01.2.9.1 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 17-Apr-07 03-May-07 11d 

01-1585 01.2.9.1 Draft Final PIR/NEPA 30-May-07 20-Jun-07 16d 

01-1590 01.2.9.1 Print and Distribute 1501 Submittal to State 20-Jun-07 09-Jul-07 11d 

01-1595 01.2.9.1 ITR on Final Draft PIR 18-Oct-07 09-Nov-07 15d 

01-1600 01.2.9.1 NFS Letter of Support and Financial Capability Statement 09-Nov-07 28-Nov-07 10d 

01-1605 01.2.9.1 Assemble Final PIR 28-Nov-07 02-Jan-08 24d 

01-1610 01.2.9.1 DE Signature 03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d 

01-1615 01.2.9.1 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 20-Jun-07 16-Jul-07 16d 
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01-1620 01.2.9.1 ITR/Legal Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 09-Nov-07 0d 

01-1625 01.2.9.1 Sponsor's Letter of Intent Received 28-Nov-07 0d 

01-1630 01.2.9.1 In-House Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 16-Jul-07 0d 

01-1635 01.2.9.1 Final PIR/NEPA Report Complete 03-Jan-08 0d 

01-1640 01.2.9.1 MSC Commander's Public Notice (Complete PIR) 10-Jan-08 0d 

01-1645 01.2.A.1 President Signs WRDA 03-Feb-09 24-Feb-09 14d 

01-1650 01.2.A.1 Congressional Authorization - LO 31-Dec-08 03-Feb-09 22d 

01-1655 01.2.A.1 ROD Signed 17-Apr-08 18-Apr-08 1d 

01-1660 01.2.A.1 ASA (CW) Letter Submitted to Congress 26-Aug-08 17-Sep-08 15d 

01-1665 01.2.A.1 OMB Review 16-Jun-08 26-Aug-08 50d 

01-1670 01.2.A.1 Congressional Review 17-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 70d 

01-1675 01.2.A.1 Congressional Committee Approval TCNS 17-Sep-08 20-Oct-08 22d 

01-1680 01.2.A.1 ASA (CW) Memorandum to OMB 02-Jun-08 16-Jun-08 10d 

01-1685 01.2.A.1 Filing of Final PIR/NEPA Document 01-Apr-08 08-Apr-08 5d 

01-1690 01.2.A.1 Filing of Final NEPA Document Complete 08-Apr-08 0d 

01-1695 01.2.A.1 Record of Decision (ROD) Signed 18-Apr-08 0d 

01-1700 01.2.A.1 Chief's Report Submitted to ASA(CW) 17-Apr-08 0d 

01-1705 01.2.A.1 ASA(CW) Report Submitted to Congress 17-Sep-08 0d 

01-1710 01.2.A.1 President Signs Authorization 24-Feb-09 0d 

01-1715 01.2.A.1 State and Agency Letters Signed and Received by District 03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d 

01-1720 01.2.A.1 Mail Letters and Draft Final Report 17-Jan-08 5d 

01-1725 01.2.A.1 Publish in Federal Register 17-Jan-08 29-Jan-08 6d 

01-1730 01.2.A.1 State, Agency and Public Review 29-Jan-08 29-Feb-08 22d 

01-1735 01.2.A.1 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 16d 

01-1740 01.2.A.1 HQ/MSC Review Conference 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 6d 

01-1745 01.2.A.1 Policy Review Documentation 21-Mar-08 01-Apr-08 7d 

01-1750 01.2.A.1 Chief's Report (before 9/30/07) 08-Apr-08 17-Apr-08 7d 

01-1755 01.2.A.1 ASA(CW) Review 17-Apr-08 02-Jun-08 31d 

01-1760 01.2.A.1 Responses to Public Comments on Final PIR/NEPA Complete 21-Mar-08 0d 

01-1765 01.2.A.1 Final PIR/NEPA Report Published in the Federal Register 29-Jan-08 0d 

01-1770 01.2.A.1 PIR Fiscal Closeout 03-Feb-09 0d 
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01-1775 01.2.A.1 Washington Level Agency and Public Review Complete 29-Feb-08 0d 

01-1780 01.2.A.1 PIR Assessment to CECW-PM 01-Apr-08 0d 

01-1785 01.2.A.1 ASA(CW) Memorandum to OMB 16-Jun-08 0d 

01-1790 01.2.5 Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water levels 
and budgets, as required 

14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d 

01-1795 01.2.5 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design team, and 
A&E, as necessary 

14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 9d 

01-1800 01.2.5 Provide input for operational performance measures 14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d 

01-1805 01.2.5 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 06-Feb-06 10-Feb-06 4d 

01-1810 01.2.5.2.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-1815 01.2.5.2.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d 

01-1820 01.2.5.2.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

01-1825 01.2.5.2.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

01-1830 01.2.5.2.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

01-1835 01.2.5.2.3 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

01-1840 01.2.5.2.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

01-1845 01.2.5.2.6 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

01-1850 01.2.5.2.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

01-1855 01.2.5.2.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d 

01-1860 01.2.5.2.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

01-1865 01.2.5.2.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-1870 01.2.5.3.4 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d 

01-1875 01.2.5.3.4 Prepare Final Document 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d 

01-1880 01.2.5.3.4 Coordination with SAD 03-Jan-08 09-Jan-08 3d 

01-1885 01.2.5.3.4 Approval of Draft Operating Manual 09-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 2d 

01-1890 01.2.5.3.3 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

01-1895 01.2.5.3.3 Prepare Draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

01-1900 01.2.5.3.5 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 12d 

01-1905 01.2.5.3.5 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 24-Jan-07 29-Jan-07 3d 

01-1910 01.2.5.3.5 Preliminary Coordination with SAD 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 2d 

01-1915 01.2.5.3.5 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 29-Jan-07 02-Apr-07 44d 

01-1920 01.2.5.3.1 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 01-May-06 04-May-06 3d 

01-1925 01.2.5.3.1 Support for Water Quality Certification 29-Jun-06 06-Jul-06 4d 
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01-1930 01.2.5.3.1 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d 

01-1935 01.2.5.3.1 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

01-1940 01.2.5.3.6 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-1945 01.2.5.3.6 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 11d 

01-1950 01.2.5.3.2 Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d 

01-1955 01.2.5.3.2 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and Operations of 
Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d 

01-1960 01.2.5.3.2 Coordinate with A&E as necessary to begin preparation of Operating 
Manual 

06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d 

01-1965 01.2.5.3.2 A&E begins development of Draft Operating Manual and Interim 
Operations 

13-Feb-06 14-Mar-06 20d 

01-1970 01.2.5.3.2 Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and Interim
Operations 

13-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 10d 

01-1975 01.2.5.3.2 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water Reservations/Allocations and 
Savings Clause Compliance 

27-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 3d 

01-1980 01.2.5.3.2 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual & Interim 
Operations 

14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 20d 

01-1985 01.2.5.3.2 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 11d 

01-1990 01.2.5.1.3 Prepare draft design Recommendations 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 22d 

01-1995 01.2.5.1.3 Prepare Final design Recommendations 29-Jul-04 11-Aug-04 10d 

01-2000 01.2.5.1.1 Field data Collection Plan 26-Apr-04 25-May-04 22d 

01-2005 01.2.5.1.1 Topographic data Collection 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 43d 

01-2010 01.2.5.1.1 Geotechnical data Collection 26-May-04 25-Jun-04 22d 

01-2015 01.2.2 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A 204d 

01-2020 01.2.2.05.1 Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 17-Jul-03 A 14-Aug-03 A 20d 

01-2025 01.2.2.05.1 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 20d 

01-2030 01.2.2.05.2.12 RECOVER Evaluation of Alternatives Complete 12-Sep-05 0d 

01-2035 01.2.2.05.2.1 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 14-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 22d 

01-2040 01.2.2.05.2.1 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2045 01.2.2.05.2.1 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other analyses 
(EVSM) 

28-Apr-05 14-Jun-05 32d 

01-2050 01.2.2.05.2.2 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 28-Apr-05 28-Jun-05 42d 

01-2055 01.2.2.05.2.2 Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d 

01-2060 01.2.2.05.2.2 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d 

01-2065 01.2.2.05.2.2 Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d 

01-2070 01.2.2.05.2.2 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 12d 

01-2075 01.2.2.05.2.2 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 28-Jun-05 07-Jul-05 7d 

01-2080 01.2.2.05.2.4 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 

28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d 
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01-2085 01.2.2.05.2.5 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d 

01-2090 01.2.2.05.2.9 Develop project implementation schedule 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2095 01.2.2.05.2.9 Develop project performance schedule 15-Jul-05 13-Sep-05 41d 

01-2100 01.2.2.05.2.9 Evaluate operational flexibility 20-Jun-05 20-Jul-05 21d 

01-2105 01.2.2.05.2.7 Conduct field assessments of project sites 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d 

01-2110 01.2.2.05.2.7 Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 29-Jun-05 01-Aug-05 22d 

01-2115 01.2.2.05.2.7 Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 31-May-05 29-Jun-05 22d 

01-2120 01.2.2.05.2.6 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2125 01.2.2.05.2.6 Evaluate impacts to navigation 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 22d 

01-2130 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2135 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate present value change in regional income 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 42d 

01-2140 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate jobs displace/create 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2145 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d 

01-2150 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate number of property owners impacted 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d 

01-2155 01.2.2.05.2.8 Assess community well-being 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2160 01.2.2.05.2.8 Complete environmental justice evaluations 15-Jul-05 15-Aug-05 21d 

01-2165 01.2.2.05.2.8 Estimate impacts to property taxes 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2170 01.2.2.05.2.8 Evaluate project acceptability 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

01-2175 01.2.2.05.2.11 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 12d 

01-2180 01.2.2.05.2.11 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe weather 
conditions 

14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 12d 

01-2185 01.2.2.05.2.10 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 12d 

01-2190 01.2.2.05.2.10 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 30-Jun-05 18-Jul-05 11d 

01-2195 01.2.2.05.2.10 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d 

01-2200 01.2.2.05.2.10 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 6d 

01-2205 01.2.2.05.2.10 Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d 

01-2210 01.2.2.05.3.1 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

01-2215 01.2.2.05.3.1 Develop MCDM model 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 42d 

01-2220 01.2.2.05.3.1 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d 

01-2225 01.2.2.05.3.1 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d 

01-2230 01.2.2.05.3.1 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 20-Sep-05 06-Oct-05 11d 

01-2235 01.2.2.05.3.2 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 6d 
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01-2240 01.2.2.05.3.4 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 7d 

01-2245 01.2.2.05.3.5 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 6d 

01-2250 01.2.2.05.3.6 Attend/Present at Meeting 07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 6d 

01-2255 01.2.2.05.3.8 Final Screening/Tentatively Selected Plan Complete 06-Feb-06 0d 

01-2260 01.2.2.05.3.8 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d 

01-2265 01.2.2.05.3.8 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

01-2270 01.2.2.05.3.8 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 10-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 6d 

01-2275 01.2.2.05.3.8 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 10d 

01-2280 01.2.2.05.3.3 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d 

01-2285 01.2.2.05.3.3 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

01-2290 01.2.2.05.3.3 Complete additional technical evaluations 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

01-2295 01.2.2.05.3.3 Final Comparisons 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d 

01-2300 01.2.2.05.3.3 Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d 

01-2305 01.2.2.05.3.3 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 08-Nov-05 29-Nov-05 11d 

01-2310 01.2.2.05.3.7 Submit AFB documentation to HQ 14-Dec-05 19-Dec-05 3d 

01-2315 01.2.2.05.3.7 AFB Meeting 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d 

01-2320 01.2.2.05.3.7 AFB Guidance Memorandum 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 10d 

01-2325 01.2.2.05.3.7 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 19-Dec-05 24-Jan-06 23d 

01-2330 01.2.2.05.3.7 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 6d 

01-2335 01.2.2.05.3.7 Submit AFB documentation to HQ/SA 19-Dec-05 0d 

01-2340 01.2.2.05.3.7 Alternative Formulation Briefing / Site Visit 06-Feb-06 0d 

01-2345 01.2.2.05.3.7 AFB Guidance Memorandum Received 21-Feb-06 0d 

01-2350 01.2.2.05.3.7 AFB Preparation 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

01-2355 01.2.2.B Submit 1502 WQC Application 02-Jan-08 07-Jan-08 3d 

01-2360 01.2.2.B 1502 Application Completeness Review 07-Jan-08 07-Feb-08 22d 

01-2365 01.2.2.B Agency Action Review 07-Feb-08 09-May-08 65d 

01-2370 01.2.2.B Publish Notice of Intent and Draft Permit 09-May-08 04-Jun-08 16d 

01-2375 01.2.2.B FS 1501 DEP Approval 02-Oct-07 0d 

01-2380 01.2.2.B State WQC/Permits Received 04-Jun-08 0d 

01-2385 01.2.2.B FS 1501 Submittal to FDEP with WQC Application 09-Jul-07 0d 

01-2390 01.2.2.B FS 1501 Reasonable Assurances Status Meeting 09-May-08 0d 
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01-2395 01.2.2.B PIR/FS 1501 Meeting with FDEP 03-Mar-06 0d 

01-2400 01.2.2.B PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Meeting 09-Feb-06 0d 

01-2405 01.2.2.B PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter Received 24-Feb-06 0d 

01-2410 01.2.2.B State 1501 Review & Approval 09-Jul-07 02-Oct-07 60d 

01-2415 01.2.2.B Incorporate State Comments 02-Oct-07 18-Oct-07 12d 

01-2420 01.2.2.B Pre-Application Meeting 06-Feb-06 09-Feb-06 3d 

01-2425 01.2.2.B Pre-Application Concurrence Letter 09-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 10d 

01-2430 01.2.2.B Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 5d 

01-2435 01.2.2.B Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 01-May-08 09-May-08 6d 

01-2440 01.2.2.B.1 SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 17-Apr-08 08-May-08 15d 

01-2445 01.2.2.B.1 Public Workshops for Rule Development 08-May-08 11-Jul-08 44d 

01-2450 01.2.2.B.1 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 15d 

01-2455 01.2.2.B.1 Review Period for Draft Rule 01-Aug-08 14-Oct-08 50d 

01-2460 01.2.2.B.1 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 15d 

01-2465 01.2.2.B.1 Notice of Change Published in FAW 04-Nov-08 09-Dec-08 22d 

01-2470 01.2.2.B.1 File with the Florida Department of State 06-Jan-09 21-Jan-09 10d 

01-2475 01.2.2.03 LOWP PIR/EIS Start 27-May-03 A 0d 

01-2480 01.2.2.03 USFWS FY 05 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-2485 01.2.2.03 USFWS FY 06 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-2490 01.2.2.03 USFWS FY 07 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-2495 01.2.2.03 USFWS FY 08 01-Oct-08* 16-Oct-08 10d 

01-2500 01.2.2.03 USFWS FY04 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-2505 01.2.2.03.19.4 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation document 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 10d 

01-2510 01.2.2.03.19.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d 

01-2515 01.2.2.03.19.1 Meeting Participation 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 2d 

01-2520 01.2.2.03.19.1 Summary of RECOVER Evaluation 01-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 20d 

01-2525 01.2.2.03.19.1 Notification of System-wide Modeling Needs 16-Apr-04* 16-Apr-04 1d 

01-2530 01.2.2.03.19.2 Ecologic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

01-2535 01.2.2.03.19.2 Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

01-2540 01.2.2.03.19.2 Socioeconomic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

01-2545 01.2.2.03.19.2 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation Document 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d 
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01-2550 01.2.2.03.19.2 Engineering evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

01-2555 01.2.2.03.19.2 Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation document 28-Jun-04 12-Jul-04 10d 

01-2560 01.2.2.03.4.2 Attend Outreach Event 1 19-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 0d 

01-2565 01.2.2.03.4.1 Prepare / Submit Final PPP Presentation 01-Apr-03 A 14-Apr-03 A 10d 

01-2570 01.2.2.03.27.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 05-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 7d 

01-2575 01.2.2.03.27.4 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 12d 

01-2580 01.2.2.03.27.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 7d 

01-2585 01.2.2.03.27.1 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 6d 

01-2590 01.2.2.03.27.1 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 12d 

01-2595 01.2.2.03.27.1 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 44d 

01-2600 01.2.2.03.27.1 Define/Formulate Management Measures 01-Jul-04 12-Jul-04 6d 

01-2605 01.2.2.03.27.1 Combine Management Measures into Alternatives 12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 6d 

01-2610 01.2.2.03.12.1 Prepare / Submit Final Land Use Maps 03-Feb-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 62d 

01-2615 01.2.2.03.24.1 Compile Social & Economic Information 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2620 01.2.2.03.24.1 Update Land Use 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2625 01.2.2.03.24.1 Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2630 01.2.2.03.24.1 Initial Environmental and Economic Equity Assessment 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2635 01.2.2.03.24.1 Initial Cultural Resources Assessment 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2640 01.2.2.03.24.1 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2645 01.2.2.03.24.1 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

01-2650 01.2.2.03.24.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

01-2655 01.2.2.03.24.3 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

01-2660 01.2.2.03.28.1 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 01-Sep-04 10-Sep-04 7d 

01-2665 01.2.2.03.28.1 Initial identification of Final Alternatives 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d 

01-2670 01.2.2.03.28.1 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d 

01-2675 01.2.2.03.28.1 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d 

01-2680 01.2.2.03.28.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d 

01-2685 01.2.2.03.28.3 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 11d 

01-2690 01.2.2.03.2.4 Prepare / Submit Final Screening Criteria document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d 

01-2695 01.2.2.03.2.2 Prepare / Submit draft Screening Criteria document 03-Feb-03 A 24-Feb-03 A 15d 

01-2700 01.2.2.03.2.2 PDT Review of Draft Screening Criteria Document 26-Feb-03 A 04-Mar-03 A 5d 
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01-2705 01.2.2.03.2.1 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 09-Jan-03 A 30-Jan-03 A 15d 

01-2710 01.2.2.03.2.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d 

01-2715 01.2.2.03.9.1 Model Future W/O Project Conditions 28-Jun-04 19-Jul-04 15d 

01-2720 01.2.2.03.9.1 Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

20-Jul-04 02-Aug-04 10d 

01-2725 01.2.2.03.9.1 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d 

01-2730 01.2.2.03.9.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d 

01-2735 01.2.2.03.9.3 Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity document 17-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 10d 

01-2740 01.2.2.03.9.3 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d 

01-2745 01.2.2.03.9.4 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d 

01-2750 01.2.2.03.9.5 Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity document 15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 5d 

01-2755 01.2.2.03.14.5 Conduct Peer Review 16-Apr-04* 17-May-04 22d 

01-2760 01.2.2.03.14.5 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 10d 

01-2765 01.2.2.03.14.5 WAM Model Adjustments 02-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 22d 

01-2770 01.2.2.03.14.2 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d 

01-2775 01.2.2.03.14.2 Prepare technical summaries of input/output/boundary data 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 127d 

01-2780 01.2.2.03.14.3 Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 127d 

01-2785 01.2.2.03.14.3 Verified WAM with S-65C and distribute S-68 Flows 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d 

01-2790 01.2.2.03.14.4 Documentation of Future Without Simulation 25-Sep-03 A 15-Apr-04 128d 

01-2795 01.2.2.03.14.4 WAM Simulation of Future Without Project Conditions 01-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 83d 

01-2800 01.2.2.03.14.4 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future conditions 
modeling 

26-Aug-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 66d 

01-2805 01.2.2.03.14.4 Draft Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 25-Aug-03 A 0d 

01-2810 01.2.2.03.14.1 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land use 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d 

01-2815 01.2.2.03.14.1 Update WAM Verification 26-Sep-03 A 31-Mar-04 126d 

01-2820 01.2.2.03.14.1 Update model to include 2003 land use/land cover 01-Jul-03 A 02-Dec-03 A 105d 

01-2825 01.2.2.03.14.1 Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 25-Sep-03 A 25-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-2830 01.2.2.03.14.1 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d 

01-2835 01.2.2.03.5.1 Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A 51d 

01-2840 01.2.2.03.5.2 Apply LOWCAP Model 09-Oct-03 A 06-Nov-03 A 20d 

01-2845 01.2.2.03.5.2 Prepare / Submit draft PPAA Pre-Screening document 07-Nov-03 A 11-Mar-04 65d 

01-2850 01.2.2.03.5.2 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d 

01-2855 01.2.2.03.5.3 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d 
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01-2860 01.2.2.03.26.1 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2865 01.2.2.03.26.1 Modify/ Expand WAM Model 02-Feb-04 A 06-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2870 01.2.2.03.26.1 Calibrate & Verify WAM Model Results 09-Feb-04 A 13-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2875 01.2.2.03.26.1 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

03-Nov-03 A 16-Jan-04 A 50d 

01-2880 01.2.2.03.26.1 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

16-Jan-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 10d 

01-2885 01.2.2.03.26.3 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

17-Feb-04 A 12-Mar-04 10d 

01-2890 01.2.2.03.26.4 Modify WAM Model 04-Feb-04 A 09-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2895 01.2.2.03.26.4 Evaluate WAM Model Results 10-Feb-04 A 17-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2900 01.2.2.03.26.4 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

03-Feb-04 A 17-Feb-04 A 10d 

01-2905 01.2.2.03.26.4 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality 
Characterization 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

01-2910 01.2.2.03.26.5 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

01-2915 01.2.2.03.26.6 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

01-2920 01.2.2.03.26.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2925 01.2.2.03.18.1 Final ITR Comment/Response document 07-May-04 13-May-04 5d 

01-2930 01.2.2.03.18.1 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d 

01-2935 01.2.2.03.18.1 PDT Review of Draft ITR 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 10d 

01-2940 01.2.2.03.18.2 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 23-Feb-04 A 12-Mar-04 10d 

01-2945 01.2.2.03.18.2 FSM Presentation 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 5d 

01-2950 01.2.2.03.18.2 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 5d 

01-2955 01.2.2.03.18.2 ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 02-Jul-04 02-Jul-04 1d 

01-2960 01.2.2.03.18.2 FSM Material Submitted to HQ 17-May-04 0d 

01-2965 01.2.2.03.18.2 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 01-Jul-04 0d 

01-2970 01.2.2.03.18.2 FSM Guidance Memorandum Received 16-Jul-04 0d 

01-2975 01.2.2.03.18.2 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 18-May-04 17-Jun-04 22d 

01-2980 01.2.2.03.18.2 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 5d 

01-2985 01.2.2.03.18.2 Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 14-May-04 17-May-04 2d 

01-2990 01.2.2.03.18.2 FSM Guidance Memorandum 02-Jul-04 16-Jul-04 10d 

01-2995 01.2.2.03.23 Approval to incorporate Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Project 
into the LOW Project. 

15-Aug-03 A 0d 

01-3000 01.2.2.03.23 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 67d 

01-3005 01.2.2.03.23.3 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria Document 12-May-04 25-May-04 10d 

01-3010 01.2.2.03.23.1 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 13 of 33 Appendix C Tab C 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3015 01.2.2.03.23.1 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 6d 

01-3020 01.2.2.03.23.1 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 6d 

01-3025 01.2.2.03.23.1 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

09-Oct-03 A 30-Mar-04 116d 

01-3030 01.2.2.03.23.1 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 31-Mar-04* 13-Apr-04 10d 

01-3035 01.2.2.03.23.1 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteriactivity 14-Apr-04* 27-Apr-04 10d 

01-3040 01.2.2.03.23.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d 

01-3045 01.2.2.03.20.4 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

01-3050 01.2.2.03.20.4 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

01-3055 01.2.2.03.20.7 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d 

01-3060 01.2.2.03.20.1 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

01-3065 01.2.2.03.20.1 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

01-3070 01.2.2.03.20.3 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

01-3075 01.2.2.03.20.3 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

01-3080 01.2.2.03.20.5 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d 

01-3085 01.2.2.03.20.5 Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30% design document 27-Jan-05 11-Feb-05 12d 

01-3090 01.2.2.03.20.6 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d 

01-3095 01.2.2.03.20.2 Complete 30% engineering designs 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

01-3100 01.2.2.03.20.2 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

01-3105 01.2.2.03.22.1 Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 01-Aug-03 A 09-Dec-03 A 88d 

01-3110 01.2.2.03.22.1 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 10d 

01-3115 01.2.2.03.22.2 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration Sites 24-Dec-03 A 26-Feb-04 A 43d 

01-3120 01.2.2.03.22.2 Prepare/Submit Site Screening Document 27-Feb-04 A 11-Mar-04 10d 

01-3125 01.2.2.03.22.2 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d 

01-3130 01.2.2.03.22.3 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d 

01-3135 01.2.2.03.22.3 PDT Review of Site Description Document 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d 

01-3140 01.2.2.03.25.1 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

15-Dec-03 A 24-Feb-04 A 33d 

01-3145 01.2.2.03.25.1 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions 
Document 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

01-3150 01.2.2.03.25.1 Compile & Develop Future Projections 15-Dec-03 A 13-Feb-04 A 33d 

01-3155 01.2.2.03.25.1 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 15-Dec-03 A 13-Feb-04 A 33d 

01-3160 01.2.2.03.25.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

01-3165 01.2.2.03.25.3 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 14 of 33 Appendix C Tab C 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3170 01.2.2.03.7.3 Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan document 18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 11d 

01-3175 01.2.2.03.7.1 Conduct Preliminary Optimization 12-Jan-04 A 15-Mar-04 22d 

01-3180 01.2.2.03.7.1 Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 18-Oct-04 03-Nov-04 11d 

01-3185 01.2.2.03.7.1 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d 

01-3190 01.2.2.03.7.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d 

01-3195 01.2.2.03.21.1 Analysis of System Benefits 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

01-3200 01.2.2.03.21.1 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d 

01-3205 01.2.2.03.21.1 Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

01-3210 01.2.2.03.21.1 Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area
Alternatives 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

01-3215 01.2.2.03.21.1 Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

01-3220 01.2.2.03.21.1 Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

01-3225 01.2.2.03.21.1 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 25-Jan-05 10-Feb-05 12d 

01-3230 01.2.2.03.21.2 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d 

01-3235 01.2.2.03.21.3 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 11d 

01-3240 01.2.2.03.13.1 Prepare / Submit IPR Review Response Strategy document 03-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 10d 

01-3245 01.2.2.03.10.1 Prepare / Submit draft EEE Document 03-Feb-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 32d 

01-3250 01.2.2.03.10.1 PDT Review of Draft EEE Document. 17-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 3d 

01-3255 01.2.2.03.10.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT 14-Apr-03 A 08-May-03 A 19d 

01-3260 01.2.2.03.10.3 Prepare / Submit Final EEE document 01-May-03 A 20-May-03 A 14d 

01-3265 01.2.2.03.16.1 Aerial Photograph Preparation 16-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 5d 

01-3270 01.2.2.03.11.6 Prepare / Submit Final Evaluation Strategy 17-Dec-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 2d 

01-3275 01.2.2.03.11.1 Prepare / Submit Revise Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 15-May-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 149d 

01-3280 01.2.2.03.11.1 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 2 22-May-03 A 22-May-03 A 1d 

01-3285 01.2.2.03.11.1 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 3 12-Jun-03 A 12-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-3290 01.2.2.03.11.1 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 4 19-Jun-03 A 19-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-3295 01.2.2.03.11.1 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 5 28-Aug-03 A 28-Aug-03 A 1d 

01-3300 01.2.2.03.11.1 Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 1 14-May-03 A 14-May-03 A 1d 

01-3305 01.2.2.03.11.2 Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 30-Apr-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 160d 

01-3310 01.2.2.03.11.2 USACE Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 24-Oct-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 37d 

01-3315 01.2.2.03.11.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 37d 

01-3320 01.2.2.03.11.4 Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 07-Nov-03 A 18-Dec-03 A 27d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Page 15 of 33 Appendix C Tab C 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3325 01.2.2.03.11.4 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 A 23-Dec-03 A 10d 

01-3330 01.2.2.03.11.5 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 A 08-Dec-03 A 1d 

01-3335 01.2.2.03.15.1 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential adverse 
impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 107d 

01-3340 01.2.2.03.15.1 Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 25-Sep-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 56d 

01-3345 01.2.2.03.1.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 A 06-Mar-03 A 15d 

01-3350 01.2.2.03.1.4 Prepare/ Submit Final PAI document 04-Mar-03 A 19-Mar-03 A 12d 

01-3355 01.2.2.03.1.1 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 09-Jan-03 A 31-Jan-03 A 16d 

01-3360 01.2.2.03.1.2 PDT Review of Draft PAI Document 10-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 5d 

01-3365 01.2.2.03.1.2 Prepare/Submit draft PAI document 31-Jan-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 11d 

01-3370 01.2.2.03.17.1 Calibrate DMSTA Model 11-Sep-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 85d 

01-3375 01.2.2.03.17.1 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 A 15-Jan-04 A 65d 

01-3380 01.2.2.03.6.1 Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document 09-Jan-04 A 10-Mar-04 25d 

01-3385 01.2.2.03.6.1 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 A 26-Feb-04 A 65d 

01-3390 01.2.2.03.6.1 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary Documents 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 10d 

01-3395 01.2.2.03.6.2 Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 12-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 10d 

01-3400 01.2.2.03.6.2 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

01-3405 01.2.2.03.6.2 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

01-3410 01.2.2.03.6.2 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

01-3415 01.2.2.03.6.2 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

01-3420 01.2.2.03.6.2 Preliminary Screening of Alternatives Complete 23-Apr-04 0d 

01-3425 01.2.2.03.3.3 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 21-May-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 11d 

01-3430 01.2.2.03.3.4 Prepare / Submit draft Initial Alternatives document 09-Jun-03 A 22-Jul-03 A 31d 

01-3435 01.2.2.03.3.4 PDT Review of Draft Initial Alternatives Document 23-Jul-03 A 05-Aug-03 A 10d 

01-3440 01.2.2.03.3.5 Attend / Facilitate / Present Workshop 20-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 2d 

01-3445 01.2.2.03.3.6 Prepare / Submit Final Initial Alternatives document 06-Aug-03 A 24-Sep-03 A 35d 

01-3450 01.2.2.03.3.6 Base Conditions and Initial Alternative Array Complete 24-Sep-03 A 0d 

01-3455 01.2.2.03.3.7 Land Suitability Model 07-Apr-03 A 28-Apr-03 A 16d 

01-3460 01.2.2.03.3.1 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 14-Apr-03 A 06-May-03 A 17d 

01-3465 01.2.2.03.3.2 Identify Flows and Loads at each potential site 01-May-03 A 08-May-03 A 6d 

01-3470 01.2.2.03.3.2 Develop Spreadsheet Model for Sites an Management Measures 01-May-03 A 21-May-03 A 15d 

01-3475 01.2.2.03.3.2 Define/Formulate Management Measures 08-May-03 A 21-May-03 A 10d 
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01-3480 01.2.2.03.3.2 Prepare / Submit Preliminary draft Initial Alternatives document 30-Apr-03 A 21-May-03 A 16d 

01-3485 01.2.2.03.3.2 PDT Review of Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 21-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 5d 

01-3490 01.2.2.03.8.1 Prepare/Submit Draft Cultural Resources Assessment document 03-Feb-03 A 18-Mar-03 A 31d 

01-3495 01.2.2.03.8.1 PDT Review of Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 18-Mar-03 A 18-Mar-03 A 1d 

01-3500 01.2.2.03.8.2 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 20-Mar-03 A 02-Apr-03 A 10d 

01-3505 01.2.2.03.8.3 Prepare / Submit Final Cultural Resources Assessment document 01-Apr-03 A 30-May-03 A 43d 

01-3510 01.2.2.02.4 Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 15-Jul-03 A 20-Aug-03 A 27d 

01-3515 01.2.2.02.4 PM Review of Final Draft PIR Work Plan 21-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 9d 

01-3520 01.2.2.02.4 Develop Final Draft Document 04-Sep-03 A 10-Sep-03 A 5d 

01-3525 01.2.2.02.4 Deliverable-Final Draft PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-3530 01.2.2.02.2 Develop Initial Draft 06-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 6d 

01-3535 01.2.2.02.2 Deliverable-Initial Draft PIR W/P 13-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-3540 01.2.2.02.2 Work Plan Outline 01-May-03 A 09-Jun-03 A 27d 

01-3545 01.2.2.02.2 Preliminary Initial Draft for PM Review 09-May-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 16d 

01-3550 01.2.2.02.2 PM Review Draft PIR Work Plan 03-Jun-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 3d 

01-3555 01.2.2.02.6 Draft Final Document for PM Review 02-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 2d 

01-3560 01.2.2.02.6 PM Review of final PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03 A 09-Sep-03 A 4d 

01-3565 01.2.2.02.6 Develop Final Document 10-Sep-03 A 12-Sep-03 A 3d 

01-3570 01.2.2.02.6 Deliverable-Final PIR Work Plan 30-Sep-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-3575 01.2.2.02.6 Work Plan Completion 30-Sep-03 A 0d 

01-3580 01.2.2.02.1 Coordinate Strategy With PM 15-May-03 A 20-May-03 A 4d 

01-3585 01.2.2.02.1 Prepare Presentation 22-May-03 A 22-May-03 A 1d 

01-3590 01.2.2.02.1 Attend Meeting 28-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 1d 

01-3595 01.2.2.02.1 Summary of Meeting 29-May-03 A 30-May-03 A 2d 

01-3600 01.2.2.02.1 Deliverable-PDT Mtg.on Genl. Work Plan 28-May-03 A 28-May-03 A 1d 

01-3605 01.2.2.02.3 Prepare Presentation 16-Jun-03 A 17-Jun-03 A 2d 

01-3610 01.2.2.02.3 Attend Meeting 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-3615 01.2.2.02.3 Summary of Meeting 25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d 

01-3620 01.2.2.02.3 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR WP 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-3625 01.2.2.02.5 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR WP 27-Aug-03 A 27-Aug-03 A 1d 

01-3630 01.2.2.02.5 Prepare Presentation 26-Aug-03 A 26-Aug-03 A 1d 
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01-3635 01.2.2.02.5 Attend Meeting 27-Aug-03 A 27-Aug-03 A 1d 

01-3640 01.2.2.02.5 Summary of Meeting 28-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 4d 

01-3645 01.2.2.08.3 ITR/PDT Pre-AFB Meeting 16-Dec-05 0d 

01-3650 01.2.2.08.3 ITR (prior to AFB) 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d 

01-3655 01.2.2.08.3 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 2d 

01-3660 01.2.2.08.2 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening Complete 24-Oct-05 0d 

01-3665 01.2.2.08.2 ITR/PDT Meeting Final Screening Comments 08-Nov-05 0d 

01-3670 01.2.2.08.2 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

01-3675 01.2.2.08.2 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

01-3680 01.2.2.08.4 ITR on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 17-Jul-06 0d 

01-3685 01.2.2.08.4 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 11d 

01-3690 01.2.2.08.1 ITR Meeting with PDT for FSM 09-Apr-04 0d 

01-3695 01.2.2.08.1 ITR (prior to FSM) 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 21d 

01-3700 01.2.2.08.1 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

01-3705 01.2.2.01.6.8 Attend meeting in Tallahassee 24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 0d 

01-3710 01.2.2.01.6.9 Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project Conditions 
document 

14-Jun-04 25-Jun-04 10d 

01-3715 01.2.2.01.6.9 Future Conditions Defined 25-Jun-04 0d 

01-3720 01.2.2.01.6.5 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Future W/O Project 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-3725 01.2.2.01.6.5 Prepare Presentation 11-Nov-02 A 13-Nov-02 A 2d 

01-3730 01.2.2.01.6.5 Attend Meeting 14-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-3735 01.2.2.01.6.5 Summary of Meeting 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-3740 01.2.2.01.6.6 Draft Final Document for PM Review 01-Nov-02 A 13-Nov-02 A 8d 

01-3745 01.2.2.01.6.6 PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 14-Nov-02 A 19-Nov-02 A 4d 

01-3750 01.2.2.01.6.6 Develop Final Document 19-Nov-02 A 02-Dec-02 A 8d 

01-3755 01.2.2.01.6.6 Deliverable-Final Future W/O Proj. Condit. 02-Dec-02 A 02-Dec-02 A 1d 

01-3760 01.2.2.01.6.2 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d 

01-3765 01.2.2.01.6.2 Summary of Meeting 30-May-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 7d 

01-3770 01.2.2.01.6.2 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. On Exist. Condit. 07-Jun-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 1d 

01-3775 01.2.2.01.6.2 Prepare Presentation 22-May-02 A 28-May-02 A 4d 

01-3780 01.2.2.01.6.1 Compile Existing Data 18-Feb-02 A 22-Apr-02 A 45d 

01-3785 01.2.2.01.6.1 Meetings with Agencies 20-Feb-02 A 06-May-02 A 54d 
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01-3790 01.2.2.01.6.1 Develop Master Land Use Base 04-Mar-02 A 19-Apr-02 A 35d 

01-3795 01.2.2.01.6.1 Develop Land Use Classifications 04-Mar-02 A 19-Apr-02 A 35d 

01-3800 01.2.2.01.6.1 Ground Truth Ecol. Classif. 11-Mar-02 A 30-Apr-02 A 37d 

01-3805 01.2.2.01.6.1 Presentation of Methodology to PDT 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-3810 01.2.2.01.6.1 Classify Remaining Project Area 04-Mar-02 A 01-May-02 A 43d 

01-3815 01.2.2.01.6.1 Develop Draft Document 08-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 28d 

01-3820 01.2.2.01.6.1 Deliverable-Draft Invent. of Exist. Condit. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 0d 

01-3825 01.2.2.01.6.3 Draft Final Document for PM Review 30-May-02 A 05-Jun-02 A 5d 

01-3830 01.2.2.01.6.3 PM Review of Existing Conditions Description 06-Jun-02 A 10-Jun-02 A 3d 

01-3835 01.2.2.01.6.3 Develop Final Document 11-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 5d 

01-3840 01.2.2.01.6.3 Deliverable-Final Exist. Condit. Descrip. 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 1d 

01-3845 01.2.2.01.6.3 Existing Conditions Defined 17-Jun-02 A 0d 

01-3850 01.2.2.01.6.7 Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project Conditions 
document 

16-Apr-04 27-May-04 30d 

01-3855 01.2.2.01.6.7 Final Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 11-Sep-03 A 31-Dec-03 A 75d 

01-3860 01.2.2.01.6.7 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 10d 

01-3865 01.2.2.01.6.4 PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 29-Jul-02 A 02-Aug-02 A 5d 

01-3870 01.2.2.01.6.4 Develop Forecast Document 29-Jul-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 14d 

01-3875 01.2.2.01.6.4 Deliverable-Draft Future W/O Proj. Condit. 15-Aug-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 1d 

01-3880 01.2.2.01.6.4 Develop Forecasting Methodology 10-Jul-02 A 01-Aug-02 A 17d 

01-3885 01.2.2.01.6.4 Present to PMs 10-Jul-02 A 10-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-3890 01.2.2.01.6.4 ITR of Inventory and Forecasted Conditions Complete 15-Nov-02 A 0d 

01-3895 01.2.2.01.B Data Collection/Literature Search 29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d 

01-3900 01.2.2.01.B Data Analysis 02-Jan-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 72d 

01-3905 01.2.2.01.B Technical Memorandum 03-Feb-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 51d 

01-3910 01.2.2.01.B Deliverable-Initial Topo Data- Tech. Memo 15-Apr-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 1d 

01-3915 01.2.2.01.2.4 Prepare Draft for PM Review 11-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 12d 

01-3920 01.2.2.01.2.4 PM Review of Final Schedule 28-Feb-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 7d 

01-3925 01.2.2.01.2.4 Final Schedule 11-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 5d 

01-3930 01.2.2.01.2.4 Deliverable - Proj. Sched.P3C File 15-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-3935 01.2.2.01.2.2 Draft Presentation 28-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 0d 

01-3940 01.2.2.01.2.2 Final Presentation 30-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 0d 
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01-3945 01.2.2.01.2.2 PDT Review of Draft Work Plan 31-Jan-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 7d 

01-3950 01.2.2.01.2.2 USF&WS Receipt of Planning Aid Letter 08-Feb-01 A 0d 

01-3955 01.2.2.01.2.2 Deliverable - Draft W/P Present. 08-Feb-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 1d 

01-3960 01.2.2.01.2.1 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 21-Jan-02 A 23-Jan-02 A 2d 

01-3965 01.2.2.01.2.1 PM Review of Preliminary Draft 24-Jan-02 A 25-Jan-02 A 2d 

01-3970 01.2.2.01.2.1 Final Draft 25-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 2d 

01-3975 01.2.2.01.2.1 Deliverable - Draft Project W/P 28-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 1d 

01-3980 01.2.2.01.2.1 Work Plan Outline 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d 

01-3985 01.2.2.01.2.3 Draft Final Plan for QC Review 11-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 5d 

01-3990 01.2.2.01.2.3 Draft Final for PM Review 18-Feb-02 A 19-Feb-02 A 1d 

01-3995 01.2.2.01.2.3 PM Review of Draft Final Work Plan 25-Feb-02 A 01-Mar-02 A 5d 

01-4000 01.2.2.01.2.3 Final Project Work Plan 04-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 6d 

01-4005 01.2.2.01.2.3 Deliverable - Final Project W/P 11-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4010 01.2.2.01.9.3 Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 09-May-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 16d 

01-4015 01.2.2.01.9.3 PM Review of Final Draft Watershed Assessment 03-Jun-03 A 09-Jun-03 A 5d 

01-4020 01.2.2.01.9.3 Develop Final Draft Document 10-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 5d 

01-4025 01.2.2.01.9.3 Deliverable-Final Draft Watershed Assess. 16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-4030 01.2.2.01.9.1 Deliverable-Draft Watershed Assess. Rpt. 17-Mar-03 A 17-Mar-03 A 1d 

01-4035 01.2.2.01.9.1 Draft Watershed Assessment Report Outline 03-Mar-03 A 10-Mar-03 A 6d 

01-4040 01.2.2.01.9.1 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 10-Mar-03 A 13-Mar-03 A 4d 

01-4045 01.2.2.01.9.1 PM Review of Draft Watershed Assessment Report 13-Mar-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 2d 

01-4050 01.2.2.01.9.1 Final Draft 14-Mar-03 A 17-Mar-03 A 2d 

01-4055 01.2.2.01.9.2 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Watershed 29-Apr-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 2d 

01-4060 01.2.2.01.9.2 Prepare Presentation 08-Apr-03 A 10-Apr-03 A 3d 

01-4065 01.2.2.01.9.2 Attend Meeting 29-Apr-03 A 30-Apr-03 A 2d 

01-4070 01.2.2.01.9.2 Summary of Meeting 30-Apr-03 A 09-May-03 A 8d 

01-4075 01.2.2.01.9.4 Prepare and Distribute Meeting Notices 16-Jun-03 A 18-Jun-03 A 3d 

01-4080 01.2.2.01.9.4 Prepare Presentation 19-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 2d 

01-4085 01.2.2.01.9.4 Attend Meeting 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-4090 01.2.2.01.9.4 Summary of Meeting 25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d 

01-4095 01.2.2.01.9.4 Deliverable-Public Workshop on Watershed 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 
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01-4100 01.2.2.01.9.5 Watershed Assessment Complete 25-Jul-03 A 0d 

01-4105 01.2.2.01.9.5 Deliverable-Final Watershed Assess. Rpt. 25-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 1d 

01-4110 01.2.2.01.9.5 Draft final Document for PM Review 30-Jun-03 A 07-Jul-03 A 5d 

01-4115 01.2.2.01.9.5 PM Review of Final Watershed Assessment Report 08-Jul-03 A 11-Jul-03 A 4d 

01-4120 01.2.2.01.9.5 Develop Final Document 14-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 10d 

01-4125 01.2.2.01.7.2 Prepare Presentation 15-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 7d 

01-4130 01.2.2.01.7.2 Attend Meeting 27-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4135 01.2.2.01.7.2 Summary of Meeting 28-Feb-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 8d 

01-4140 01.2.2.01.7.2 Deliverable-PDT Present. on Spatial 11-Mar-02 A 11-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4145 01.2.2.01.7.1 Develop Initial Strategy 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d 

01-4150 01.2.2.01.7.1 Present strategy to PMs 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d 

01-4155 01.2.2.01.7.1 PM Review of SDM Strategy 01-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 11d 

01-4160 01.2.2.01.7.1 Draft Strategy Document for PDT Review 03-Dec-01 A 03-Dec-01 A 0d 

01-4165 01.2.2.01.7.1 Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 03-Dec-01 A 15-Feb-02 A 51d 

01-4170 01.2.2.01.7.6 Preliminary Draft Users Manual 20-May-03 A 18-Jul-03 A 42d 

01-4175 01.2.2.01.7.6 Preliminary Review by the PMs 21-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 5d 

01-4180 01.2.2.01.7.6 Draft Users Manual for PDT Review 01-Aug-03 A 14-Aug-03 A 10d 

01-4185 01.2.2.01.7.6 Final Users Manual 15-Aug-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 13d 

01-4190 01.2.2.01.7.6 One Training Session - 1/2 Day 03-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-4195 01.2.2.01.7.6 Deliverable-Spatial Data Users Manual 03-Sep-03 A 03-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-4200 01.2.2.01.7.5 Update at 12 Months 09-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 5d 

01-4205 01.2.2.01.7.5 Deliverable - Update at 12 Months 15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d 

01-4210 01.2.2.01.7.5 Update at 18 Months 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-4215 01.2.2.01.7.5 Deliverable - Update at 18 Months 04-Sep-03 A 04-Sep-03 A 1d 

01-4220 01.2.2.01.7.3 Summary of Meeting 30-May-02 A 06-Jun-02 A 6d 

01-4225 01.2.2.01.7.3 Deliverable-Initl. Spat. Data Model Present. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d 

01-4230 01.2.2.01.7.3 Refine SDM Strategy 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d 

01-4235 01.2.2.01.7.3 Develop Data Entry Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d 

01-4240 01.2.2.01.7.3 Develop Preliminary Reduction Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d 

01-4245 01.2.2.01.7.3 Develop User Query/Output Module 01-Mar-02 A 15-May-02 A 54d 

01-4250 01.2.2.01.7.3 Intergrate Modules in SDM 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d 
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01-4255 01.2.2.01.7.3 Beta Testing 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d 

01-4260 01.2.2.01.7.3 Prepare Presentation 01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02 A 33d 

01-4265 01.2.2.01.7.3 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d 

01-4270 01.2.2.01.7.4 PM Review of Revised Model From PDT Input 11-Jun-02 A 14-Jun-02 A 4d 

01-4275 01.2.2.01.7.4 Final Spatial Model Document 14-Jun-02 A 28-Jun-02 A 11d 

01-4280 01.2.2.01.7.4 Deliverable-Approved Spatial Data Model 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jun-02 A 1d 

01-4285 01.2.2.01.7.4 Revise Model From PDT Input 30-May-02 A 03-Jun-02 A 3d 

01-4290 01.2.2.01.7.4 Finalize Model for PM Review 04-Jun-02 A 10-Jun-02 A 5d 

01-4295 01.2.2.01.C Data Collection/Literature Search 29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d 

01-4300 01.2.2.01.C Data Analysis 03-Jan-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 49d 

01-4305 01.2.2.01.C Technical Memorandum 03-Feb-03 A 15-Dec-03 A 218d 

01-4310 01.2.2.01.C Deliverable-Initial Geotech.Data- Tech. Mem. 15-Dec-03 A 15-Dec-03 A 1d 

01-4315 01.2.2.01.4.3 Draft Final Document for PM Review 15-Mar-02 A 21-Mar-02 A 5d 

01-4320 01.2.2.01.4.3 PM Review of Draft Final Document 26-Mar-02 A 02-Apr-02 A 6d 

01-4325 01.2.2.01.4.3 Develop Final Document 02-Apr-02 A 03-Apr-02 A 2d 

01-4330 01.2.2.01.4.3 Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 22-Jan-02 A 04-Apr-02 A 51d 

01-4335 01.2.2.01.4.1 Preliminary Draft for PM Review 11-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 5d 

01-4340 01.2.2.01.4.1 PM Review of Draft Public Outreach Plan 19-Feb-02 A 21-Feb-02 A 3d 

01-4345 01.2.2.01.4.1 Final Draft 22-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 3d 

01-4350 01.2.2.01.4.1 Deliverable - Draft Pub. Outreach Plan 26-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 1d 

01-4355 01.2.2.01.4.1 Public Outreach Plan Outline 08-Feb-02 A 08-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4360 01.2.2.01.4.2 Prepare Presentation 26-Feb-02 A 26-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4365 01.2.2.01.4.2 Attend Meeting 27-Feb-02 A 27-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4370 01.2.2.01.4.2 Meeting Summary 28-Feb-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 7d 

01-4375 01.2.2.01.4.2 Deliverable-Draft P/O Present. 08-Mar-02 A 08-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4380 01.2.2.01.1.1 Coordinate Logistics 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d 

01-4385 01.2.2.01.1.1 Assist with Agenda Development 11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d 

01-4390 01.2.2.01.1.1 Prepare Handouts/Presentations 21-Jan-02 A 28-Jan-02 A 5d 

01-4395 01.2.2.01.1.1 Attend PDT Kickoff Meeting 29-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 2d 

01-4400 01.2.2.01.1.1 Deliverable - Kickoff Meeting 30-Jan-02 A 30-Jan-02 A 1d 

01-4405 01.2.2.01.1.1 PDT Kickoff Meeting 17-Dec-01 A 0d 
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01-4410 01.2.2.01.1.2 Draft Summary 16-Jan-02 A 24-Jan-02 A 6d 

01-4415 01.2.2.01.1.2 PM Review of Draft Summary 08-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 5d 

01-4420 01.2.2.01.1.2 Final Summary 11-Feb-02 A 13-Feb-02 A 3d 

01-4425 01.2.2.01.1.2 Follow-up Action 12-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 3d 

01-4430 01.2.2.01.1.2 Deliverable-Final Kickoff Mtg. Summary 14-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 1d 

01-4435 01.2.2.01.3.1 Draft Format 11-Feb-02 A 12-Feb-02 A 2d 

01-4440 01.2.2.01.3.1 PM Review of Draft Format 13-Feb-02 A 13-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4445 01.2.2.01.3.1 Final Progress Report Format 14-Feb-02 A 14-Feb-02 A 0d 

01-4450 01.2.2.01.3.1 Deliverable - Project Prog. Rpt. 14-Feb-02 A 14-Mar-02 A 20d 

01-4455 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 18 01-Jul-03 A 31-Jul-03 A 22d 

01-4460 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 19 01-Aug-03 A 05-Sep-03 A 25d 

01-4465 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Feb-02 A 15-Feb-02 A 1d 

01-4470 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4475 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Apr-02 A 15-Apr-02 A 1d 

01-4480 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d 

01-4485 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 17-Jun-02 A 17-Jul-02 A 22d 

01-4490 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Jul-02 A 15-Jul-02 A 1d 

01-4495 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Aug-02 A 15-Aug-02 A 1d 

01-4500 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 16-Sep-02 A 16-Sep-02 A 1d 

01-4505 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Oct-02 A 15-Oct-02 A 1d 

01-4510 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-4515 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Dec-02 A 15-Dec-02 A 17d 

01-4520 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d 

01-4525 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 14-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 1d 

01-4530 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 14-Mar-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 1d 

01-4535 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-Apr-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 1d 

01-4540 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 15-May-03 A 15-May-03 A 1d 

01-4545 01.2.2.01.3.2 Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d 

01-4550 01.2.2.01.8.4 Deliverable-Draft Phase 2 Doc. 16-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 1d 

01-4555 01.2.2.01.8.4 Delineate Basin Boundaries 29-Jul-02 A 02-Sep-02 A 25d 

01-4560 01.2.2.01.8.4 Characterize Remaining Watershed 01-Aug-02 A 01-Nov-02 A 65d 
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01-4565 01.2.2.01.8.4 Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 01-Oct-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 51d 

01-4570 01.2.2.01.8.4 PM Review of Draft Phase 2 Document 17-Dec-02 A 20-Dec-02 A 4d 

01-4575 01.2.2.01.8.4 Draft Document for PDT Review 23-Dec-02 A 03-Jan-03 A 8d 

01-4580 01.2.2.01.8.1 Draft Document for PDT Review 26-Apr-02 A 30-Apr-02 A 3d 

01-4585 01.2.2.01.8.1 Deliverable-Draft Phase 1 Doc. (TCNS) 15-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 1d 

01-4590 01.2.2.01.8.1 Data Collection/Literature Search 31-Jan-02 A 10-May-02 A 71d 

01-4595 01.2.2.01.8.1 Delineate Tributary Drainage Areas 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-4600 01.2.2.01.8.1 Develop Initial P Rate Projections 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-4605 01.2.2.01.8.1 Perform Initial Rainfall Frequency Analysis 28-Feb-02 A 09-May-02 A 51d 

01-4610 01.2.2.01.8.1 Develop Initial Water Quality Design Criteria 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-4615 01.2.2.01.8.1 Develop Initial Base Flow 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-4620 01.2.2.01.8.1 Develop Analytical Approach 28-Feb-02 A 27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-4625 01.2.2.01.8.1 Presentation to PDT 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4630 01.2.2.01.8.1 Apply to Pilot (tributaries in TCNS basin) 01-Apr-02 A 08-Jul-02 A 69d 

01-4635 01.2.2.01.8.1 Modify Approach As Necessary 09-Jul-02 A 09-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4640 01.2.2.01.8.1 Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 16-Apr-02 A 22-Apr-02 A 5d 

01-4645 01.2.2.01.8.1 PM Review of Phase 1 Document (TCNS) 23-Apr-02 A 25-Apr-02 A 3d 

01-4650 01.2.2.01.8.5 Prepare Presentation 08-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 4d 

01-4655 01.2.2.01.8.5 Attend Meeting 14-Nov-02 A 14-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-4660 01.2.2.01.8.5 Summary of Meeting 15-Nov-02 A 15-Nov-02 A 1d 

01-4665 01.2.2.01.8.5 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 2 11-May-01 A 11-May-01 A 1d 

01-4670 01.2.2.01.8.2 Attend Meeting 24-Apr-02 A 24-Apr-02 A 0d 

01-4675 01.2.2.01.8.2 Summary of Meeting 25-Apr-02 A 03-May-02 A 7d 

01-4680 01.2.2.01.8.2 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 1 03-May-02 A 03-May-02 A 1d 

01-4685 01.2.2.01.8.2 Prepare Presentation 19-Apr-02 A 23-Apr-02 A 3d 

01-4690 01.2.2.01.8.3 Revise Document From PDT Input 25-Apr-02 A 10-Jul-02 A 53d 

01-4695 01.2.2.01.8.3 Finalize Document 09-Jul-02 A 22-Jul-02 A 10d 

01-4700 01.2.2.01.8.3 Deliverable-Approved Phase 1 Doc. 24-Jul-02 A 24-Jul-02 A 1d 

01-4705 01.2.2.01.8.6 Revise Document From PDT Input 19-Mar-03 A 02-Jun-03 A 53d 

01-4710 01.2.2.01.8.6 Finalize Document 08-May-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 32d 

01-4715 01.2.2.01.8.6 Deliverable-Final Phase 2 Doc. 23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 
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01-4720 01.2.2.01.5.1 Research on Performance Measures 19-Feb-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 19d 

01-4725 01.2.2.01.5.1 Compile Data / Develop Hierarchy 01-Mar-02 A 15-Mar-02 A 11d 

01-4730 01.2.2.01.5.1 Coordinate / Strategize with PMs 13-Mar-02 A 13-Mar-02 A 0d 

01-4735 01.2.2.01.5.1 Prep for PDT Meeting 13-Mar-02 A 26-Mar-02 A 10d 

01-4740 01.2.2.01.5.1 Attend Meeting 27-Mar-02 A 27-Mar-02 A 1d 

01-4745 01.2.2.01.5.1 Summary of Meeting 28-Mar-02 A 10-Apr-02 A 10d 

01-4750 01.2.2.01.5.1 Deliverable-PDT Perform. Measure 25-Jan-02 A 10-Apr-02 A 52d 

01-4755 01.2.2.01.5.6 Prepare Handouts/Presentation 06-Dec-02 A 09-Dec-02 A 2d 

01-4760 01.2.2.01.5.6 Attend Meeting 10-Dec-02 A 11-Dec-02 A 2d 

01-4765 01.2.2.01.5.6 Summary of Meeting 12-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 3d 

01-4770 01.2.2.01.5.6 Deliverable-In-Progress Review Mtg. 16-Dec-02 A 16-Dec-02 A 1d 

01-4775 01.2.2.01.5.6 PIR Initial In-Progress Review Meeting 16-Dec-02 A 0d 

01-4780 01.2.2.01.5.5 Deliverable-NEPA Public Scop. Mtg. 16-Sep-02 A 16-Sep-02 A 1d 

01-4785 01.2.2.01.5.5 NEPA Scoping Meeting 14-Aug-02 A 0d 

01-4790 01.2.2.01.5.5 Notice of Intent to Prepare NEPA Issued 29-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4795 01.2.2.01.5.5 Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS 29-Jul-02 A 29-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4800 01.2.2.01.5.5 Prepare Presentation 06-Aug-02 A 12-Aug-02 A 5d 

01-4805 01.2.2.01.5.5 Attend Meeting 13-Aug-02 A 13-Aug-02 A 0d 

01-4810 01.2.2.01.5.5 Summary of Meeting 15-Aug-02 A 16-Aug-02 A 2d 

01-4815 01.2.2.01.5.5 Completion of NEPA Scoping Period 19-Jul-02 A 13-Sep-02 A 40d 

01-4820 01.2.2.01.5.4 PM Review of Final Draft Performance Measure 17-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 3d 

01-4825 01.2.2.01.5.4 Revise Document 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4830 01.2.2.01.5.4 Final Review 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4835 01.2.2.01.5.4 Complete & Compile Final Document 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4840 01.2.2.01.5.4 Deliverable-Final Draft Perform. Meas. 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 1d 

01-4845 01.2.2.01.5.4 Goals & Objectives Complete 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-4850 01.2.2.01.5.2 Develop Outline for Document 03-Apr-02 A 18-Apr-02 A 12d 

01-4855 01.2.2.01.5.2 Preliminary List with Descriptions for PM Review 03-Apr-02 A 01-May-02 A 21d 

01-4860 01.2.2.01.5.2 Strategy Meeting with PMs 13-May-02 A 13-May-02 A 0d 

01-4865 01.2.2.01.5.2 Initial Draft Performance Measure Document 01-May-02 A 15-May-02 A 11d 

01-4870 01.2.2.01.5.2 Deliverable-Initial Draft Perform. Meas. 26-Feb-02 A 15-May-02 A 56d 
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01-4875 01.2.2.01.5.7 Compile Comments 16-Aug-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 38d 

01-4880 01.2.2.01.5.7 Develop Responses 03-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 27d 

01-4885 01.2.2.01.5.7 Revise Document 03-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 26d 

01-4890 01.2.2.01.5.7 Final Reviews 27-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 9d 

01-4895 01.2.2.01.5.7 Complete & Compile Final Document 27-Sep-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 9d 

01-4900 01.2.2.01.5.7 Deliverable-Final Perform. Meas. Doc. 09-Oct-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 1d 

01-4905 01.2.2.01.5.7 Project Performance Measures Complete 09-Oct-02 A 0d 

01-4910 01.2.2.01.5.3 Prepare Presentation 15-Apr-02 A 28-May-02 A 31d 

01-4915 01.2.2.01.5.3 Attend Meeting 29-May-02 A 29-May-02 A 0d 

01-4920 01.2.2.01.5.3 Summary of Meeting 15-Apr-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 39d 

01-4925 01.2.2.01.5.3 Deliverable-PDT Draft Perform. Meas. 07-Jun-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 1d 

01-4930 01.2.2.01.D.1 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 1 26-Jun-02 A 26-Jun-02 A 0d 

01-4935 01.2.2.01.D.1 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 2 14-Aug-02 A 14-Aug-02 A 1d 

01-4940 01.2.2.01.D.1 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 3 07-Jan-03 A 07-Jan-03 A 1d 

01-4945 01.2.2.01.D.1 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 1d 

01-4950 01.2.2.01.D.3 Atl/Wash DC Meeting No. 1 21-Oct-03 A 21-Oct-03 A 1d 

01-4955 01.2.2.01.D.2 Jacksonville Meeting No. 1 23-Oct-02 A 23-Oct-02 A 1d 

01-4960 01.2.2.01.D.2 Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 15-Jun-04* 15-Jun-04 1d 

01-4965 01.2.2.01.D.2 Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 15-Dec-04* 15-Dec-04 1d 

01-4970 01.2.2.01.A Technical Memorandum 17-Dec-02 A 14-Feb-03 A 41d 

01-4975 01.2.2.01.A Deliverable-Initial RE Data- Technical Memo 14-Feb-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 1d 

01-4980 01.2.2.01.A Data Collection/Literature Search 17-Jun-02 A 10-Feb-03 A 162d 

01-4985 01.2.2.01.A Data Analysis 17-Dec-02 A 10-Feb-03 A 37d 

01-4990 01.2.2.07.1.1 In-House Review of 1st draft PIR/NEPA Complete 13-Jun-06 0d 

01-4995 01.2.2.07.1.1 RET PIR Evaluation Report Complete 29-Jun-06 0d 

01-5000 01.2.2.07.1.1 RECOVER-RET Review of 1st draft PIR 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

01-5005 01.2.2.07.1.1 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 11d 

01-5010 01.2.2.07.1.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 20d 

01-5015 01.2.2.07.1.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 10-May-06 26-May-06 12d 

01-5020 01.2.2.07.1.1 PDT Review 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

01-5025 01.2.2.07.1.2 Internal draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 18-Aug-06 0d 
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01-5030 01.2.2.07.1.2 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft Complete 29-Jun-06 0d 

01-5035 01.2.2.07.1.2 Submit documentation to HQ for Internal draft PIR/NEPA Review 18-Aug-06 24-Aug-06 4d 

01-5040 01.2.2.07.1.2 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 24-Aug-06 27-Sep-06 23d 

01-5045 01.2.2.07.1.2 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 6d 

01-5050 01.2.2.07.1.2 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 13-Jun-06 29-Jun-06 12d 

01-5055 01.2.2.07.1.2 In-Progress Review 05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 6d 

01-5060 01.2.2.07.1.2 Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d 

01-5065 01.2.2.07.1.2 HQ Policy Review Complete 27-Sep-06 0d 

01-5070 01.2.2.07.1.2 PIR Review Conference 17-Oct-06 0d 

01-5075 01.2.2.07.1.2 Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) Receive 31-Oct-06 0d 

01-5080 01.2.2.07.1.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 18-Jul-06 12d 

01-5085 01.2.2.07.1.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

01-5090 01.2.2.07.1.3 Release Draft PIR 09-Nov-06 14-Nov-06 2d 

01-5095 01.2.2.07.1.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

01-5100 01.2.2.07.1.3 Prepare draft for distribution 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

01-5105 01.2.2.06.3 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 1d 

01-5110 01.2.2.06.3 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 meetings 
total) 

15-Apr-04* 10-Nov-05* 396d 

01-5115 01.2.2.06.3 VE Team Meeting 06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d 

01-5120 01.2.2.06.3 Value Engineering Workshop 04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 7d 

01-5125 01.2.2.06.3 Prepare Value Engineering Document and Recommendations 13-Apr-06 01-May-06 12d 

01-5130 01.2.2.06.3 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 01-May-06 16-May-06 11d 

01-5135 01.2.2.06.2.2 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 11d 

01-5140 01.2.2.06.2.2 Prepare draft document 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

01-5145 01.2.2.06.2.2 Submit draft document 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d 

01-5150 01.2.2.06.2.1 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 11d 

01-5155 01.2.2.06.2.1 Prepare draft document 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

01-5160 01.2.2.06.2.1 Submit draft document 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d 

01-5165 01.2.2.06.1.1 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

01-5170 01.2.2.06.1.2 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

01-5175 01.2.2.06.1.2 Baseline Cost Estimate Approved 23-Feb-06 0d 

01-5180 01.2.2.06.1.3 Develop Implementation Plan 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 
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01-5185 01.2.2.06.1.4 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 12d 

01-5190 01.2.2.06.1.4 Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 10-Mar-06 28-Mar-06 11d 

01-5195 01.2.2.06.1.4 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 28-Mar-06 04-Apr-06 6d 

01-5200 01.2.2.06.1.5 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 12d 

01-5205 01.2.2.04.1.4 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 09-May-05 17-May-05 7d 

01-5210 01.2.2.04.1.5 Final Array of Alternatives Selected 03-Jun-05 0d 

01-5215 01.2.2.04.1.5 Assemble & incorporate public comments 17-May-05 03-Jun-05 12d 

01-5220 01.2.2.04.1.5 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

03-Jun-05 14-Jun-05 7d 

01-5225 01.2.2.04.1.2 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 7d 

01-5230 01.2.2.04.1.3 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

09-May-05 17-May-05 7d 

01-5235 01.2.2.04.1.3 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
document 

28-Apr-05 09-May-05 7d 

01-5240 01.2.2.04.1.1 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 12d 

01-5245 01.2.2.04.1.1 Develop IWR-PLAN model 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d 

01-5250 01.2.2.04.1.1 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

01-5255 01.2.2.04.1.1 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

01-5260 01.2.2.04.1.1 Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

01-5265 01.2.2.04.1.1 Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 28-Mar-05 05-Apr-05 6d 

01-5270 01.2.2.04.1.1 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 6d 

01-5275 01.2.6.1 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 08-Nov-05 15-Dec-05 23d 

01-5280 01.2.6.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

01-5285 01.2.6.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 10d 

01-5290 01.2.6.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

01-5295 01.2.6.3 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

01-5300 01.2.6.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-5305 01.2.6.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d 

01-5310 01.2.6.6 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

01-5315 01.2.6.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

01-5320 01.2.6.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

01-5325 01.2.6.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

01-5330 01.2.6.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

01-5335 01.2.6.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 
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01-5340 01.2.4.1 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

01-5345 01.2.4.1 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 10d 

01-5350 01.2.4.2 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

01-5355 01.2.4.2 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-5360 01.2.4.3 Prepare Preliminary draft document 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

01-5365 01.2.4.3 Prepare draft for distribution 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

01-5370 01.2.4.4 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

01-5375 01.2.4.4 Prepare draft Final for distribution 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

01-5380 01.2.4.6 Prepare Preliminary Final document 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

01-5385 01.2.4.6 Prepare Final document 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

01-5390 01.2.4.5 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

01-5395 01.2.4.5 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 6d 

01-5400 01.4.1 Water Reservations Identified by Local Sponsor 27-Feb-06 0d 

01-5405 01.4.1 Quantify Water Made Available 06-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 13d 

01-5410 01.4.1 Savings Analysis 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 10d 

01-5415 01.4.1 Identify Water to be Reserved 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 1d 

01-5420 01.C.3 Project Complete 02-Mar-15 0d 

01-5425 01.B PIM Monitoring During Implementation 01-Sep-09 02-Mar-15 1370d 

01-5430 01.B Obtain Real Estate for Gages SFWMD 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d 

01-5435 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 01-Oct-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 250d 

01-5440 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-5445 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-5450 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-5455 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-5460 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d 

01-5465 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d 

01-5470 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d 

01-5475 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d 

01-5480 01.B.2.1.4 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d 

01-5485 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-5490 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d 
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01-5495 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-5500 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-5505 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d 

01-5510 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d 

01-5515 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d 

01-5520 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d 

01-5525 01.B.2.1.4 Water Quality Sampling 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d 

01-5530 01.B.2.1.3 Obtain Real Estate for Gages Corps 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d 

01-5535 01.B.2.1.3 Obtain real estate USGS 01-Nov-02 A 25-Jun-03 A 161d 

01-5540 01.B.2.1.3 Purchase equipment 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d 

01-5545 01.B.2.1.3 Purchase supplies & materials 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d 

01-5550 01.B.2.1.3 Construction of monitoring sites 01-Nov-02 A 30-Sep-03 A 228d 

01-5555 01.B.2.1.3 Monitoring Implementation Complete 28-Sep-12 0d 

01-5560 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project OVersight Year 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d 

01-5565 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project OVersight Year 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d 

01-5570 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d 

01-5575 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 10 03-Oct-11* 28-Sep-12 249d 

01-5580 01.B.2.1.3 Instrumentation of Monitoring Stations 01-Jul-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 64d 

01-5585 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Over sight Year 1 01-Apr-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 128d 

01-5590 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-5595 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 3 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-5600 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-5605 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-5610 01.B.2.1.3 USGS Project Oversight Year 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d 

01-5615 01.B.2.1.1 Monitoring Network Design Approval - Corps 30-Sep-02 A 31-Oct-02 A 23d 

01-5620 01.B.2.1.1 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02 A 31-Oct-02 A 23d 

01-5625 01.B.2.1.1 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 30-Oct-01 A 13-Feb-12 2568d 

01-5630 01.B.2.1.1 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination Corps 30-Oct-01 A 02-Mar-12 2582d 

01-5635 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) 11-Sep-03 A 06-Nov-12 2289d 

01-5640 01.B.2.1.7 Monitoring O&M Complete 27-Sep-12 0d 

01-5645 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 2 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-5650 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 3 01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-5655 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 4 03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

01-5660 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 5 02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

01-5665 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 6 01-Oct-07* 30-Sep-08 251d 

01-5670 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 7 01-Oct-08* 30-Sep-09 250d 

01-5675 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 8 01-Oct-09* 30-Sep-10 250d 

01-5680 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 9 01-Oct-10* 30-Sep-11 250d 

01-5685 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and reporting 10 03-Oct-11* 27-Sep-12 248d 

01-5690 01.B.2.1.7 Data Interpretation and Reporting 1 11-Sep-03 A 30-Sep-03 A 14d 

01-5695 01.B.2.1.2 Site & parameter selection 30-Oct-01 A 07-Jan-02 A 44d 

01-5700 01.B.2.1.2 Monitoring site design 07-Jan-02 A 07-Feb-02 A 22d 

01-5705 01.B.2.1.2 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 846d 

01-5710 01.B.2.1.2 Cost estimate for network 07-Feb-02 A 12-Mar-02 A 22d 

01-5715 01.B.2.1.2 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 12-Mar-02 A 11-Apr-02 A 22d 

01-5720 01.B.2.1.2 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d 

01-5725 01.B.2.1.2 Define monitoring objectives USGS 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d 

01-5730 01.B.2.1.2 Define monitoring objectives Corps 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 10d 

01-5735 01.B.2.1.2 RECOVER - Monitoring Design participation 26-Jul-01 A 20-Dec-01 A 100d 

01-5740 01.B.2.1.2 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d 

01-5745 01.6 PCA Executed - LO 30-Jul-09 0d 

01-5750 01.6 PCA - Taylor Cr/Nubbin SI RASTA - Corps Rollup 20-Oct-08 21-Oct-08 1d 

01-5755 01.6 PCA - Lake O Project - Corps Rollup 27-Apr-09 28-Apr-09 1d 

01-5760 01.6 PCA - TCNS 20-Oct-08 28-Jan-09 66d 

01-5765 01.6 PCA - LO 27-Apr-09 30-Jul-09 66d 

01-5770 01.6 PCA Initiated - TCNS 20-Oct-08 0d 

01-5775 01.6 PCA Initiated - LO 24-Feb-09 0d 

01-5780 01.6 PCA Executed - TCNS 28-Jan-09 0d 

01-5785 01.5.3 P&S Approval - TCNS 23-Jan-09 0d 

01-5790 01.5.3 Plans & Specs - TCNS 10-Jan-08 23-Jan-09 259d 

01-5795 01.5.3 Plans & Specs - LO 30-Jul-09 03-Aug-10 252d 

01-5800 01.5.3 P&S Approval - LO 03-Aug-10 0d 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Act Id / WBS Cross Reference 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-5805 01.5.2 DDR - TCNS 10-Jan-08 30-Dec-08 242d 

01-5810 01.5.2 DDR - LO 10-Jan-08 30-Jul-09 390d 

01-5815 01.5.2 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - TCNS 10-Jan-08 0d 

01-5820 01.5.2 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - LO 10-Jan-08 0d 

01-5825 01.7 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 920d 

01-5830 01.7.2 Real Estate Acquisition - TCNS 28-Jan-09 01-Sep-09 151d 

01-5835 01.7.2 Real Estate Acquisition - LO 30-Jul-09 14-Oct-10 302d 

01-5840 01.7.2 RE Acquisition Complete - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d 

01-5845 01.7.2 RE Acquisition Complete - LO 14-Oct-10 0d 

01-5850 01.1 PMP - Corps Rollup 08-Mar-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 88d 

01-5855 01.1.2 Corps Approval PMP 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 0d 

01-5860 01.1.2 SFWMD Approval PMP 12-Jul-01 A 0d 

01-5865 01.1.2 PMP Approved by Corps DDE (PM) 12-Jul-01 A 0d 

01-5870 01.1.2 PMP Initiated 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5875 01.1.2 Work-In-Kind Letter Signed by District Engineer 12-Jul-01 A 0d 

01-5880 01.1.2 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 A 12-Jul-01 A 88d 

01-5885 01.1.2 Project Cost Estimate 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5890 01.1.2 Funding Requirements 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5895 01.1.2 Functional Area Plans 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5900 01.1.2 Draft PMP 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5905 01.1.2 Project Information 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5910 01.1.2 Project Scope 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5915 01.1.2 Work Breakdown Structure 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5920 01.1.2 Organization Breakdown Structure 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5925 01.1.2 Change Control Procedures 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5930 01.1.2 Project Schedule Development 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5935 01.1.1 PMP Project Management 08-Mar-01 A 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5940 01.1.1 Initiate Project 08-Mar-01 A 0d 

01-5945 01.1.3 TCNS PIR update of PMP SFWMD 14-Nov-06 18-Dec-06 22d 

01-5950 01.1.3 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 23d 

01-5955 01.1.3 LO PIR PMP update Corps 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 67d 
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Activity ID WBS Activity Name Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-5960 01.1.3 LO PIR PMP update SFWMD 14-Nov-06 22-Feb-07 66d 

01-5965 01.1.3 PIR PMP Revision - Corps Rollup 14-Nov-06 17-Nov-06 2d 

01-5970 01.B.2.1.3 USGS FY03 Invoices 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 

01-5975 01.7.2 Complete Real Estate Certification- TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d 

01-5980 01.7.2 Complete Real Estate Certification - LO 14-Oct-10 0d 

01-5985 01.8.2 Construction Contract Awarded - TCNS 01-Sep-09 0d 

01-5990 01.8.2 Construction Contract Awarded - LO 14-Oct-10 0d 

01-AC20 01.2 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 01-Oct-03 A 30-Sep-04 251d 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3950 08-Feb-01 A 0d 

11-May-01
A 

11-May-01
A 

1d 

12-Jul-01 A 0d 

12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03
A 

467d 

12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02
A 

306d 

12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 
A 

362d 

12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 
A 

362d 

12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01
A 

17d 

12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01
A 

17d 

12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02
A 

204d 

26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d 

26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 66d 

06-Aug-01
A 

20-Aug-01
A 

10d 

20-Aug-01
A 

06-Sep-01
A 

12d 

06-Sep-01
A 

10-Jan-02 A 85d 

03-Dec-01 
A 

03-Dec-01 
A 

0d 

03-Dec-01 
A 

15-Feb-02 A 51d 

17-Dec-01 
A 

0d 

11-Jan-02 A 18-Jan-02 A 6d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

-

-

Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - Corps 

- -

-

-

-

Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 

Draft Strategy Document for PDT Review 

Actual Work 
Remaining Work 
Critical Remaining Work 
Milestone 

Summary TASK filter: (Untitled Filter). 
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01-4665 

01-1020 

01-1025 

01-1285 

01-1290 

01-1295 

01-1300 

01-1305 

01-2015 

01-1255 

01-1270 

01-1310 

01-1235 

01-1240 

01-4160 

01-4165 

01-4405 

01-3980 

USF&WS Receipt of Planning Aid Letter 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 2 

PIR Initiated 

PIR Corps Rollup 

Project Management Pre-Conversion 

Proj Mgt Watershed Assess SFWMD 

Scope of Work AE Contract Corps 

Scope of Work AE Contract SFWMD 

Plan Formulation Pre-Conversion 

Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 

Gov't Estimate SFWMD 

Review Gov't Est Corps 

Procurement AE contract 

Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 

PDT Kickoff Meeting 

Work Plan Outline 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID 

01-4380 

01-4385 

01-4410 

01-4390 

01-3960 

01-4330 

01-3965 

01-3970 

01-4750 

01-3935 

01-3975 

01-4395 

01-3940 

01-4400 

01-3945 

01-4590 

01-4145 

01-4150 

01-4155 

01-3955 

01-4355 

01-4415 

Start 

11-Jan-02 A 

11-Jan-02 A 

16-Jan-02 A 

21-Jan-02 A 

21-Jan-02 A 

22-Jan-02 A 

24-Jan-02 A 

25-Jan-02 A 

25-Jan-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

29-Jan-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

31-Jan-02 A 

31-Jan-02 A 

01-Feb-02 
A 
01-Feb-02 
A 
01-Feb-02 
A 
08-Feb-02 
A 
08-Feb-02 
A 
08-Feb-02 
A 

Finish 

18-Jan-02 A 

18-Jan-02 A 

24-Jan-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

23-Jan-02 A 

04-Apr-02 A 

25-Jan-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

10-Apr-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

08-Feb-02 A 

10-May-02
A 
15-Feb-02 A 

15-Feb-02 A 

15-Feb-02 A 

08-Feb-02 A 

08-Feb-02 A 

14-Feb-02 A 

Original 

Duration 
6d 

6d 

6d 

5d 

2d 

51d 

2d 

2d 

52d 

0d 

1d 

2d 

0d 

1d 

7d 

71d 

11d 

11d 

11d 

1d 

0d 

5d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

Coordinate Logistics 

Assist with Agenda Development 

Draft Summary 

Prepare Handouts/Presentations 

Preliminary Draft for PM Review 

Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 

PM Review of Preliminary Draft 

Final Draft 

Deliverable-PDT Perform. Measure 

Draft Presentation 

Deliverable - Draft Project W/P 

Attend PDT Kickoff Meeting 

Final Presentation 

Deliverable - Kickoff Meeting 

PDT Review of Draft Work Plan 

Data Collection/Literature Search 

Develop Initial Strategy 

Present strategy to PMs 

PM Review of SDM Strategy 

Deliverable - Draft W/P Present. 

Public Outreach Plan Outline 

PM Review of Draft Summary 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3915 11-Feb-02 

A 
27-Feb-02 A 12d 

11-Feb-02 
A 

15-Feb-02 A 5d 

11-Feb-02 
A 

15-Feb-02 A 5d 

11-Feb-02 
A 

13-Feb-02 A 3d 

11-Feb-02 
A 

12-Feb-02 A 2d 

12-Feb-02 
A 

14-Feb-02 A 3d 

13-Feb-02 
A 

13-Feb-02 A 0d 

14-Feb-02 
A 

14-Feb-02 A 1d 

14-Feb-02 
A 

14-Feb-02 A 0d 

14-Feb-02 
A 

14-Mar-02 A 20d 

15-Feb-02 
A 

26-Feb-02 A 7d 

15-Feb-02 
A 

15-Feb-02 A 1d 

18-Feb-02 
A 

22-Apr-02 A 45d 

18-Feb-02 
A 

19-Feb-02 A 1d 

19-Feb-02 
A 

21-Feb-02 A 3d 

19-Feb-02 
A 

15-Mar-02 A 19d 

20-Feb-02 
A 

06-May-02
A 

54d 

22-Feb-02 
A 

26-Feb-02 A 3d 

25-Feb-02 
A 

01-Mar-02 A 5d 

26-Feb-02 
A 

26-Feb-02 A 1d 

26-Feb-02 
A 

26-Feb-02 A 0d 

26-Feb-02 
A 

15-May-02
A 

56d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Draft Format 

Deliverable - Project Prog. Rpt. 

PM Review of Draft Public Outreach Plan 

Deliverable - Draft Pub. Outreach Plan 
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01-3985 

01-4335 

01-4420 

01-4435 

01-4425 

01-4440 

01-4430 

01-4445 

01-4450 

01-4125 

01-4465 

01-3780 

01-3990 

01-4340 

01-4720 

01-3785 

01-4345 

01-3995 

01-4350 

01-4360 

01-4870 

Prepare Draft for PM Review 

Draft Final Plan for QC Review 

Preliminary Draft for PM Review 

Final Summary 

Follow-up Action 

PM Review of Draft Format 

Deliverable-Final Kickoff Mtg. Summary 

Final Progress Report Format 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Compile Existing Data 

Draft Final for PM Review 

Research on Performance Measures 

Meetings with Agencies 

Final Draft 

PM Review of Draft Final Work Plan 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable-Initial Draft Perform. Meas. 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4130 27-Feb-02 

A 
27-Feb-02 A 0d 

27-Feb-02 
A 

27-Feb-02 A 0d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

08-Mar-02 A 7d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

11-Mar-02 A 8d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

08-Mar-02 A 7d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

27-Jun-02 A 85d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

27-Jun-02 A 85d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

09-May-02
A 

51d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

27-Jun-02 A 85d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

27-Jun-02 A 85d 

28-Feb-02 
A 

27-Jun-02 A 85d 

01-Mar-02 
A 

15-May-02
A 

54d 

01-Mar-02 
A 

15-May-02
A 

54d 

01-Mar-02 
A 

15-May-02
A 

54d 

01-Mar-02 
A 

15-May-02
A 

54d 

01-Mar-02 
A 

15-Mar-02 A 11d 

04-Mar-02 
A 

19-Apr-02 A 35d 

04-Mar-02 
A 

19-Apr-02 A 35d 

04-Mar-02 
A 

01-May-02
A 

43d 

04-Mar-02 
A 

11-Mar-02 A 6d 

08-Mar-02 
A 

08-Mar-02 A 1d 

11-Mar-02 
A 

30-Apr-02 A 37d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

PM Review of Final Schedule 

Perform Initial Rainfall Frequency Analysis 

Develop Data Entry Module 

Develop Land Use Classifications 
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01-4365 

01-3920 

01-4135 

01-4370 

01-4595 

01-4600 

01-4605 

01-4610 

01-4615 

01-4620 

01-4230 

01-4235 

01-4240 

01-4245 

01-4725 

01-3790 

01-3795 

01-3810 

01-4000 

01-4375 

01-3800 

Attend Meeting 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Meeting Summary 

Delineate Tributary Drainage Areas 

Develop Initial P Rate Projections 

Develop Initial Water Quality Design Criteria 

Develop Initial Base Flow 

Develop Analytical Approach 

Refine SDM Strategy 

Develop Preliminary Reduction Module 

Develop User Query/Output Module 

Compile Data / Develop Hierarchy 

Develop Master Land Use Base 

Classify Remaining Project Area 

Final Project Work Plan 

Deliverable-Draft P/O Present. 

Ground Truth Ecol. Classif. 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3925 11-Mar-02 

A 
15-Mar-02 A 5d 

11-Mar-02 
A 

11-Mar-02 A 1d 

11-Mar-02 
A 

11-Mar-02 A 1d 

13-Mar-02 
A 

13-Mar-02 A 0d 

13-Mar-02 
A 

26-Mar-02 A 10d 

15-Mar-02 
A 

15-Mar-02 A 1d 

15-Mar-02 
A 

21-Mar-02 A 5d 

15-Mar-02 
A 

15-Mar-02 A 1d 

26-Mar-02 
A 

02-Apr-02 A 6d 

27-Mar-02 
A 

27-Mar-02 A 1d 

27-Mar-02 
A 

27-Mar-02 A 1d 

27-Mar-02 
A 

27-Mar-02 A 1d 

28-Mar-02 
A 

10-Apr-02 A 10d 

01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02
A 

33d 

01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02
A 

33d 

01-Apr-02 A 15-May-02
A 

33d 

01-Apr-02 A 08-Jul-02 A 69d 

02-Apr-02 A 03-Apr-02 A 2d 

03-Apr-02 A 18-Apr-02 A 12d 

03-Apr-02 A 01-May-02
A 

21d 

08-Apr-02 A 15-May-02
A 

28d 

15-Apr-02 A 15-Apr-02 A 1d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

-

Deliverable - Proj. Sched.P3C File 

Presentation to PDT 

Prepare Presentation 

Develop Draft Document 
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01-4005 

01-4140 

01-4730 

01-4735 

01-3930 

01-4315 

01-4470 

01-4320 

01-3805 

01-4625 

01-4740 

01-4745 

01-4250 

01-4255 

01-4260 

01-4630 

01-4325 

01-4850 

01-4855 

01-3815 

01-4475 

Final Schedule 

Deliverable Final Project W/P 

Deliverable-PDT Present. on Spatial 

Coordinate / Strategize with PMs 

Prep for PDT Meeting 

Draft Final Document for PM Review 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

PM Review of Draft Final Document 

Presentation of Methodology to PDT 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Intergrate Modules in SDM 

Beta Testing 

Apply to Pilot (tributaries in TCNS basin) 

Develop Final Document 

Develop Outline for Document 

Preliminary List with Descriptions for PM Review 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4910 15-Apr-02 A 28-May-02

A 
31d 

15-Apr-02 A 07-Jun-02 A 39d 

16-Apr-02 A 22-Apr-02 A 5d 

19-Apr-02 A 23-Apr-02 A 3d 

23-Apr-02 A 25-Apr-02 A 3d 

24-Apr-02 A 24-Apr-02 A 0d 

25-Apr-02 A 03-May-02
A 

7d 

25-Apr-02 A 10-Jul-02 A 53d 

26-Apr-02 A 30-Apr-02 A 3d 

01-May-02
A 

15-May-02
A 

11d 

03-May-02
A 

03-May-02
A 

1d 

13-May-02
A 

13-May-02
A 

0d 

15-May-02
A 

15-May-02
A 

0d 

15-May-02
A 

15-May-02
A 

1d 

15-May-02
A 

15-May-02
A 

1d 

15-May-02
A 

15-May-02
A 

1d 

22-May-02
A 

28-May-02
A 

4d 

29-May-02
A 

29-May-02
A 

0d 

29-May-02
A 

29-May-02
A 

0d 

29-May-02
A 

29-May-02
A 

0d 

30-May-02
A 

07-Jun-02 A 7d 

30-May-02
A 

05-Jun-02 A 5d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare Presentation 

Draft Document for PDT Review 

Deliverable-Initl. Spat. Data Model Present. 

Attend Meeting 
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01-4920 

01-4640 

01-4685 

01-4645 

01-4670 

01-4675 

01-4690 

01-4580 

01-4865 

01-4680 

01-4860 

01-3820 

01-4225 

01-4480 

01-4585 

01-3775 

01-3760 

01-4265 

01-4915 

01-3765 

01-3825 

Prepare Presentation 

Summary of Meeting 

Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 

PM Review of Phase 1 Document (TCNS) 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Revise Document From PDT Input 

Initial Draft Performance Measure Document 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 1 

Strategy Meeting with PMs 

Deliverable-Draft Invent. of Exist. Condit. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Draft Phase 1 Doc. (TCNS) 

Prepare Presentation 

Attend Meeting 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Draft Final Document for PM Review 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID 

01-4220 

01-4285 

01-4290 

01-3830 

01-3770 

01-4925 

01-3835 

01-4270 

01-4275 

01-3840 

01-4280 

01-4485 

01-4980 

01-3845 

01-4930 

01-4635 

01-4695 

01-3880 

01-3885 

01-4490 

01-4820 

01-4815 

Start 

30-May-02
A 
30-May-02
A 
04-Jun-02 A 

06-Jun-02 A 

07-Jun-02 A 

07-Jun-02 A 

11-Jun-02 A 

11-Jun-02 A 

14-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

26-Jun-02 A 

09-Jul-02 A 

09-Jul-02 A 

10-Jul-02 A 

10-Jul-02 A 

15-Jul-02 A 

17-Jul-02 A 

19-Jul-02 A 

Finish 

06-Jun-02 A 

03-Jun-02 A 

10-Jun-02 A 

10-Jun-02 A 

07-Jun-02 A 

07-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

14-Jun-02 A 

28-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

17-Jul-02 A 

10-Feb-03 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

26-Jun-02 A 

09-Jul-02 A 

22-Jul-02 A 

01-Aug-02
A 
10-Jul-02 A 

15-Jul-02 A 

19-Jul-02 A 

13-Sep-02
A 

Original 

Duration 
6d 

3d 

5d 

3d 

1d 

1d 

5d 

4d 

11d 

1d 

1d 

22d 

162d 

0d 

0d 

0d 

10d 

17d 

0d 

1d 

3d 

40d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Summary of Meeting 

Revise Model From PDT Input 

Finalize Model for PM Review 

PM Review of Existing Conditions Description 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. On Exist. Condit. 

Deliverable-PDT Draft Perform. Meas. 

Develop Final Document 

PM Review of Revised Model From PDT Input 

Final Spatial Model Document 

Deliverable-Final Exist. Condit. Descrip. 

Deliverable-Approved Spatial Data Model 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Data Collection/Literature Search 

Existing Conditions Defined 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 1 

Modify Approach As Necessary 

Finalize Document 

Develop Forecasting Methodology 

Present to PMs 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

PM Review of Final Draft Performance Measure 

Completion of NEPA Scoping Period 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4825 19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 0d 

19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 1d 

19-Jul-02 A 0d 

24-Jul-02 A 24-Jul-02 A 1d 

29-Jul-02 A 02-Aug-02
A 

5d 

29-Jul-02 A 15-Aug-02
A 

14d 

29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d 

29-Jul-02 A 14-Mar-03 A 156d 

29-Jul-02 A 02-Sep-02
A 

25d 

29-Jul-02 A 29-Jul-02 A 0d 

29-Jul-02 A 0d 

01-Aug-02
A 

01-Nov-02 
A 

65d 

06-Aug-02
A 

12-Aug-02
A 

5d 

13-Aug-02
A 

13-Aug-02
A 

0d 

14-Aug-02
A 

14-Aug-02
A 

1d 

14-Aug-02
A 

0d 

15-Aug-02
A 

15-Aug-02
A 

1d 

15-Aug-02
A 

15-Aug-02
A 

1d 

15-Aug-02
A 

16-Aug-02
A 

2d 

16-Aug-02
A 

09-Oct-02 A 38d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Goals & Objectives Complete 

Data Collection/Literature Search 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 
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01-4830 

01-4835 

01-4840 

01-4845 

01-4700 

01-3865 

01-3870 

01-3895 

01-4295 

01-4555 

01-4795 

01-4790 

01-4560 

01-4800 

01-4805 

01-4935 

01-4785 

01-3875 

01-4495 

01-4810 

01-4875 

Revise Document 

Final Review 

Complete & Compile Final Document 

Deliverable-Final Draft Perform. Meas. 

Deliverable-Approved Phase 1 Doc. 

PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 

Develop Forecast Document 

Data Collection/Literature Search 

Delineate Basin Boundaries 

Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS 

Notice of Intent to Prepare NEPA Issued 

Characterize Remaining Watershed 

Attend Meeting 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 2 

NEPA Scoping Meeting 

Deliverable-Draft Future W/O Proj. Condit. 

Summary of Meeting 

Compile Comments 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4880 03-Sep-02

A 
09-Oct-02 A 27d 

03-Sep-02
A 

09-Oct-02 A 26d 

16-Sep-02
A 

16-Sep-02
A 

1d 

16-Sep-02
A 

16-Sep-02
A 

1d 

27-Sep-02
A 

09-Oct-02 A 9d 

27-Sep-02
A 

09-Oct-02 A 9d 

01-Oct-02 A 16-Dec-02 
A 

51d 

09-Oct-02 A 09-Oct-02 A 1d 

09-Oct-02 A 0d 

15-Oct-02 A 15-Oct-02 A 1d 

23-Oct-02 A 23-Oct-02 A 1d 

01-Nov-02 
A 

13-Nov-02 
A 

8d 

08-Nov-02 
A 

14-Nov-02 
A 

4d 

11-Nov-02 
A 

13-Nov-02 
A 

2d 

14-Nov-02 
A 

14-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

14-Nov-02 
A 

19-Nov-02 
A 

4d 

14-Nov-02 
A 

14-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

15-Nov-02 
A 

15-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

15-Nov-02 
A 

15-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

15-Nov-02 
A 

0d 

15-Nov-02 
A 

15-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

15-Nov-02 
A 

15-Nov-02 
A 

1d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Final Perform. Meas. Doc. 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Future W/O Project 
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01-4885 

01-4500 

01-4780 

01-4890 

01-4895 

01-4565 

01-4900 

01-4905 

01-4505 

01-4955 

01-3740 

01-4650 

01-3725 

01-3730 

01-3745 

01-4655 

01-3720 

01-3735 

01-3890 

01-4510 

01-4660 

Develop Responses 

Revise Document 

Deliverable-NEPA Public Scop. Mtg. 

Final Reviews 

Complete & Compile Final Document 

Preliminary Draft Document for PM Review 

Project Performance Measures Complete 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 1 

Draft Final Document for PM Review 

Prepare Presentation 

Attend Meeting 

PM Review of Future W/O Project Conditions 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

ITR of Inventory and Forecasted Conditions Complete 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Summary of Meeting 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3750 19-Nov-02 

A 
02-Dec-02 
A 

8d 

02-Dec-02 
A 

02-Dec-02 
A 

1d 

06-Dec-02 
A 

09-Dec-02 
A 

2d 

10-Dec-02 
A 

11-Dec-02 
A 

2d 

12-Dec-02 
A 

16-Dec-02 
A 

3d 

15-Dec-02 
A 

15-Dec-02 
A 

17d 

16-Dec-02 
A 

16-Dec-02 
A 

1d 

16-Dec-02 
A 

16-Dec-02 
A 

1d 

16-Dec-02 
A 

0d 

17-Dec-02 
A 

20-Dec-02 
A 

4d 

17-Dec-02 
A 

14-Feb-03 A 41d 

17-Dec-02 
A 

10-Feb-03 A 37d 

23-Dec-02 
A 

03-Jan-03 A 8d 

02-Jan-03 A 15-Apr-03 A 72d 

03-Jan-03 A 14-Mar-03 A 49d 

07-Jan-03 A 07-Jan-03 A 1d 

09-Jan-03 A 30-Jan-03 A 15d 

09-Jan-03 A 31-Jan-03 A 16d 

09-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 5d 

15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d 

15-Jan-03 A 15-Jan-03 A 1d 

31-Jan-03 A 14-Feb-03 A 11d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Draft Phase 2 Doc. 

PIR Initial In-Progress Review Meeting 

Technical Memorandum 

Data Analysis 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 3 

Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

Update at 12 Months 

Deliverable - Update at 12 Months 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 
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01-3755 

01-4755 

01-4760 

01-4765 

01-4515 

01-4550 

01-4770 

01-4775 

01-4570 

01-4970 

01-4985 

01-4575 

01-3900 

01-4300 

01-4940 

01-2705 

01-3355 

01-4200 

01-4205 

01-4520 

01-3365 

Develop Final Document 

Deliverable-Final Future W/O Proj. Condit. 

Prepare Handouts/Presentation 

Deliverable-In-Progress Review Mtg. 

PM Review of Draft Phase 2 Document 

Data Analysis 

Draft Document for PDT Review 

Data Analysis 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Prepare/Submit draft PAI document 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2610 03-Feb-03 

A 
30-Apr-03 A 62d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

24-Feb-03 A 15d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A 10d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A 32d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

18-Mar-03 A 31d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

15-Apr-03 A 51d 

03-Feb-03 
A 

15-Dec-03 
A 

218d 

10-Feb-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A 5d 

13-Feb-03 
A 

06-Mar-03 A 15d 

13-Feb-03 
A 

06-Mar-03 A 15d 

14-Feb-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A 1d 

14-Feb-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A 1d 

26-Feb-03 
A 

04-Mar-03 A 5d 

03-Mar-03 
A 

10-Mar-03 A 6d 

04-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A 12d 

04-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A 12d 

10-Mar-03 
A 

13-Mar-03 A 4d 

13-Mar-03 
A 

14-Mar-03 A 2d 

14-Mar-03 
A 

14-Mar-03 A 1d 

14-Mar-03 
A 

17-Mar-03 A 2d 

17-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A 3d 

17-Mar-03 
A 

17-Mar-03 A 1d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare / Submit draft EEE Document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Draft Watershed Assessment Report Outline 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 
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01-2695 

01-3240 

01-3245 

01-3490 

01-3905 

01-4305 

01-3360 

01-2710 

01-3345 

01-4525 

01-4975 

01-2700 

01-4035 

01-2690 

01-3350 

01-4040 

01-4045 

01-4530 

01-4050 

01-3250 

01-4030 

Prepare / Submit Final Land Use Maps 

Prepare / Submit draft Screening Criteria document 

Prepare / Submit IPR Review Response Strategy document 

Prepare/Submit Draft Cultural Resources Assessment document 

Technical Memorandum 

Technical Memorandum 

PDT Review of Draft PAI Document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Initial RE Data- Technical Memo 

PDT Review of Draft Screening Criteria Document 

Prepare / Submit Final Screening Criteria document 

Prepare/ Submit Final PAI document 

Preliminary Draft for PM Review 

PM Review of Draft Watershed Assessment Report 

Final Draft 

PDT Review of Draft EEE Document. 

Deliverable-Draft Watershed Assess. Rpt. 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

PDT Review of Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Document 

Attend Outreach Event 1 

Revise Document From PDT Input 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Prepare / Submit Final PPP Presentation 

Prepare / Submit Final Cultural Resources Assessment document 

Land Suitability Model 

Prepare Presentation 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Initial Topo Data- Tech. Memo 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Watershed 

Attend Meeting 

Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 

Prepare / Submit Preliminary draft Initial Alternatives document 

Summary of Meeting 

Prepare / Submit Final EEE document 

Identify Flows and Loads at each potential site 

Develop Spreadsheet Model for Sites an Management Measures 

Work Plan Outline 

Define/Formulate Management Measures 

Activity ID 

01-3495 

01-2560 

01-4705 

01-3500 

01-2565 

01-3505 

01-3455 

01-4060 

01-3255 

01-3460 

01-4535 

01-3910 

01-4055 

01-4065 

01-3305 

01-3480 

01-4070 

01-3260 

01-3465 

01-3470 

01-3540 

01-3475 

Start 

18-Mar-03 
A 
19-Mar-03 
A 
19-Mar-03 
A 
20-Mar-03 
A 
01-Apr-03 A 

01-Apr-03 A 

07-Apr-03 A 

08-Apr-03 A 

14-Apr-03 A 

14-Apr-03 A 

15-Apr-03 A 

15-Apr-03 A 

29-Apr-03 A 

29-Apr-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

01-May-03
A 
01-May-03
A 
01-May-03
A 
01-May-03
A 
08-May-03
A 

Finish 

18-Mar-03 A 

19-Mar-03 A 

02-Jun-03 A 

02-Apr-03 A 

14-Apr-03 A 

30-May-03
A 
28-Apr-03 A 

10-Apr-03 A 

08-May-03
A 
06-May-03
A 
15-Apr-03 A 

15-Apr-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

18-Dec-03 
A 
21-May-03
A 
09-May-03
A 
20-May-03
A 
08-May-03
A 
21-May-03
A 
09-Jun-03 A 

21-May-03
A 

Original 

Duration 
1d 

0d 

53d 

10d 

10d 

43d 

16d 

3d 

19d 

17d 

1d 

1d 

2d 

2d 

160d 

16d 

8d 

14d 

6d 

15d 

27d 

10d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Page 12 of 40 Appendix D Tab A 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4710 08-May-03

A 
23-Jun-03 A 32d 

09-May-03
A 

02-Jun-03 A 16d 

09-May-03
A 

02-Jun-03 A 16d 

14-May-03
A 

14-May-03
A 

1d 

15-May-03
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

149d 

15-May-03
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

149d 

15-May-03
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

149d 

15-May-03
A 

15-May-03
A 

1d 

15-May-03
A 

30-Sep-03
A 

96d 

15-May-03
A 

20-May-03
A 

4d 

16-May-03
A 

21-Nov-05 630d 

16-May-03
A 

30-Sep-03
A 

95d 

16-May-03
A 

21-Nov-05 630d 

20-May-03
A 

18-Jul-03 A 42d 

21-May-03
A 

05-Jun-03 A 11d 

21-May-03
A 

28-May-03
A 

5d 

22-May-03
A 

22-May-03
A 

1d 

22-May-03
A 

22-May-03
A 

1d 

27-May-03
A 

0d 

28-May-03
A 

28-May-03
A 

1d 

28-May-03
A 

28-May-03
A 

1d 

29-May-03
A 

30-May-03
A 

2d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

PMP Update - Assess Phase Corps 

-

-

Coordinate Strategy With PM 

-

-

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg.on Genl. Work Plan 
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1 
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01-3545 

01-4010 

01-3300 

01-1245 

01-1250 

01-3275 

01-4540 

01-1265 

01-3580 

01-1260 

01-1275 

01-1280 

01-4170 

01-3425 

01-3485 

01-3280 

01-3585 

01-2475 

01-3600 

01-3590 

01-3595 

Finalize Document 

Preliminary Initial Draft for PM Review 

Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 

Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 1 

PMP Update Assess Phase SFWMD 

Prepare / Submit Revise Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

PMP Update Assess Phase Contract 

PIR Pln Tech Lead 

PIR Proj Mgt Corps 

PIR Proj Mgt SFWMD 

Preliminary Draft Users Manual 

PDT Review of Preliminary Draft Initial Alternatives Document 

Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 2 

Prepare Presentation 

LOWP PIR/EIS Start 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3550 03-Jun-03 A 05-Jun-03 A 3d 

03-Jun-03 A 09-Jun-03 A 5d 

06-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 6d 

09-Jun-03 A 22-Jul-03 A 31d 

10-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 5d 

12-Jun-03 A 12-Jun-03 A 1d 

13-Jun-03 A 13-Jun-03 A 1d 

16-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 5d 

16-Jun-03 A 17-Jun-03 A 2d 

16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d 

16-Jun-03 A 18-Jun-03 A 3d 

16-Jun-03 A 16-Jun-03 A 1d 

19-Jun-03 A 19-Jun-03 A 1d 

19-Jun-03 A 20-Jun-03 A 2d 

20-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 2d 

23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 

23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 

23-Jun-03 A 23-Jun-03 A 1d 

24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d 

24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 1d 

24-Jun-03 A 24-Jun-03 A 0d 

25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Develop Initial Draft 

Aerial Photograph Preparation 

Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 4 

Deliverable-Final Phase 2 Doc. 
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01-4015 

01-3530 

01-3430 

01-4020 

01-3285 

01-3535 

01-3265 

01-3605 

01-4025 

01-4075 

01-4545 

01-3290 

01-4080 

01-3440 

01-4085 

01-4095 

01-4715 

01-3610 

01-3620 

01-3705 

01-3615 

PM Review Draft PIR Work Plan 

PM Review of Final Draft Watershed Assessment 

Prepare / Submit draft Initial Alternatives document 

Develop Final Draft Document 

Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 3 

Deliverable-Initial Draft PIR W/P 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable-Final Draft Watershed Assess. 

Prepare and Distribute Meeting Notices 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Prepare Presentation 

Attend / Facilitate / Present Workshop 

Attend Meeting 

Deliverable-Public Workshop on Watershed 

Attend Meeting 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR WP 

Attend meeting in Tallahassee 

Summary of Meeting 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-4090 25-Jun-03 A 27-Jun-03 A 3d 

30-Jun-03 A 07-Jul-03 A 5d 

01-Jul-03 A 02-Dec-03 
A 

105d 

01-Jul-03 A 31-Jul-03 A 22d 

08-Jul-03 A 11-Jul-03 A 4d 

14-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 10d 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 
A 

107d 

15-Jul-03 A 20-Aug-03
A 

27d 

17-Jul-03 A 14-Aug-03
A 

20d 

21-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 5d 

23-Jul-03 A 05-Aug-03
A 

10d 

25-Jul-03 A 0d 

25-Jul-03 A 25-Jul-03 A 1d 

29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A 51d 

01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 
A 

83d 

01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 
A 

83d 

01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 
A 

83d 

01-Aug-03
A 

09-Dec-03 
A 

88d 

01-Aug-03
A 

14-Aug-03
A 

10d 

01-Aug-03
A 

05-Sep-03
A 

25d 

06-Aug-03
A 

24-Sep-03
A 

35d 

14-Aug-03
A 

0d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Develop Final Document 

PDT Review of Draft Initial Alternatives Document 

-

Verified WAM with S-65C and distribute S-68 Flows 

Prepare / Submit Final Initial Alternatives document 
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01-4110 

01-2820 

01-4455 

01-4115 

01-4120 

01-3335 

01-3510 

01-2020 

01-4175 

01-3435 

01-4100 

01-4105 

01-2835 

01-2770 

01-2785 

01-2795 

01-3105 

01-4180 

01-4460 

01-3445 

01-1150 

Summary of Meeting 

Draft final Document for PM Review 

Update model to include 2003 land use/land cover 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 18 

PM Review of Final Watershed Assessment Report 

Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential adverse impacts 

Draft Final Draft Document for PM Review 

Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 

Preliminary Review by the PMs 

Watershed Assessment Complete 

Deliverable-Final Watershed Assess. Rpt. 

Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 

Modify WAM to simulate 1965 2000 

WAM Simulation of Future Without Project Conditions 

Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 

Draft Users Manual for PDT Review 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 19 

RECOVER Review of Performance Measures 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2995 15-Aug-03

A 
0d 

15-Aug-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

13d 

21-Aug-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

9d 

25-Aug-03
A 

0d 

26-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 
A 

66d 

26-Aug-03
A 

26-Aug-03
A 

1d 

27-Aug-03
A 

27-Aug-03
A 

1d 

27-Aug-03
A 

27-Aug-03
A 

1d 

28-Aug-03
A 

28-Aug-03
A 

1d 

28-Aug-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

4d 

02-Sep-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

2d 

03-Sep-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

1d 

03-Sep-03
A 

03-Sep-03
A 

1d 

04-Sep-03
A 

10-Sep-03
A 

5d 

04-Sep-03
A 

04-Sep-03
A 

1d 

04-Sep-03
A 

09-Sep-03
A 

4d 

04-Sep-03
A 

04-Sep-03
A 

1d 

04-Sep-03
A 

04-Sep-03
A 

1d 

10-Sep-03
A 

12-Sep-03
A 

3d 

11-Sep-03
A 

10-Oct-03 A 22d 

11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

67d 

11-Sep-03
A 

15-Jan-04 A 85d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Draft Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 

Attend / Facilitate Subteam Meeting 5 

-

Develop Final Draft Document 

Develop Final Document 
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01-4185 

01-3515 

01-2805 

01-2800 

01-3630 

01-3625 

01-3635 

01-3295 

01-3640 

01-3555 

01-4190 

01-4195 

01-3520 

01-3525 

01-3560 

01-4210 

01-4215 

01-3565 

01-1395 

01-3000 

01-3370 

Approval to incorporate Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Project into the LOW Project. 

Final Users Manual 

PM Review of Final Draft PIR Work Plan 

Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future conditions modeling 

Prepare Presentation 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR WP 

Attend Meeting 

Summary of Meeting 

Draft Final Document for PM Review 

One Training Session 1/2 Day 

Deliverable-Spatial Data Users Manual 

Deliverable-Final Draft PIR Work Plan 

PM Review of final PIR Work Plan 

Update at 18 Months 

Deliverable - Update at 18 Months 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 20 - Sept 2003 

Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 

Calibrate DMSTA Model 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
StartActivity ID 

01-3855 

Finish 

31-Dec-03 
A 
24-Sep-03
A 
15-Apr-04 

15-Apr-04 

15-Apr-04 

25-Sep-03
A 
17-Dec-03 
A 
31-Mar-04 

30-Sep-03
A 
30-Sep-03
A 
30-Sep-04 

30-Sep-04 

30-Sep-04 

30-Mar-04 

15-Jan-04 A 

06-Nov-03 
A 
13-Nov-03 
A 
21-Oct-03 A 

18-Dec-03 
A 
18-Dec-03 
A 
16-Jan-04 A 

16-Jan-04 A 

Original 

Duration 
75d 

0d 

127d 

127d 

128d 

1d 

56d 

126d 

1d 

0d 

251d 

251d 

251d 

116d 

65d 

20d 

22d 

1d 

37d 

37d 

50d 

50d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Base Conditions and Initial Alternative Array Complete 

Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 21 - Oct 2003 

Update Land Use 

I l 

I 

I I - > I I 

c=+=~==±= I 7 
■ 11 □ I I I 

-1-+-Jl_l ■ I I I 

-11-~-L- • 1 
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11-t---+-_jl_l • 1 1 

1 1 

• • 1- I 1········· 1·········· ········~~ ......... L ......... : ......... j-
1
········· I I ......... . ---------- --------- ---------- -----

I I I 

I I I I 

---- --------- -----
I 

7 

01-3450 

01-2775 

01-2780 

01-2790 

01-2825 

01-3340 

01-2815 

01-3570 

01-3575 

01-1320 

01-AC20 

01-2500 

01-3025 

01-3375 

01-2840 

01-1400 

01-4950 

01-3310 

01-3315 

01-2615 

01-2620 

11-Sep-03 
A 

25-Sep-03 
A 
25-Sep-03 
A 
25-Sep-03 
A 
25-Sep-03 
A 
25-Sep-03 
A 
26-Sep-03 
A 
30-Sep-03 
A 

01-Oct-03 A 

01-Oct-03 A 

01-Oct-03 A 

09-Oct-03 A 

09-Oct-03 A 

09-Oct-03 A 

14-Oct-03 A 

21-Oct-03 A 

24-Oct-03 A 

24-Oct-03 A 

03-Nov-03 
A 
03-Nov-03 
A 

Final Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 

Prepare technical summaries of input/output/boundary data 

Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 

Documentation of Future Without Simulation 

Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 

Update WAM Verification 

Deliverable-Final PIR Work Plan 

Work Plan Completion 

FY04 Proj Mgt - Corps 

USFWS FY04 

New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria & performance measures 

Final Technical Memorandum 

Apply LOWCAP Model 

Atl/Wash DC Meeting No. 1 

USACE Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 

Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 

Compile Social & Economic Information 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2625 03-Nov-03 

A 
16-Jan-04 A 50d 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A 50d 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A 50d 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A 50d 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A 50d 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A 50d 

07-Nov-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

27d 

07-Nov-03 
A 

11-Mar-04 65d 

07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A 65d 

14-Nov-03 
A 

09-Jan-04 A 37d 

08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 
A 

1d 

10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 
A 

10d 

10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 
A 

10d 

11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

6d 

11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

6d 

15-Dec-03 
A 

24-Feb-04 A 33d 

15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A 33d 

15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A 33d 

15-Dec-03 
A 

15-Dec-03 
A 

1d 

17-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 
A 

2d 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A 43d 

09-Jan-04 A 10-Mar-04 25d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Compile Information 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 22 - Nov 2003 

Summarize problems & opportunities 

Prepare / Submit Final Evaluation Strategy 
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01-2630 

01-2635 

01-2640 

01-2860 

01-2875 

01-3320 

01-2845 

01-3385 

01-1405 

01-3330 

01-3110 

01-3325 

01-3015 

01-3020 

01-3140 

01-3150 

01-3155 

01-4310 

01-3270 

01-3115 

01-3380 

Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 

Initial Environmental and Economic Equity Assessment 

Initial Cultural Resources Assessment 

Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions Document 

Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 

Prepare / Submit draft PPAA Pre-Screening document 

Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

PDT Review of Site Identification Document 

PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 

Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 

Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions Document 

Compile & Develop Future Projections 

Develop Future Land Use Pattern 

Deliverable-Initial Geotech.Data- Tech. Mem. 

Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration Sites 

Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3175 12-Jan-04 A 15-Mar-04 22d 

01-2880 16-Jan-04 A 26-Feb-04 A 10d 

01-1410 02-Feb-04 
A 

31-Mar-04 22d 

01-2865 02-Feb-04 
A 

06-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2900 03-Feb-04 
A 

17-Feb-04 A 10d 

01-2890 04-Feb-04 
A 

09-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2870 09-Feb-04 
A 

13-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2895 10-Feb-04 
A 

17-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-2885 17-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 10d 

01-2940 23-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 10d 

01-2920 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A 5d 

01-4945 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A 1d 

01-3120 27-Feb-04 
A 

11-Mar-04 10d 

01-2810 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d 

01-2830 05-Mar-04* 05-Mar-04 1d 

01-3390 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 10d 

01-3695 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 21d 

01-2850 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d 

01-3125 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 10d 

01-2945 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 5d 

01-2855 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d 

01-3130 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 10d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Conduct Preliminary Optimization 

PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 23 - Dec 2003 

Modify/ Expand WAM Model 

Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

Modify WAM Model 

Calibrate & Verify WAM Model Results 

Evaluate WAM Model Results 

Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 

Prepare/Submit Site Screening Document 

Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land use 

Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 

PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary Documents 

ITR (prior to FSM) 

PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 

PDT Review of Site Screening Document 

FSM Presentation 

Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 

Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3030 31-Mar-04* 13-Apr-04 10d 

01-Apr-04 30-Apr-04 22d 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

01-Apr-04* 14-Apr-04 10d 

09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d 

09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 10d 

09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 1d 

09-Apr-04 0d 

12-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 10d 

14-Apr-04* 27-Apr-04 10d 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 10d 

15-Apr-04* 10-Nov-05* 396d 

16-Apr-04* 16-Apr-04 1d 

16-Apr-04* 17-May-04 22d 

16-Apr-04 27-May-04 30d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Draft ITR Comment/Response document 

Attend Public Workshop No. 4 

Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions Document 

Conduct Peer Review 
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01-1415 

01-2645 

01-2905 

01-3145 

01-2930 

01-3135 

01-3400 

01-3405 

01-3410 

01-3415 

01-3700 

01-3690 

01-3395 

01-3035 

01-2655 

01-2915 

01-3165 

01-5110 

01-2525 

01-2755 

01-3850 

Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2004 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing Conditions Document 

PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions Document 

PDT Review of Site Description Document 

Attend Public Workshop No. 1 

Attend Public Workshop No. 2 

Attend Public Workshop No. 3 

ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 

ITR Meeting with PDT for FSM 

Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 

Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteriactivity 

Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water Quality Characterization 

Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future Conditions Document 

VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 meetings total) 

Notification of System-wide Modeling Needs 

Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project Conditions document 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2935 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 10d 

23-Apr-04 0d 

26-Apr-04 25-May-04 22d 

28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d 

28-Apr-04 11-May-04 10d 

28-Apr-04* 04-May-04 5d 

29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 44d 

03-May-04 02-Jun-04 22d 

07-May-04 13-May-04 5d 

12-May-04 25-May-04 10d 

14-May-04 17-May-04 2d 

17-May-04 0d 

18-May-04 01-Jun-04 10d 

18-May-04 17-Jun-04 22d 

26-May-04 27-Jul-04 43d 

26-May-04 25-Jun-04 22d 

28-May-04 29-Jul-04 43d 

28-May-04 01-Jun-04 2d 

28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

28-May-04 25-Jun-04 20d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Identify potential sites for Management Measures 

FSM Material Submitted to HQ 

RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 
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01-3420 

01-2000 

01-2650 

01-2910 

01-3010 

01-3040 

01-3160 

01-2595 

01-1420 

01-2925 

01-3005 

01-2985 

01-2960 

01-2760 

01-2975 

01-2005 

01-2010 

01-1135 

01-2515 

01-2530 

01-2535 

PDT Review of Draft ITR 

Preliminary Screening of Alternatives Complete 

Field data Collection Plan 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2004 

Final ITR Comment/Response document 

Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria Document 

Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 

Peer Review Comments and Response Document 

HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 

Topographic data Collection 

Geotechnical data Collection 

Meeting Participation 

Ecologic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID 

01-2540 

01-2550 

01-3860 

01-2765 

01-1425 

01-3710 

01-4960 

01-2980 

01-2950 

01-3715 

01-1990 

01-2555 

01-2715 

01-2520 

01-2600 

01-2965 

01-2955 

01-2990 

01-1430 

01-2585 

01-2605 

01-2510 

Start 

28-May-04 

28-May-04 

28-May-04 

02-Jun-04 

03-Jun-04 

14-Jun-04 

15-Jun-04* 

18-Jun-04 

25-Jun-04 

28-Jun-04 

28-Jun-04 

28-Jun-04 

01-Jul-04 

01-Jul-04 

02-Jul-04 

02-Jul-04 

06-Jul-04 

12-Jul-04 

12-Jul-04 

13-Jul-04 

Finish 

25-Jun-04 

25-Jun-04 

11-Jun-04 

01-Jul-04 

02-Jul-04 

25-Jun-04 

15-Jun-04 

24-Jun-04 

01-Jul-04 

25-Jun-04 

28-Jul-04 

12-Jul-04 

19-Jul-04 

29-Jul-04 

12-Jul-04 

01-Jul-04 

02-Jul-04 

16-Jul-04 

04-Aug-04 

20-Jul-04 

20-Jul-04 

26-Jul-04 

Original 

Duration 
20d 

20d 

10d 

22d 

22d 

10d 

1d 

5d 

5d 

0d 

22d 

10d 

15d 

20d 

6d 

0d 

1d 

10d 

22d 

6d 

6d 

10d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Socioeconomic evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

Engineering evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 

PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project Conditions 

WAM Model Adjustments 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2004 

Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project Conditions document 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 

SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 

Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 

Future Conditions Defined 

Prepare draft design Recommendations 

Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation document 

Model Future W/O Project Conditions 

Summary of RECOVER Evaluation 

Define/Formulate Management Measures 

Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 

ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 

FSM Guidance Memorandum 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2004 

Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 

Combine Management Measures into Alternatives 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Page 22 of 40 Appendix D Tab A 

I I I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

D 
·--------- ---------- ---------

__________ l _________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ J __________ l _________ 
---------- --------- --------- --- --

D 
I I I I I I 

0 
I I I 

□ 
I I I 

□ 
I I I I I 

0 
·--------- ---------- --------- . · ,· L . . L .. L · l · l · . --------- ---------- --------- --------- --- --

I I I 
I 

I I I I 
I 

I I I • I I I 
D 

·--------- ---------- ---------
__________ l _________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ 

---------- --------- ---------- --------- --------- --- --
0 

I I I I 
□ 

I I I I 
□ 

I I I I 
I 

·--------- ---------- ---------

I I I I 
____ • ____ l _________ 1 _________ J __________ ---------

---------- --------- ---------- --------- --------- -----
I 

I I I 
0 

I I I 
D 

I I I I I 
I 

I I I I I 
I 

·--------- ---------- ---------
__________ l _________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ 

---------- --------- ---------- --------- --------- -----
0 

I I I I 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2545 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 10d 

16-Jul-04 0d 

20-Jul-04 02-Aug-04 10d 

20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 7d 

20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 12d 

29-Jul-04 11-Aug-04 10d 

30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 10d 

03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d 

03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 10d 

05-Aug-04 03-Sep-04 22d 

05-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 7d 

16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 12d 

17-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 10d 

31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d 

31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 10d 

01-Sep-04 10-Sep-04 7d 

07-Sep-04 06-Oct-04 22d 

13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d 

13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 7d 

15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 5d 

21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d 

21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 7d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2004 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity document 
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01-2970 

01-2720 

01-2580 

01-2590 

01-1995 

01-2505 

01-2725 

01-2730 

01-1435 

01-2570 

01-2575 

01-2735 

01-2740 

01-2745 

01-2660 

01-1440 

01-2665 

01-2670 

01-2750 

01-2675 

01-2680 

PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation Document 

FSM Guidance Memorandum Received 

Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project Sensitivity document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Prepare Final design Recommendations 

Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation document 

PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 

Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives Document 

Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity document 

PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity Document 

Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2004 

Initial identification of Final Alternatives 

Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2025 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 20d 

30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 11d 

01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 250d 

01-Oct-04* 30-Sep-05 250d 

07-Oct-04 08-Nov-04 22d 

18-Oct-04 03-Nov-04 11d 

03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d 

03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 10d 

09-Nov-04 13-Dec-04 22d 

18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 11d 

08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 22d 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 32d 

14-Dec-04 14-Jan-05 22d 

15-Dec-04* 15-Dec-04 1d 

10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

FY05 Proj Mgt - Corps 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Complete 30% engineering designs 

Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area Alternatives 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Page 24 of 40 Appendix D Tab A 

I I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

D 
I I I I I I 

I 

·--------- ---------- ---------
-·--------l _________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ 

---------- --------- ---------- --------- --------- -----
I I 

I I 
I I 

□ 
I I I I 

I 
I I I I 

I 

·--------- ---------- --------- -·•-------- _________ J _________ J __________ l ---------1---------- --------- ---------- --------- --------- -----
I 

I I I 
□ 

I I I I 
I 

I I I 
I 

I I I 
I 

·--------- ---------- --------- -·------ I 
_________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ 

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

I I I 
I 

0 
I I 
I I 

0 
I I I I I 

0 
·--------- ---------- --------- - ·--------

_________ 1 _________ J __________ l _________ J __________ l _________ J __________ 
--------- --------- --- --

0 
I I I I I I 

0 
I I I I I 

[) 

I I 
I 

I I 
• I I I 

01-2685 

01-1325 

01-2480 

01-1445 

01-3180 

01-3185 

01-3190 

01-1450 

01-3170 

01-3045 

01-3060 

01-3070 

01-3095 

01-3195 

01-3205 

01-3210 

01-3215 

01-3220 

01-1455 

01-4965 

01-3050 

Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 

Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 

USFWS FY 05 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2004 

Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 

PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2004 

Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan document 

Complete 30% engineering designs 

Complete 30% engineering designs 

Complete 30% engineering designs 

Analysis of System Benefits 

Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 

Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area Alternatives 

Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2004 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3065 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 12d 

18-Jan-05 16-Feb-05 22d 

25-Jan-05 10-Feb-05 12d 

27-Jan-05 11-Feb-05 12d 

10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d 

10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 12d 

11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d 

11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 11d 

17-Feb-05 21-Mar-05 22d 

28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 11d 

02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d 

02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 12d 

17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 6d 

22-Mar-05 20-Apr-05 22d 

28-Mar-05 05-Apr-05 6d 

05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 6d 

12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 7d 

12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 12d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30% design document 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2004 

Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 
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01-3075 

01-3100 

01-1460 

01-3225 

01-3085 

01-3200 

01-3230 

01-3080 

01-3090 

01-1465 

01-3235 

01-3055 

01-5245 

01-5250 

01-5255 

01-5260 

01-1470 

01-5265 

01-5270 

01-5225 

01-5240 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2004 

Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 

PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 

Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 

Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 

Develop IWR-PLAN model 

Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 

Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2004 

Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 

Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 

PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1475 21-Apr-05 20-May-05 22d 

28-Apr-05 14-Jun-05 32d 

28-Apr-05 28-Jun-05 42d 

28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d 

28-Apr-05 31-May-05 22d 

28-Apr-05 09-May-05 7d 

09-May-05 17-May-05 7d 

09-May-05 17-May-05 7d 

17-May-05 03-Jun-05 12d 

23-May-05 22-Jun-05 22d 

31-May-05 29-Jun-05 22d 

03-Jun-05 0d 

03-Jun-05 14-Jun-05 7d 

14-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 22d 

14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 62d 

14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d 

14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 9d 

14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 4d 

14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 22d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 

Assemble & incorporate public comments 

Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 

Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 
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01-2045 

01-2050 

01-2065 

01-2105 

01-5235 

01-5205 

01-5230 

01-5215 

01-1340 

01-2115 

01-5210 

01-5220 

01-2035 

01-1140 

01-1790 

01-1795 

01-1800 

01-2040 

01-2090 

01-2120 

01-2130 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 24 - Jan 2005 

Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other analyses (EVSM) 

Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 

Conduct field assessments of project sites 

Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 

Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 25 - Feb 2005 

Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 

Final Array of Alternatives Selected 

Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Document 

RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 

Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water levels and budgets, as required 

Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design team, and A&E, as necessary 

Provide input for operational performance measures 

Develop project implementation schedule 

Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 

Estimate impacts to agricultural income 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID 

01-2135 

01-2140 

01-2145 

01-2150 

01-2155 

01-2165 

01-2170 

01-2185 

01-2215 

01-2100 

01-1345 

01-2055 

01-2060 

01-2070 

01-2075 

01-2080 

01-2085 

01-2125 

01-2110 

01-2190 

01-2175 

01-2180 

Start 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

14-Jun-05 

20-Jun-05 

23-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

28-Jun-05 

29-Jun-05 

30-Jun-05 

14-Jul-05 

14-Jul-05 

Finish 

12-Aug-05 

15-Jul-05 

30-Jun-05 

30-Jun-05 

15-Jul-05 

15-Jul-05 

15-Jul-05 

30-Jun-05 

12-Aug-05 

20-Jul-05 

25-Jul-05 

14-Jul-05 

14-Jul-05 

14-Jul-05 

07-Jul-05 

28-Jul-05 

28-Jul-05 

28-Jul-05 

01-Aug-05 

18-Jul-05 

01-Aug-05 

01-Aug-05 

Original 

Duration 
42d 

22d 

12d 

12d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

12d 

42d 

21d 

22d 

12d 

12d 

12d 

7d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

22d 

11d 

12d 

12d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

Estimate present value change in regional income 

Estimate jobs displace/create 

Estimate number of primary residences impacted 

Estimate number of property owners impacted 

Assess community well-being 

Estimate impacts to property taxes 

Evaluate project acceptability 

Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 

Develop MCDM model 

Evaluate operational flexibility 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 26 - Mar 2005 

Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 

Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 

Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 

Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 

Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian Reservation 

Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 

Evaluate impacts to navigation 

Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 

Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 

Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 

Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe weather conditions 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2095 15-Jul-05 13-Sep-05 41d 

15-Jul-05 15-Aug-05 21d 

18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d 

18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 7d 

26-Jul-05 24-Aug-05 22d 

25-Aug-05 26-Sep-05 22d 

02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d 

02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 11d 

12-Sep-05 0d 

12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 6d 

20-Sep-05 06-Oct-05 11d 

27-Sep-05 27-Oct-05 22d 

03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 249d 

03-Oct-05* 29-Sep-06 249d 

06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 6d 

06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 11d 

24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 7d 

24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

24-Oct-05 0d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 27 - Apr 2005 

Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 

PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 
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01-2160 

01-2195 

01-2205 

01-1350 

01-1355 

01-2220 

01-2225 

01-2030 

01-2200 

01-2230 

01-1360 

01-1330 

01-2485 

01-2210 

01-2235 

01-2350 

01-3670 

01-2240 

01-2285 

01-2290 

01-3660 

Develop project performance schedule 

Complete environmental justice evaluations 

Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 

Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 28 - May 2005 

Initial Comparisons & Analyses 

Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

RECOVER Evaluation of Alternatives Complete 

Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 29 - Jun 2005 

FY06 Proj Mgt - Corps 

USFWS FY 06 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

AFB Preparation 

ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Complete additional technical evaluations 

ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening Complete 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-3675 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 12d 

28-Oct-05 01-Dec-05 22d 

31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d 

31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 7d 

08-Nov-05 29-Nov-05 11d 

08-Nov-05 0d 

08-Nov-05 15-Dec-05 23d 

29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 6d 

29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d 

29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 11d 

02-Dec-05 04-Jan-06 22d 

07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 6d 

14-Dec-05 19-Dec-05 3d 

14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 2d 

16-Dec-05 0d 

19-Dec-05 24-Jan-06 23d 

19-Dec-05 0d 

05-Jan-06 06-Feb-06 22d 

24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 6d 

02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d 

02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 2d 

06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Final Comparisons 

Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

Submit AFB documentation to HQ 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 32 - Sep 2005 
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01-1365 

01-2295 

01-2300 

01-2305 

01-3665 

01-5275 

01-2245 

01-2280 

01-3650 

01-1370 

01-2250 

01-2310 

01-3655 

01-3645 

01-2325 

01-2335 

01-1375 

01-2330 

01-2260 

01-2315 

01-1065 

ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 30 - Jul 2005 

Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

ITR/PDT Meeting Final Screening Comments 

Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 

PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

ITR (prior to AFB) 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 31 - Aug 2005 

Attend/Present at Meeting 

ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 

ITR/PDT Pre-AFB Meeting 

HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 

Submit AFB documentation to HQ/SA 

SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 

Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 

AFB Meeting 

Issues & Recommenations 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1070 06-Feb-06 02-Mar-06 17d 

06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 24d 

06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 43d 

06-Feb-06 10-Feb-06 4d 

06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d 

06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d 

06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 5d 

06-Feb-06 0d 

06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 10d 

06-Feb-06 0d 

06-Feb-06 09-Feb-06 3d 

06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 7d 

06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 12d 

06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 42d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 

Final Screening/Tentatively Selected Plan Complete 

VE Team Meeting 

Develop Implementation Plan 
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01-1145 

01-1155 

01-1195 

01-1530 

01-1805 

01-1850 

01-1950 

01-1955 

01-1960 

01-2255 

01-2265 

01-2320 

01-2340 

01-2420 

01-5115 

01-5140 

01-5155 

01-5165 

01-5170 

01-5180 

01-5280 

Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural Resources 

RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 

RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 

Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and Operations of Other Planned Projects 

Coordinate with A&E as necessary to begin preparation of Operating Manual 

Assemble, address & incorporate comments 

AFB Guidance Memorandum 

Alternative Formulation Briefing / Site Visit 

Pre-Application Meeting 

Prepare draft document 

Prepare draft document 

Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 

Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-5340 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 45d 

07-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 22d 

09-Feb-06 0d 

09-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 10d 

10-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 6d 

13-Feb-06 14-Mar-06 20d 

13-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 10d 

15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 1d 

21-Feb-06 0d 

23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 10d 

23-Feb-06 0d 

24-Feb-06 0d 

24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 5d 

27-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 3d 

02-Mar-06 16-Mar-06 10d 

03-Mar-06 0d 

10-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 22d 

10-Mar-06 28-Mar-06 11d 

13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 20d 

14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 20d 

16-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 16d 

16-Mar-06 19-Apr-06 23d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Pre-Application Concurrence Letter 

AFB Guidance Memorandum Received 

Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 
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01-1380 

01-2400 

01-2425 

01-2270 

01-1965 

01-1970 

01-5105 

01-2345 

01-2275 

01-5175 

01-2405 

01-2430 

01-1975 

01-1060 

01-2395 

01-1385 

01-5190 

01-5010 

01-1980 

01-1045 

01-1075 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Oct 2005 

PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Meeting 

Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

A&E begins development of Draft Operating Manual and Interim Operations 

Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and Interim Operations 

Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 

Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 

Baseline Cost Estimate Approved 

PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter Received 

Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 

Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water Reservations/Allocations and Savings Clause Compliance 

SHPO Coordination Phase 1 

PIR/FS 1501 Meeting with FDEP 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Nov 2005 

Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 

Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual & Interim Operations 

Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural Resources 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

Submit draft Recommended Plan document 

Value Engineering Workshop 

PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Submit draft document 

Submit draft document 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Draft CAR 

SHPO Consultation 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Report 33 - Dec 2005 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 

Prepare Value Engineering Document and Recommendations 

PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 

PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 

Submit Draft USF&WS Coordination Act Report 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 

RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 

Activity ID 

01-5195 

01-5120 

01-5185 

01-5200 

01-5145 

01-5160 

01-5285 

01-1535 

01-1050 

01-1055 

01-1390 

01-1200 

01-1855 

01-5345 

01-1985 

01-5125 

01-5135 

01-5150 

01-1040 

01-1080 

01-1165 

01-1160 

Start 

28-Mar-06 

04-Apr-06 

04-Apr-06 

04-Apr-06 

06-Apr-06 

06-Apr-06 

06-Apr-06 

07-Apr-06 

10-Apr-06 

10-Apr-06 

11-Apr-06 

11-Apr-06 

11-Apr-06 

11-Apr-06 

11-Apr-06 

13-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

24-Apr-06 

25-Apr-06 

27-Apr-06 

Finish 

04-Apr-06 

13-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

20-Apr-06 

25-Apr-06 

24-Apr-06 

24-Apr-06 

10-May-06 

25-Apr-06 

25-Apr-06 

25-Apr-06 

27-Apr-06 

01-May-06 

08-May-06 

08-May-06 

24-Apr-06 

10-May-06 

25-May-06 

30-May-06 

Original 

Duration 
6d 

7d 

12d 

12d 

10d 

10d 

10d 

12d 

11d 

11d 

22d 

10d 

10d 

10d 

11d 

12d 

11d 

11d 

0d 

12d 

22d 

23d 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1920 01-May-06 04-May-06 3d 

01-May-06 16-May-06 11d 

10-May-06 26-May-06 12d 

26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

26-May-06 13-Jun-06 11d 

26-May-06 29-Jun-06 23d 

13-Jun-06 0d 

13-Jun-06 29-Jun-06 12d 

29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d 

29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

29-Jun-06 06-Jul-06 4d 

29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 24d 

29-Jun-06 0d 

29-Jun-06 18-Jul-06 12d 

29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 22d 

29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 11d 

29-Jun-06 0d 

17-Jul-06 0d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

RECOVER-RET Review of 1st draft PIR 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 

ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 
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01-5130 

01-5015 

01-1170 

01-5000 

01-5005 

01-5020 

01-4990 

01-5050 

01-1085 

01-1175 

01-1520 

01-1860 

01-1925 

01-1930 

01-4995 

01-5080 

01-5330 

01-5350 

01-3685 

01-5030 

01-3680 

Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 

Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 

In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 

PDT Review 

In-House Review of 1st draft PIR/NEPA Complete 

Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Support for Water Quality Certification 

RET PIR Evaluation Report Complete 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft Complete 

ITR on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1525 01-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 12d 

01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 9d 

03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 11d 

18-Aug-06 0d 

18-Aug-06 24-Aug-06 4d 

24-Aug-06 27-Sep-06 23d 

27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 6d 

27-Sep-06 0d 

02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 249d 

02-Oct-06* 28-Sep-07 249d 

05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 6d 

17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d 

17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 10d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

HQ Policy Review Complete 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 
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01-1090 

01-1865 

01-5335 

01-5355 

01-1180 

01-1935 

01-5085 

01-5025 

01-5035 

01-5040 

01-5045 

01-5065 

01-1335 

01-2490 

01-5055 

01-1110 

01-1230 

01-1500 

01-1830 

01-1890 

01-5060 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal draft for distribution 

Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 

Internal draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 

Submit documentation to HQ for Internal draft PIR/NEPA Review 

HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 

SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 

FY07 Proj Mgt - Corps 

USFWS FY 07 

In-Progress Review 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 

Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-5070 17-Oct-06 0d 

17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 11d 

17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 9d 

30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 6d 

31-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 6d 

31-Oct-06 0d 

01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 6d 

09-Nov-06 14-Nov-06 2d 

14-Nov-06 05-Dec-06 12d 

05-Dec-06 0d 

05-Dec-06 24-Jan-07 33d 

24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 43d 

24-Jan-07 0d 

24-Jan-07 15-Feb-07 16d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Draft PIR/NEPA Published in Federal Register 

Public Review of Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 
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01-5095 

01-5290 

01-5360 

01-1105 

01-1835 

01-5295 

01-5365 

01-1505 

01-5075 

01-1225 

01-1895 

01-5100 

01-5090 

01-1565 

01-1545 

01-1570 

01-1125 

01-1205 

01-1480 

01-1540 

01-1575 

PIR Review Conference 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare Preliminary draft document 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) Receive 

Prepare Draft for distribution 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Release Draft PIR 

Notice of Availability in Federal Register 

Public Review of PIR/NEPA 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Respond to Public Comments on PIR 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1820 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

24-Jan-07 29-Jan-07 3d 

24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 2d 

24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 44d 

29-Jan-07 02-Apr-07 44d 

27-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 11d 

28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 11d 

02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 12d 

17-Apr-07 0d 

17-Apr-07 03-May-07 11d 

03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

03-May-07 17-May-07 10d 

03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

03-May-07 05-Jun-07 22d 

03-May-07 0d 

03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

03-May-07 06-Jun-07 23d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 

ITR Review/Certification 
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01-1905 

01-1910 

01-5320 

01-5370 

01-1915 

01-1485 

01-1210 

01-1825 

01-5325 

01-5375 

01-1900 

01-1555 

01-1580 

01-1095 

01-1120 

01-1215 

01-1490 

01-1550 

01-1810 

01-1940 

01-5300 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 

Preliminary Coordination with SAD 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare Draft Final for distribution 

Responses to Public Comments Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Final CAR 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID 

01-5390 

01-1115 

01-1130 

01-1585 

01-1495 

01-1100 

01-1220 

01-1815 

01-1945 

01-5305 

01-5395 

01-1560 

01-1590 

01-1615 

01-2385 

01-2410 

01-1630 

01-1315 

01-2375 

01-2415 

01-1595 

01-1030 

Start 

03-May-07 

17-May-07 

30-May-07 

05-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

06-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

09-Jul-07 

01-Oct-07 

02-Oct-07 

18-Oct-07 

09-Nov-07 

Finish 

06-Jun-07 

17-May-07 

04-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

13-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

13-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

13-Jun-07 

13-Jun-07 

20-Jun-07 

09-Jul-07 

16-Jul-07 

09-Jul-07 

02-Oct-07 

16-Jul-07 

15-Oct-07 

02-Oct-07 

18-Oct-07 

09-Nov-07 

13-Dec-07 

Original 

Duration 
23d 

0d 

11d 

16d 

11d 

6d 

11d 

6d 

11d 

6d 

6d 

0d 

11d 

16d 

0d 

60d 

0d 

10d 

0d 

12d 

15d 

22d 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Final USF&WS Coordination Act Report Received 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Draft Final PIR/NEPA 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Final Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 

Print and Distribute 1501 Submittal to State 

In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 

FS 1501 Submittal to FDEP with WQC Application 

State 1501 Review & Approval 

In-House Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 

FY08 Proj Mgt - Corps 

FS 1501 DEP Approval 

Incorporate State Comments 

ITR on Final Draft PIR 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-1190 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d 

09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 22d 

09-Nov-07 28-Nov-07 10d 

09-Nov-07 0d 

09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 24d 

09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 22d 

28-Nov-07 02-Jan-08 24d 

28-Nov-07 0d 

13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 11d 

14-Dec-07 02-Jan-08 12d 

17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d 

17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 11d 

02-Jan-08 07-Jan-08 3d 

03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d 

03-Jan-08 0d 

03-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 5d 

03-Jan-08 09-Jan-08 3d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Sponsor's Letter of Intent Received 

Prepare Final document 

Prepare Final Document 

Submit 1502 WQC Application 

Final PIR/NEPA Report Complete 

State and Agency Letters Signed and Received by District 
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01-1510 

01-1600 

01-1620 

01-1840 

01-1870 

01-5315 

01-5380 

01-1605 

01-1625 

01-1035 

01-1845 

01-5310 

01-5385 

01-1515 

01-1185 

01-1875 

01-2355 

01-1610 

01-1635 

01-1715 

01-1880 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

NFS Letter of Support and Financial Capability Statement 

ITR/Legal Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 

Prepare Preliminary Final Document 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Assemble Final PIR 

Prepare Final document 

Prepare Final document 

Prepare Final document 

Prepare Final document 

Prepare Final document 

DE Signature 

Coordination with SAD 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2360 07-Jan-08 07-Feb-08 22d 

09-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 2d 

10-Jan-08 0d 

10-Jan-08 17-Jan-08 5d 

17-Jan-08 29-Jan-08 6d 

29-Jan-08 29-Feb-08 22d 

29-Jan-08 0d 

07-Feb-08 09-May-08 65d 

29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 16d 

29-Feb-08 0d 

14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 6d 

21-Mar-08 01-Apr-08 7d 

21-Mar-08 0d 

01-Apr-08 08-Apr-08 5d 

01-Apr-08 0d 

08-Apr-08 0d 

08-Apr-08 17-Apr-08 7d 

17-Apr-08 18-Apr-08 1d 

17-Apr-08 0d 

17-Apr-08 02-Jun-08 31d 

17-Apr-08 08-May-08 15d 

18-Apr-08 0d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

1502 Application Completeness Review 

MSC Commander's Public Notice (Complete PIR) 

Agency Action Review 

Responses to Public Comments on Final PIR/NEPA Complete 

ROD Signed 
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01-1885 

01-1640 

01-1720 

01-1725 

01-1730 

01-1765 

01-2365 

01-1735 

01-1775 

01-1740 

01-1745 

01-1760 

01-1685 

01-1780 

01-1690 

01-1750 

01-1655 

01-1700 

01-1755 

01-2440 

01-1695 

Approval of Draft Operating Manual 

Mail Letters and Draft Final Report 

Publish in Federal Register 

State, Agency and Public Review 

Final PIR/NEPA Report Published in the Federal Register 

Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 

Washington Level Agency and Public Review Complete 

HQ/MSC Review Conference 

Policy Review Documentation 

Filing of Final PIR/NEPA Document 

PIR Assessment to CECW-PM 

Filing of Final NEPA Document Complete 

Chief's Report (before 9/30/07) 

Chief's Report Submitted to ASA(CW) 

ASA(CW) Review 

SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 

Record of Decision (ROD) Signed 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Gantt Chart for Current Phase 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Start Finish Original 

Duration 
01-2435 01-May-08 09-May-08 6d 

08-May-08 11-Jul-08 44d 

09-May-08 04-Jun-08 16d 

09-May-08 0d 

02-Jun-08 16-Jun-08 10d 

04-Jun-08 0d 

16-Jun-08 26-Aug-08 50d 

16-Jun-08 0d 

11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 15d 

01-Aug-08 14-Oct-08 50d 

26-Aug-08 17-Sep-08 15d 

17-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 70d 

17-Sep-08 20-Oct-08 22d 

17-Sep-08 0d 

01-Oct-08* 16-Oct-08 10d 

14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 15d 

04-Nov-08 09-Dec-08 22d 

31-Dec-08 03-Feb-09 22d 

06-Jan-09 21-Jan-09 10d 

03-Feb-09 24-Feb-09 14d 

03-Feb-09 0d 

24-Feb-09 0d 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

State WQC/Permits Received 

ASA (CW) Letter Submitted to Congress 

SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 

PIR Fiscal Closeout 
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01-2445 

01-2370 

01-2390 

01-1680 

01-2380 

01-1665 

01-1785 

01-2450 

01-2455 

01-1660 

01-1670 

01-1675 

01-1705 

01-2495 

01-2460 

01-2465 

01-1650 

01-2470 

01-1645 

01-1770 

01-1710 

Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 

Public Workshops for Rule Development 

Publish Notice of Intent and Draft Permit 

FS 1501 Reasonable Assurances Status Meeting 

ASA (CW) Memorandum to OMB 

OMB Review 

ASA(CW) Memorandum to OMB 

SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 

Review Period for Draft Rule 

Congressional Review 

Congressional Committee Approval TCNS 

ASA(CW) Report Submitted to Congress 

USFWS FY 08 

Notice of Change Published in FAW 

Congressional Authorization - LO 

File with the Florida Department of State 

President Signs WRDA 

President Signs Authorization 



  

  
   

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Appendix D Project Schedule 

TAB B � Project Milestone Report 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix D - 3 



 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Milestone Report 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name COE: 

Milestone 
COE: 
Milestone 
Reporting 

Finish 

01-3950 USF&WS Receipt of Planning Aid Letter 01C.L255 08-Feb-01 A 

01-5870 PMP Initiated 01C.L100 DPW 08-Mar-01 A 

01-5940 Initiate Project 08-Mar-01 A 

01-1020 PIR Initiated 01C.100 S DPW 12-Jul-01 A 

01-5860 SFWMD Approval PMP 01C.L170 DP 12-Jul-01 A 

01-5865 PMP Approved by Corps DDE (PM) 01C.160 F DPW 12-Jul-01 A 

01-5875 Work-In-Kind Letter Signed by District Engineer 01C.L180 D 12-Jul-01 A 

01-4405 PDT Kickoff Meeting 01C.L110 D 17-Dec-01 
A 

01-3845 Existing Conditions Defined 01C.P200 17-Jun-02 A 

01-4845 Goals & Objectives Complete 01C.P215 19-Jul-02 A 

01-4790 Notice of Intent to Prepare NEPA Issued 01C.L200 29-Jul-02 A 

01-4785 NEPA Scoping Meeting 01C.L205 DPW 14-Aug-02
A 

01-4905 Project Performance Measures Complete 01C.P220 DP 09-Oct-02 A 

01-3890 ITR of Inventory and Forecasted Conditions Complete 01C.P210 15-Nov-02 
A 

01-4775 PIR Initial In-Progress Review Meeting 01C.105 S DP 16-Dec-02 
A 

01-2475 LOWP PIR/EIS Start 27-May-03
A 

01-4100 Watershed Assessment Complete 25-Jul-03 A 

01-1150 RECOVER Review of Performance Measures 14-Aug-03
A 

01-2995 Approval to incorporate Lake Istokpoga Regulation Schedule Project into the LOW 
Project. 

15-Aug-03
A 

01-2805 Draft Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 25-Aug-03
A 

01-3450 Base Conditions and Initial Alternative Array Complete 01C.L210 D 24-Sep-03
A 

01-3575 Work Plan Completion 30-Sep-03
A 

01-3690 ITR Meeting with PDT for FSM 01C.L220 09-Apr-04 

01-3420 Preliminary Screening of Alternatives Complete 01C.L215 23-Apr-04 

01-2960 FSM Material Submitted to HQ 01C.L225 DP 17-May-04 

01-3715 Future Conditions Defined 01C.P205 25-Jun-04 

01-2965 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 01C.L230 DP 01-Jul-04 

01-2970 FSM Guidance Memorandum Received 01C.L235 DP 16-Jul-04 

01-5210 Final Array of Alternatives Selected 01C.L240 D 03-Jun-05 

01-2030 RECOVER Evaluation of Alternatives Complete 01C.L280 D 12-Sep-05 

01-3660 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening Complete 01C.L260 24-Oct-05 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Milestone Report 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name COE: 

Milestone 
COE: 
Milestone 
Reporting 

Finish 

01-3665 ITR/PDT Meeting Final Screening Comments 01C.L275 DP 08-Nov-05 

01-3645 ITR/PDT Pre-AFB Meeting 01C.P225 16-Dec-05 

01-2335 Submit AFB documentation to HQ/SA 01C.122 F DP 19-Dec-05 

01-2255 Final Screening/Tentatively Selected Plan Complete 01C.L265 DW 06-Feb-06 

01-2340 Alternative Formulation Briefing / Site Visit 01C.124 S DP 06-Feb-06 

01-2400 PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Meeting 01C.L245 DP 09-Feb-06 

01-2345 AFB Guidance Memorandum Received 01C.126 F DP 21-Feb-06 

01-5175 Baseline Cost Estimate Approved 01C.150 F DP 23-Feb-06 

01-2405 PIR/FS 1501 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter Received 01C.L250 DP 24-Feb-06 

01-5400 Water Reservations Identified by Local Sponsor 01C.L270 27-Feb-06 

01-2395 PIR/FS 1501 Meeting with FDEP 01C.L295 D 03-Mar-06 

01-1040 Submit Draft USF&WS Coordination Act Report 01C.L285 P 24-Apr-06 

01-4990 In-House Review of 1st draft PIR/NEPA Complete 01C.L300 13-Jun-06 

01-4995 RET PIR Evaluation Report Complete 01C.L315 29-Jun-06 

01-5030 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft Complete 01C.P230 DPW 29-Jun-06 

01-3680 ITR on Internal Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 01C.L320 17-Jul-06 

01-5025 Internal draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 01C.L290 DPW 18-Aug-06 

01-5065 HQ Policy Review Complete 01C.128 F P 27-Sep-06 

01-5070 PIR Review Conference 01C.130 S DP 17-Oct-06 

01-5075 Project Guidance Memorandum (IPR) Receive 01C.140 F DP 31-Oct-06 

01-1545 Draft PIR/NEPA Published in Federal Register 01C.L325 DPW 05-Dec-06 

01-1540 Public Review of Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 01C.145 S PW 24-Jan-07 

01-1555 Responses to Public Comments Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 01C.L335 17-Apr-07 

01-1550 ITR Review/Certification 01C.L330 03-May-07 

01-1115 Final USF&WS Coordination Act Report Received 01C.L340 17-May-07 

01-1560 Final Draft PIR/NEPA Report Complete 01C.L345 DPW 20-Jun-07 

01-2385 FS 1501 Submittal to FDEP with WQC Application 01C.L350 09-Jul-07 

01-1630 In-House Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 01C.P235 D 16-Jul-07 

01-2375 FS 1501 DEP Approval 01C.L380 DPW 02-Oct-07 

01-1620 ITR/Legal Review of Final Draft PIR/NEPA Complete 01C.L370 DP 09-Nov-07 

01-1625 Sponsor's Letter of Intent Received 01C.L375 DPW 28-Nov-07 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Milestone Report 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name COE: 

Milestone 
COE: 
Milestone 
Reporting 

Finish 

01-1635 Final PIR/NEPA Report Complete 01C.165 F DPW 03-Jan-08 

01-1640 MSC Commander's Public Notice (Complete PIR) 01C.170 F DPW 10-Jan-08 

01-5815 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - TCNS 01C.400 S DP 10-Jan-08 

01-5820 Technical Document (TD) Initiated - LO 01C.400 S DP 10-Jan-08 

01-1765 Final PIR/NEPA Report Published in the Federal Register 01C.L385 DPW 29-Jan-08 

01-1775 Washington Level Agency and Public Review Complete 01C.180 S DPW 29-Feb-08 

01-1760 Responses to Public Comments on Final PIR/NEPA Complete 01C.L390 21-Mar-08 

01-1780 PIR Assessment to CECW-PM 01C.182 F DP 01-Apr-08 

01-1690 Filing of Final NEPA Document Complete 01C.310 F DPW 08-Apr-08 

01-1700 Chief's Report Submitted to ASA(CW) 01C.330 F DP 17-Apr-08 

01-1695 Record of Decision (ROD) Signed 01C.320 F DPW 18-Apr-08 

01-2390 FS 1501 Reasonable Assurances Status Meeting 01C.L355 D 09-May-08 

01-2380 State WQC/Permits Received 01C.300 F DP 04-Jun-08 

01-1785 ASA(CW) Memorandum to OMB 01C.175 F DP 16-Jun-08 

01-1705 ASA(CW) Report Submitted to Congress 01C.340 F DP 17-Sep-08 

01-5770 PCA Initiated - TCNS 01C.L400 DP 20-Oct-08 

01-5785 P&S Approval - TCNS 01C.590 F DPW 23-Jan-09 

01-5780 PCA Executed - TCNS 01C.690 F DPW 28-Jan-09 

01-1770 PIR Fiscal Closeout 01C.L395 DP 03-Feb-09 

01-1710 President Signs Authorization 01C.350 F DPW 24-Feb-09 

01-5775 PCA Initiated - LO 01C.L400 DP 24-Feb-09 

01-5745 PCA Executed - LO 01C.690 F DPW 30-Jul-09 

01-1010 Construction Contract Advertised - TCNS 01C.950 F DPW 01-Sep-09 

01-5840 RE Acquisition Complete - TCNS 01C.780 F P 01-Sep-09 

01-5975 Complete Real Estate Certification- TCNS 01C.790 F PW 01-Sep-09 

01-5985 Construction Contract Awarded - TCNS 01C.960 F DPW 01-Sep-09 

01-5800 P&S Approval - LO 01C.590 F DPW 03-Aug-10 

01-1015 Construction Contract Advertised - LO 01C.950 F DPW 14-Oct-10 

01-5845 RE Acquisition Complete - LO 01C.780 F P 14-Oct-10 

01-5980 Complete Real Estate Certification - LO 01C.790 F PW 14-Oct-10 

01-5990 Construction Contract Awarded - LO 01C.960 F DPW 14-Oct-10 
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CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Milestone Report 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name 

01-5640 Monitoring O&M Complete 

01-5555 Monitoring Implementation Complete 

01-5420 Project Complete 

COE: 
Milestone 

01C.990 F 

COE: Finish 
Milestone 
Reporting 

27-Sep-12 

28-Sep-12 

DPW 02-Mar-15 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

APPENDIX E: PROJECT COST ESTIMATE AND BUDGET 

TAB A � Total Project Cost Summary 

TAB B � Fully Funded Cost Estimate (Post PIR) 

TAB C � Cost Listing by Agency/Organizational Unit 

TAB D � Projected Annual Budget 

TAB E � Projected Cash Flow Curve 

TAB F � Contingency Summary andStatus 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB A � Total Project Cost Summary 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 2 



01  CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed
01.1  PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN (PMP)
01.2  PROJECT IMPLEMENTA
01.4  WATER RESERVATIONS (WR)
01.5  PLANS & SPECIFICA
01.6  PROJECT COOPERA
01.7  REAL ESTATE (RE)
01.8  CONSTRUCTION (CONS)
01.B  PROJECT IMPLEMENTA
01.C  PROJECT CLOSE-OUT (CO)

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Total Proejct Cost Summary 25-Feb-04 
Activity ID Activity Name Start Finish Budgeted Total 

Cost 

01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 08-Feb-01 A 02-Mar-15 $455,956,728 

01.1 PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN (PMP) 08-Mar-01 A 26-Feb-07 $181,900 

01.2 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT (PIR) 08-Feb-01 A 24-Feb-09 $11,131,525 

01.4 WATER RESERVATIONS (WR) 06-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $65,634 

01.5 PLANS & SPECIFICATIONS (P&S) 10-Jan-08 03-Aug-10 $6,075,000 

01.6 PROJECT COOPERATION AGREEMENT (PCA) 20-Oct-08 30-Jul-09 $0 

01.7 REAL ESTATE (RE) 12-Jul-01 A 14-Oct-10 $234,768,000 

01.8 CONSTRUCTION (CONS) 01-Sep-09 28-Feb-14 $185,377,842 

01.B PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING (PIM) 12-Jul-01 A 02-Mar-15 $18,356,827 

01.C PROJECT CLOSE-OUT (CO) 02-Mar-15 02-Mar-15 $0 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB B � Fully Funded Cost Estimate (Post PIR Only) 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB C � Cost Listing by Agency/Organizational Unit 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 4 



  

  
   

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

    
 

  
 

Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TABLE E-C-1: COST LISTING BY AGENCY / ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT 

Work Phase USACE SFWMD 

PMP $129,100 $52,800 

PIR $2,376,814 $8,754,711 

Water Reservations $2,334 $63,300 

Plans & Specs $6,075,000 $0 

Real Estate $0 $234,768,000 

Construction $185,377,842 $0 

PIM ** $15,312,229 $3,044,598 

Total Cost $209,273,319 $246,683,409 

*Includes Contingencies and Programmatic Contributions
  ** PIM is Project Implementation Monitoring 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 5 



  

  
   

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB D � Projected Annual Budget 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 6 



                              
                      

25-Feb-04 

App E, Tab D - Projected Annual Budget - EPJV tessssst 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

DEPARTMENT 

Budgeted Cost 
01-Oct-00 - 30-Sep-15 

FY2000-2001 FY2001-2002 FY2002-2003 FY2003-2004 FY2004-2005 FY2005-2006 FY2006-2007 FY2007-2008 FY2008-2009 FY2009-2010 FY2010-2011 FY2011-2012 FY2012-2013 FY2013-2014 FY2014-2015 Total 

US Army Corps of Engineers - 
Jacksonville District 
Construction Branch 
CO-C Labor/Other 
CT-C Labor/Other 
CT-E Labor/Other 
CT-S Labor/Other 
DP-O Labor/Other 
DP-O Other Districts 
DP-O Other Agencies 
RECOVER Branch 
DP-R Labor/Other 
EN-C Labor/Other 
EN-D Labor/Other 
EN-D AE Services 
EN-G Labor/Other 
EN-G Other Agencies 
EN-H Labor/Other 
EN-H AE Services 
EN-T Labor/Other 
EN-VE Labor/Other 
PD-D Labor/Other 
PD-E Labor/Other 
PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 
PD-P Labor/Other 
PD-R Labor/Other 
RE-A Labor/Other 
South Florida Water Management 
District 
Ruth P Clements 
Jeffrey B. McLemore 
Henry F. Bittaker 
Akintunde O. Owosina 
Hiscock, Jenni M. 
SFWMD 
Brown, Robert M. 
Lehr, Victoria H. 
Ray, Susan A. 
Chimney, Michael J. 
Mtundu, Nangantani D. 
Newman, Jana M. 
Albers, E. Joseph 
Wilson, Craig E. 
Littlejohn III, Blair R. 
Cadavid, Luis G. 
Kugler, Zan 
Lindstorm, Linda J. 
Tarboton, Kenneth 
Bechtel, Timothy J. 
Guardo, Mariano 

$110,000 $110,000 

$1,920,550 $23,528,947 $58,823,364 $49,782,889 $36,582,423 $14,739,668 $185,377,842 

$4,000 $3,620 $9,160 $640 $1,280 $18,700 

$500 $500 

$0 

$1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $9,000 

$125,000 $100,000 $60,000 $61,280 $40,000 $386,280 

$0 

$0 

$15,000 $15,000 

$4,000 $29,000 $44,300 $4,800 $1,600 $83,700 

$2,500 $21,500 $14,500 $38,500 

$20,000 $94,000 $45,000 $20,000 $2,941,170 $2,302,567 $835,263 $6,258,000 

$73,846 $73,846 

$24,616 $9,812 $101,500 $27,085 $78,318 $43,964 $8,699 $293,994 

$1,261,350 $1,607,934 $1,583,701 $1,558,779 $1,539,314 $1,542,421 $1,558,778 $1,537,762 $1,537,762 $1,552,926 $15,280,727 

$143 $637 $1,818 $80,000 $47,110 $103,965 $13,715 $15,350 $262,738 

$15,000 $15,000 

$2,000 $2,000 

$3,126 $6,622 $61,292 $71,040 

$41,000 $36,153 $37,016 $114,169 

$7,738 $1,411 $633 $45,000 $44,540 $62,641 $23,454 $2,100 $187,517 

$95,000 $115,851 $97,706 $31,206 $35,091 $374,854 

$22,000 $13,997 $35,997 

$3,178 $1,382 $1,917 $44,616 $45,232 $72,090 $57,015 $28,385 $253,815 

$1,500 $1,500 $5,900 $900 $300 $10,100 

$3,150 $19,650 $35,625 $3,600 $1,200 $63,225 

$1,000 $2,240 $4,800 $1,200 $450 $9,690 

$7,800 $6,600 $900 $15,300 

$1,109 $31,602 $8,400 $11,640 $3,840 $56,591 

$1,200 $1,200 

$7,500 $7,500 

$900 $900 

$11,275 $8,400 $8,400 $3,840 $31,915 

$60 $600 $5,100 $900 $6,660 

$0 

$2,467 $7,801 $25,800 $6,600 $900 $43,568 

$0 

$2,467 $3,533 $6,000 

$3,613 $31,580 $39,346 $78,062 $79,757 $67,856 $58,526 $57,787 $57,557 $57,557 $57,557 $36,012 $2,544 $627,752 

$715 $6,315 $6,860 $1,500 $15,390 

$0 

$18,000 $2,400 $20,400 

$900 $7,200 $1,800 $1,500 $11,400 

$150 $772 $1,146 $1,445 $1,439 $1,434 $1,434 $1,445 $1,439 $1,439 $1,439 $902 $64 $14,550 

$607 $4,313 $2,400 $7,320 

$7,611 $11,082 $29,973 $19,783 $19,726 $15,226 $14,441 $14,383 $14,383 $14,383 $8,998 $636 $170,625 

$8,943 $22,800 $10,530 $1,200 $43,473 
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25-Feb-04 

App E, Tab D - Projected Annual Budget - EPJV tessssst 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

DEPARTMENT 

Budgeted Cost 
01-Oct-00 - 30-Sep-15 

FY2000-2001 FY2001-2002 FY2002-2003 FY2003-2004 FY2004-2005 FY2005-2006 FY2006-2007 FY2007-2008 FY2008-2009 FY2009-2010 FY2010-2011 FY2011-2012 FY2012-2013 FY2013-2014 FY2014-2015 Total 

Sweazy, Christopher L. 
Denick, Jude L. 
Barascout, Gerardo R. 
Chang, Frank C. 
Gray, Susan 
O'Dell, Kim M. 
Patino, Jorge R. 
Zhao, Yanling 
Smith, Lisa B. 
Startzman, J. Robb 
Hayden, Ralph E. 
Hornung, Lewis I. 
Otero, Jose M. 
Whalen, Benita M. 
Zhang, Jinhui 
Kosier, Thomas 
Cohen, David L. 
Rogers, Dennis J. 
Rodriguez, Daisy M. 
Schaeffer, Robert A. 
Barkhurst, Eric W. 
McKee Jr., J.K. 
Goforth, Gary F. 
Damisse, Emile 
Abtew, Wossenu 
Pry, Stanley L. 
Kukleski, Robert M. 
Simpson, Wanda C. 
Villapando, Rodolfo R. 
Mo, Cheol 
Lavery, Donna 
Barletto, Missie 
Ritter, Gary J. 
Woehlcke, Louis C. 
Morgan Jr, John J. 
Beidl, Lisa A. 
Ross, Cecile I. 
Rock, John P. 
Colborn, Erin R. 
Medri, Alessandra 
Pro Fees / Consulting Services 
Pro Fees (CCNA) - Construct 
Proj. 
Travel - Consultants 
Leased Employee Contract Svcs. 

Parts / Supplies / Expense -
Office 
Land Acquisition Assoc Costs 
Travel - Dist Bus 

$251 $7,617 $7,868 

$0 

$1,234 $34,340 $52,830 $19,869 $1,200 $109,473 

$118 $13 $1,287 $4,040 $5,458 

$251 $16,754 $10,800 $9,000 $3,840 $3,480 $900 $45,025 

$5,468 $4,800 $9,000 $19,268 

$68 $10,200 $6,600 $16,868 

$5,739 $4,581 $10,320 

$7,500 $10,800 $600 $18,900 

$150 $772 $1,146 $1,445 $1,439 $1,434 $1,434 $1,445 $1,439 $1,439 $1,439 $902 $64 $14,550 

$715 $10,515 $8,660 $2,100 $21,990 

$63,134 $198,093 $94,725 $168,580 $149,684 $85,646 $73,119 $37,967 $12,633 $7,195 $7,195 $4,500 $318 $902,790 

$3,809 $4,812 $50,079 $68,517 $73,176 $73,116 $37,967 $12,633 $7,195 $7,195 $4,500 $318 $343,318 

$2,484 $36,167 $19,200 $12,845 $3,840 $2,580 $77,116 

$525 $130 $3,477 $28,668 $22,800 $10,530 $1,200 $67,330 

$4,230 $17,400 $13,200 $1,200 $36,030 

$0 

$130 $2,870 $6,000 $9,000 

$0 

$0 

$607 $3,113 $1,320 $5,040 

$0 

$3,715 $21,015 $6,860 $1,500 $33,090 

$568 $15,436 $17,468 $32,229 $32,263 $31,812 $22,572 $22,754 $22,663 $22,663 $22,663 $11,913 $636 $255,640 

$568 $15,436 $17,468 $47,829 $35,863 $31,812 $22,572 $22,754 $22,663 $22,663 $22,663 $11,913 $636 $274,840 

$0 

$1,234 $15,566 $2,400 $6,120 $25,320 

$600 $7,200 $7,920 $900 $16,620 

$6,407 $5,400 $5,400 $900 $18,107 

$568 $7,818 $11,656 $37,773 $17,683 $19,726 $15,226 $14,441 $14,383 $14,383 $14,383 $8,998 $636 $177,675 

$14,082 $5,418 $2,400 $21,900 

$10,675 $13,200 $10,440 $3,840 $10,320 $48,475 

$568 $4,017 $7,506 $32,275 $51,540 $16,963 $7,963 $4,156 $4,140 $4,140 $4,140 $1,457 $138,866 

$3,450 $4,050 $1,234 $30,209 $30,000 $11,640 $80,583 

$0 

$3,809 $5,875 $35,432 $35,940 $20,563 $7,963 $4,156 $4,140 $4,140 $4,140 $1,457 $127,616 

$1,200 $3,960 $2,820 $7,980 

$715 $20,115 $8,060 $2,100 $30,990 

$0 

$15,228 $17,237 $46,704 $34,182 $37,907 $28,667 $28,897 $28,782 $28,782 $28,782 $18,007 $1,272 $314,447 

$14,675 $419,678 $1,146,307 $1,351,695 $2,256,609 $860,110 $183,916 $13,800 $6,246,791 

$0 

$116,800 $116,800 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
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25-Feb-04 

App E, Tab D - Projected Annual Budget - EPJV tessssst 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

DEPARTMENT 

Budgeted Cost 
01-Oct-00 - 30-Sep-15 

FY2000-2001 FY2001-2002 FY2002-2003 FY2003-2004 FY2004-2005 FY2005-2006 FY2006-2007 FY2007-2008 FY2008-2009 FY2009-2010 FY2010-2011 FY2011-2012 FY2012-2013 FY2013-2014 FY2014-2015 Total 

(Non-Train/Conf) 
Land & Land Improvements 
Field Equipment 
Usgs Dept Of Interior 

$58,984,310 $169,805,134 $5,978,556 $234,768,000 

$845,000 $845,000 

$73,464 $106,950 $27,157 $207,572 

$322,508 $883,991 $3,658,769 $4,530,465 $5,306,056 $3,774,568 $2,352,794 $4,866,994 $65,000,952 $195,894,087 $66,526,662 $51,446,375 $36,589,544 $14,739,668 $455,893,434Total 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB E � Project Cash Flow Curve 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 7 



CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed Appendix E Tab E 
Project Cash Flow Curve 
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Appendix E Project Cost Estimate and Budget 

TAB F � Contingency Summary andStatus 

Once CERP guidance and standardized report instructions are developed and 
approved, the Contingency Summary and Status Report will be placed in 
Appendix E, Tab F. 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix E - 8 



   
   

  
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
 

Appendix F Functional Area Plan 

APPENDIX F: FUNCTIONAL AREA PLAN 

TAB A - Acti vities by Agency, Organizational Unit & Resource 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
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Appendix F Functional Area Plan 

TAB A � Acti vities by Agency, Organizational Unit & Resource 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
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App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

25-Feb-04 

WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

US Army Corps of Engineers - Jacksonville District 
USACE-SAJ_(DE).US Army Corps of 01-5850 PMP - Corps Rollup 
Engineers - Jacksonville District 

08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$110,000 

$110,000 

Construction Branch 
CO-C.Construction Branch 01-1000 Construction - TCNS 0d 01-Sep-09 27-Apr-12 $62,325,240 

CO-C.Construction Branch 01-1005 Construction - LO 0d 14-Oct-10 28-Feb-14 $123,052,602 

Resource Summary $185,377,842 

CO-C Labor/Other 
CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 0d 17-Apr-07 03-May-07 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 0d 18-Oct-07 09-Nov-07 $1,280 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $1,380 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 432d 07-May-04 13-May-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 432d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $640 
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25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $250 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $500 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5115 VE Team Meeting 71d 06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5125 Prepare Value Engineering Document and
Recommendations 

39d 13-Apr-06 01-May-06 $640 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $1,380 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $1,380 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $320 

CO-C HL.CO-C Labor/Other 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 $640 

Resource Summary $18,700 

CT-C Labor/Other 
CT-C HL.CT-C Labor/Other 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 $500 
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25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

CT-C HL.CT-C Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $0 

CT-C HL.CT-C Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $0 

Resource Summary $500 

CT-E Labor/Other 
CT-E HL.CT-E Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

Resource Summary $0 

CT-S Labor/Other 
CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5560 USGS Project OVersight Year 7 601d 01-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5565 USGS Project OVersight Year 8 601d 01-Oct-09 30-Sep-10 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5570 USGS Project Oversight Year 9 601d 01-Oct-10 30-Sep-11 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5575 USGS Project Oversight Year 10 601d 03-Oct-11 28-Sep-12 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5590 USGS Project Oversight Year 2 601d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5595 USGS Project Oversight Year 3 601d 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5600 USGS Project Oversight Year 4 601d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5605 USGS Project Oversight Year 5 601d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $1,000 

CT-S HL.CT-S Labor/Other 01-5610 USGS Project Oversight Year 6 601d 01-Oct-07 30-Sep-08 $1,000 

Resource Summary $9,000 

DP-O Labor/Other 
DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1315 FY08 Proj Mgt - Corps 382d 01-Oct-07 15-Oct-07 $40,000 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1320 FY04 Proj Mgt - Corps 382d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $125,000 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1325 FY05 Proj Mgt - Corps 382d 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 $100,000 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1330 FY06 Proj Mgt - Corps 382d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $60,000 
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25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1335 FY07 Proj Mgt - Corps 382d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $60,000 

DP-O HL.DP-O Labor/Other 01-1565 Notice of Availability in Federal Register 0d 14-Nov-06 04-Dec-06 $1,280 

Resource Summary $386,280 

DP-O Other Districts 
DP-O OD.DP-O Other Districts 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

DP-O Other Agencies 
DP-O OA.DP-O Other Agencies 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

RECOVER Branch 
DP-R.RECOVER Branch 01-5715 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 12-Mar-02 

A 
11-Apr-02 A $15,000 

Resource Summary $15,000 

DP-R Labor/Other 
DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $4,000 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 $29,000 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $7,500 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 $8,000 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06 $12,800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06 $12,800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 12d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1175 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 0d 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1185 Prepare Final document 0d 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1190 Prepare Preliminary Final document 0d 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1195 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1205 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $800 
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25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1210 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1215 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 0d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1220 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-1230 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 $800 

DP-R HL.DP-R Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $0 

Resource Summary $83,700 

EN-C Labor/Other 
EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 38d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $10,000 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $11,500 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $1,500 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $1,500 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $1,500 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,000 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $1,500 

EN-C HL.EN-C Labor/Other 01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 43d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $10,000 

Resource Summary $38,500 

EN-D Labor/Other 
EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $5,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $1,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $1,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $5,000 
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App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1835 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $3,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1845 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $1,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $12,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $8,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-1865 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-2000 Field data Collection Plan 79d 26-Apr-04 25-May-04 $8,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 219d 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 432d 07-May-04 13-May-04 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 432d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3055 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 0d 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $12,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $50,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $3,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3085 Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30% design document 0d 27-Jan-05 11-Feb-05 $3,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $6,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $4,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $3,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $3,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $2,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-5790 Plans & Specs - TCNS 154d 10-Jan-08 23-Jan-09 $511,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-5795 Plans & Specs - LO 50d 30-Jul-09 03-Aug-10 $1,008,000 

Page 6 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-5805 DDR - TCNS 19d 10-Jan-08 30-Dec-08 $1,532,000 

EN-D HL.EN-D Labor/Other 01-5810 DDR - LO 0d 10-Jan-08 30-Jul-09 $3,024,000 

Resource Summary $6,258,000 

EN-D AE Services 
EN-D AE.EN-D AE Services 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

EN-D AE.EN-D AE Services 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 $73,846 

Resource Summary $73,846 

EN-G Labor/Other 
EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04 $0 

A 
EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1035 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1080 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 0d 24-Apr-06 10-May-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1090 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1100 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1130 Prepare draft Final for distribution 13d 17-May-07 04-Jun-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 12d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1185 Prepare Final document 0d 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1200 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1210 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1220 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1235 Review Gov't Est Corps 20-Aug-01 06-Sep-01 A $2,052 
A 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1255 Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A $30,096 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1485 Prepare draft Final for distribution 5d 27-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1495 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 1d 05-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1505 Prepare draft for distribution 1d 31-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1515 Prepare Final document 1d 14-Dec-07 02-Jan-08 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1525 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 1d 01-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1535 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 12d 07-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 16-Jul-07 $3,990 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 
team, and A&E, as necessary 

162d 14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1835 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1845 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1865 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1875 Prepare Final Document 0d 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1895 Prepare Draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1900 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 0d 02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1935 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1945 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1985 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 22d 11-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 79d 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 $900 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-1995 Prepare Final design Recommendations 79d 29-Jul-04 11-Aug-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2000 Field data Collection Plan 79d 26-Apr-04 25-May-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2010 Geotechnical data Collection 79d 26-May-04 25-Jun-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $716 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe
weather conditions 

35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2195 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 38d 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 $716 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2200 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 0d 12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $716 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 44d 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2325 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 0d 19-Dec-05 24-Jan-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $1,916 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2535 Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 193d 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 $2,148 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 $600 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $6,445 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2750 Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

163d 15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2855 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 79d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2895 Evaluate WAM Model Results 10-Feb-04 
A 

17-Feb-04 A $5,932 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 

01-2905 

01-2910 

01-2920 

PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 
Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

0d 

47d 

01-Apr-04 

28-Apr-04 

26-Feb-04 

14-Apr-04 

04-May-04 

26-Feb-04 A 

$1,432 

$1,200 

$1,200 

Page 9 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

A 
EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2975 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 432d 18-May-04 17-Jun-04 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-2980 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 432d 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3035 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation 
Criteriactivity 

245d 14-Apr-04 27-Apr-04 $1,432 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $5,835 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $3,600 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $6,445 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3170 Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan document 0d 18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3175 Conduct Preliminary Optimization 151d 12-Jan-04 
A 

15-Mar-04 $2,148 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $5,835 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3310 USACE Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $6,445 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3395 Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 79d 12-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $1,945 
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WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $2,400 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $3,990 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $2,400 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $2,400 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,945 
Conditions 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5040 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 0d 24-Aug-06 27-Sep-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5045 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5055 In-Progress Review 0d 05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $3,600 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $3,890 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,200 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A $2,280 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 285d 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 $1,375 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 285d 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 220d 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 $1,946 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 220d 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-5965 PIR PMP Revision - Corps Rollup 285d 14-Nov-06 17-Nov-06 $1,945 

EN-G HL.EN-G Labor/Other 01-3320 Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 07-Nov-03 18-Dec-03 A $1,945 
A 

Resource Summary $293,994 

EN-G Other Agencies 
EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 

01-AC20 

01-5440 

01-5445 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 2 

Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 3 

2599d 

601d 

601d 

01-Oct-03 
A 
01-Oct-03 
A 
01-Oct-04 

30-Sep-04 

30-Sep-04 

30-Sep-05 

$0 

$300,000 

$377,074 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5450 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 4 601d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $352,152 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5455 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 5 601d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $331,136 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5460 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 6 601d 01-Oct-07 30-Sep-08 $335,795 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5465 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 7 601d 01-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 $352,152 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5470 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 8 601d 01-Oct-09 30-Sep-10 $331,136 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5475 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 9 601d 01-Oct-10 30-Sep-11 $331,136 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5480 Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 10 601d 03-Oct-11 28-Sep-12 $347,493 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5485 Water Quality Sampling 2 601d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $819,825 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5490 Water Quality Sampling 3 601d 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 $1,067,852 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5495 Water Quality Sampling 4 601d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $1,067,851 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5500 Water Quality Sampling 5 601d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $1,067,852 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5505 Water Quality Sampling 6 601d 01-Oct-07 30-Sep-08 $1,067,851 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5510 Water Quality Sampling 7 601d 01-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 $1,067,851 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5515 Water Quality Sampling 8 601d 01-Oct-09 30-Sep-10 $1,067,851 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5520 Water Quality Sampling 9 601d 01-Oct-10 30-Sep-11 $1,067,851 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5525 Water Quality Sampling 10 601d 03-Oct-11 28-Sep-12 $1,065,107 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5540 Purchase equipment 01-Nov-02 
A 

30-Sep-03 A $842,090 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5545 Purchase supplies & materials 01-Nov-02 
A 

30-Sep-03 A $39,600 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5550 Construction of monitoring sites 01-Nov-02 
A 

30-Sep-03 A $229,880 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5560 USGS Project OVersight Year 7 601d 01-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5565 USGS Project OVersight Year 8 601d 01-Oct-09 30-Sep-10 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5570 USGS Project Oversight Year 9 601d 01-Oct-10 30-Sep-11 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5575 USGS Project Oversight Year 10 601d 03-Oct-11 28-Sep-12 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5580 Instrumentation of Monitoring Stations 01-Jul-03 A 30-Sep-03 A $72,610 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5585 USGS Project Over sight Year 1 01-Apr-03
A 

30-Sep-03 A $68,540 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5590 USGS Project Oversight Year 2 601d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5595 USGS Project Oversight Year 3 601d 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 $86,862 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5600 USGS Project Oversight Year 4 601d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5605 USGS Project Oversight Year 5 601d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5610 USGS Project Oversight Year 6 601d 01-Oct-07 30-Sep-08 $86,862 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5645 Data Interpretation and reporting 2 0d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $51,914 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5650 Data Interpretation and reporting 3 0d 01-Oct-04 30-Sep-05 $51,913 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5655 Data Interpretation and reporting 4 0d 03-Oct-05 29-Sep-06 $51,914 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5660 Data Interpretation and reporting 5 0d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $53,464 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5665 Data Interpretation and reporting 6 0d 01-Oct-07 30-Sep-08 $51,913 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5670 Data Interpretation and reporting 7 0d 01-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 $51,913 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5675 Data Interpretation and reporting 8 0d 01-Oct-09 30-Sep-10 $51,913 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5680 Data Interpretation and reporting 9 0d 01-Oct-10 30-Sep-11 $51,913 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5685 Data Interpretation and reporting 10 0d 03-Oct-11 27-Sep-12 $53,464 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5690 Data Interpretation and Reporting 1 11-Sep-03
A 

30-Sep-03 A $8,630 

EN-G OA.EN-G Other Agencies 01-5970 USGS FY03 Invoices 601d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $349,333 

Resource Summary $15,280,727 

EN-H Labor/Other 
EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $1,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 $1,950 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 $225 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06 $1,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 12d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $600 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1575 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 43d 24-Jan-07 15-Feb-07 $2,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 0d 17-Apr-07 03-May-07 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 0d 18-Oct-07 09-Nov-07 $375 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1735 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 0d 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 $2,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1740 HQ/MSC Review Conference 0d 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 $4,400 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1790 Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water
levels and budgets, as required 

167d 14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 
team, and A&E, as necessary 

162d 14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1800 Provide input for operational performance measures 43d 14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 $375 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 52d 06-Feb-06 10-Feb-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 0d 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 $2,250 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1875 Prepare Final Document 0d 17-Dec-07 03-Jan-08 $375 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1880 Coordination with SAD 154d 03-Jan-08 09-Jan-08 $375 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1885 Approval of Draft Operating Manual 154d 09-Jan-08 10-Jan-08 $375 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 0d 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1895 Prepare Draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1900 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 0d 02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1905 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 0d 24-Jan-07 29-Jan-07 $3,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1910 Preliminary Coordination with SAD 1d 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 0d 29-Jan-07 02-Apr-07 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 39d 01-May-06 04-May-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1925 Support for Water Quality Certification 20d 29-Jun-06 06-Jul-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 0d 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1935 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 0d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $2,250 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1945 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $375 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1950 Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 42d 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1955 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and 
Operations of Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

40d 06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 $3,750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1960 Coordinate with A&E as necessary to begin preparation of
Operating Manual 

22d 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 $3,750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1970 Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and
Interim Operations 

52d 13-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 $7,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1975 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water 
Reservations/Allocations and Savings Clause Compliance 

29d 27-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $750 
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EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual &
Interim Operations 

22d 14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 $750 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-1985 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 22d 11-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2020 Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 17-Jul-03 A 14-Aug-03 A $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $4,815 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2225 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $9,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 0d 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2350 AFB Preparation 67d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $9,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 11-Jul-08 $5,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2550 Engineering evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 193d 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 $2,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 $600 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $465 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $2,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $600 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $2,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $3,365 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $3,365 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 219d 16-Apr-04 17-May-04 $1,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 219d 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 $2,900 
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EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2775 Prepare technical summaries of input/output/boundary data 219d 25-Sep-03
A 

15-Apr-04 $1,450 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2780 Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 219d 25-Sep-03
A 

15-Apr-04 $1,450 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2955 ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 441d 02-Jul-04 02-Jul-04 $1,450 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-2980 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 432d 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $7,150 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $639 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $3,365 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3310 USACE Review of Preliminary Draft Evaluation Strategy 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $3,300 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,915 

Page 16 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $1,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3340 Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 25-Sep-03
A 

17-Dec-03 A $725 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $2,500 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $225 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $3,600 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $300 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $8,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $225 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $450 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $8,200 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-4960 Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 163d 15-Jun-04 15-Jun-04 $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-4965 Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 39d 15-Dec-04 15-Dec-04 $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5000 RECOVER-RET Review of 1st draft PIR 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 $11,000 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5045 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 $1,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $4,400 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 $4,400 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $1,190 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $4,815 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 $4,100 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $1,915 

EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 $1,915 
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EN-H HL.EN-H Labor/Other 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$789 

$262,738 

EN-H AE Services 
EN-H AE.EN-H AE Services 01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 219d 16-Apr-04 17-May-04 

Resource Summary 

$15,000 

$15,000 

EN-T Labor/Other 
EN-T HL.EN-T Labor/Other 

EN-T HL.EN-T Labor/Other 

01-AC20 

01-1025 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

PIR - Corps Rollup 

2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04
A 
12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 

$0 

$0 

EN-T HL.EN-T Labor/Other 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 

Resource Summary 

$2,000 

$2,000 

EN-VE Labor/Other 
EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

01-AC20 

01-1025 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

PIR - Corps Rollup 

2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04
A 
12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 

$0 

$0 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

EN-VE HL.EN-VE Labor/Other 

01-5105 

01-5110 

01-5115 

01-5120 

01-5125 

01-5130 

Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 

VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 
meetings total) 
VE Team Meeting 

Value Engineering Workshop 

Prepare Value Engineering Document and
Recommendations 
Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 

71d 

-89d 

71d 

39d 

39d 

43d 

15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 

15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 

06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 

04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 

13-Apr-06 01-May-06 

01-May-06 16-May-06 

Resource Summary 

$5,000 

$10,490 

$5,500 

$41,500 

$1,050 

$7,500 

$71,040 

PD-D Labor/Other 
PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 

01-AC20 

01-1025 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

PIR - Corps Rollup 

2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04
A 
12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 

$0 

$0 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2120 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 
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PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2125 Evaluate impacts to navigation 37d 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2130 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2135 Estimate present value change in regional income 26d 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2140 Estimate jobs displace/create 25d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2145 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 35d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2150 Estimate number of property owners impacted 56d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2155 Assess community well-being 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2160 Complete environmental justice evaluations 25d 15-Jul-05 15-Aug-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2165 Estimate impacts to property taxes 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,168 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $7,574 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $2,300 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2540 Socioeconomic evaluation of Future Without Project 
Condition 

193d 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 $3,557 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,300 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 $600 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $128 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $2,637 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,380 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $3,680 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $460 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $460 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $2,760 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3155 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A $3,557 
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PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $5,397 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $7,574 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $2,204 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $3,377 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $1,840 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $1,840 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $4,600 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $6,777 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $15,485 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $2,760 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 $7,574 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 28-Jul-04 $1,500 

PD-D HL.PD-D Labor/Other 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,500 

Resource Summary $114,169 

PD-E Labor/Other 
PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

01-AC20 

01-1025 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

PIR - Corps Rollup 

2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04
A 
12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 

$0 

$0 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

01-1055 

01-1060 

01-1255 

SHPO Consultation 

SHPO Coordination Phase 1 

Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 

274d 

0d 

10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 

02-Mar-06 16-Mar-06 

26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$4,560 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 

01-1575 

01-1590 

01-2045 

Respond to Public Comments on PIR 

Print and Distribute 1501 Submittal to State 

Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 
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43d 

0d 

40d 

24-Jan-07 

20-Jun-07 

28-Apr-05 

15-Feb-07 

09-Jul-07 

14-Jun-05 

$2,500 

$15,000 

$18,000 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

analyses (EVSM) 
PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2065 Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 79d 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 $670 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2105 Conduct field assessments of project sites 57d 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 $5,000 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2110 Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 62d 29-Jun-05 01-Aug-05 $5,000 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2115 Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 57d 31-May-05 29-Jun-05 $5,000 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $2,650 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 46d 10-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $1,500 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $1,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 $1,250 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 $1,945 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2370 Publish Notice of Intent and Draft Permit 684d 09-May-08 04-Jun-08 $2,100 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 338d 06-Feb-06 09-Feb-06 $4,750 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2430 Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 338d 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $1,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2535 Water quality evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 193d 28-May-04 25-Jun-04 $1,350 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,570 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 $600 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $3,250 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $1,000 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $257 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $900 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

Document 
PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 219d 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 $1,350 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,250 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $1,570 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $2,070 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-2980 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 432d 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 $1,170 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,159 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3145 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,070 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,159 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $500 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $1,800 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $2,700 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $4,500 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,800 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $3,600 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 22d 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 $4,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5015 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 0d 10-May-06 26-May-06 $2,400 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $1,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5045 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 $2,500 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $2,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5155 Prepare draft document 25d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $5,500 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $2,900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 $1,300 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 $900 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5615 Monitoring Network Design Approval - Corps 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $662 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5730 Define monitoring objectives Corps 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $4,560 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 285d 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 $2,250 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 220d 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 $2,250 

PD-E HL.PD-E Labor/Other 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $845 

Resource Summary $187,517 

PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 
PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 

01-AC20 

01-1025 

PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 

PIR - Corps Rollup 

2599d 01-Oct-03 30-Sep-04
A 
12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A 

$0 

$0 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 

01-2480 

01-2485 

USFWS FY 05 

USFWS FY 06 

0d 

0d 

01-Oct-04 

03-Oct-05 

30-Sep-05 

29-Sep-06 

$115,851 

$97,706 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 01-2490 USFWS FY 07 0d 02-Oct-06 28-Sep-07 $31,206 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 01-2495 USFWS FY 08 1590d 01-Oct-08 16-Oct-08 $35,091 

PD-E FWS.PD-E FWS Transfer Funding 01-2500 USFWS FY04 0d 01-Oct-03 
A 

30-Sep-04 $95,000 

Resource Summary $374,854 

PD-P Labor/Other 
PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,555 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $1,555 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $3,111 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 14-Jul-06 $7,776 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $21,222 

PD-P HL.PD-P Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $778 

Resource Summary $35,997 

PD-R Labor/Other 
PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1035 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1090 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1100 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1255 Cooperative Agreement w/ USGS (Corps) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A $4,560 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1565 Notice of Availability in Federal Register 0d 14-Nov-06 05-Dec-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 24-Jan-07 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1575 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 43d 24-Jan-07 15-Feb-07 $12,442 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 0d 17-Apr-07 03-May-07 $6,221 
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Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1585 Draft Final PIR/NEPA 0d 30-May-07 20-Jun-07 $6,998 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 0d 18-Oct-07 09-Nov-07 $3,888 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1605 Assemble Final PIR 1d 28-Nov-07 02-Jan-08 $6,998 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 16-Jul-07 $3,110 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1725 Publish in Federal Register 0d 17-Jan-08 29-Jan-08 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1735 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 0d 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 $7,776 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1740 HQ/MSC Review Conference 0d 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1750 Chief's Report (before 9/30/07) 0d 08-Apr-08 17-Apr-08 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1755 ASA(CW) Review 0d 17-Apr-08 02-Jun-08 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 
team, and A&E, as necessary 

162d 14-Jun-05 27-Jun-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1800 Provide input for operational performance measures 43d 14-Jun-05 20-Jun-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 52d 06-Feb-06 10-Feb-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1845 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 163d 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 40d 14-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $3,110 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 

40d 28-Apr-05 14-Jun-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2055 Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 47d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 47d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 35d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 07-Jul-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe
weather conditions 

35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 38d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 38d 30-Jun-05 18-Jul-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2195 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 38d 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 $778 
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PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2200 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 0d 12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2205 Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 38d 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2225 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 0d 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 44d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 0d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2295 Final Comparisons 0d 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2300 Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2310 Submit AFB documentation to HQ 0d 14-Dec-05 19-Dec-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2315 AFB Meeting 0d 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2325 HQ Policy Review Comments to SAJ & SA 0d 19-Dec-05 24-Jan-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 24-Jan-06 02-Feb-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2350 AFB Preparation 67d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $3,110 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2355 Submit 1502 WQC Application 684d 02-Jan-08 07-Jan-08 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2415 Incorporate State Comments 0d 02-Oct-07 18-Oct-07 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 338d 06-Feb-06 09-Feb-06 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2430 Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 338d 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2435 Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 684d 01-May-08 09-May-08 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation 
document 

190d 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $778 
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Document 
PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2555 Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation 

document 
193d 28-Jun-04 12-Jul-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 $300 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 05-Aug-04 $600 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 $300 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $128 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 $400 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2720 Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project 
Sensitivity document 

163d 20-Jul-04 02-Aug-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2735 Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

163d 17-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 219d 16-Apr-04 17-May-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 219d 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2790 Documentation of Future Without Simulation 163d 25-Sep-03
A 

15-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2835 Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2855 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 79d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 432d 07-May-04 13-May-04 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 432d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $1,555 
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PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 476d 23-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2945 FSM Presentation 500d 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $2,343 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2980 SAJ Responses to HQ Policy Review Comments 432d 18-Jun-04 24-Jun-04 $2,343 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2990 FSM Guidance Memorandum 432d 02-Jul-04 16-Jul-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria
Document 

245d 12-May-04 25-May-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3175 Conduct Preliminary Optimization 151d 12-Jan-04 
A 

15-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3180 Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 0d 18-Oct-04 03-Nov-04 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3195 Analysis of System Benefits 1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3205 Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3210 Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3215 Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3220 Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $778 
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PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 25-Jan-05 10-Feb-05 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 2d 28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3305 Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 30-Apr-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3380 Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document -74d 09-Jan-04 
A 

10-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $957 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3395 Prepares / Submit Final Screening Rpt. 79d 12-Apr-04 23-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3650 ITR (prior to AFB) 0d 29-Nov-05 14-Dec-05 $3,110 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3670 ITR/PDT Review of Final Screening 53d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $1,556 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $3,110 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3695 ITR (prior to FSM) 432d 11-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $1,556 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3850 Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project 
Conditions document 

163d 16-Apr-04 27-May-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5000 RECOVER-RET Review of 1st draft PIR 0d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 13-Jun-06 $2,343 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 22d 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 $4,666 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5015 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 0d 10-May-06 26-May-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5035 Submit documentation to HQ for Internal draft PIR/NEPA 
Review 

0d 18-Aug-06 24-Aug-06 $4,666 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5045 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 27-Sep-06 05-Oct-06 $7,776 
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PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 64d 13-Jun-06 29-Jun-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5055 In-Progress Review 0d 05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 $3,111 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 12d 29-Jun-06 18-Jul-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5090 Release Draft PIR 0d 09-Nov-06 14-Nov-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 $3,888 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $3,888 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 13-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5130 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 43d 01-May-06 16-May-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5140 Prepare draft document 25d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 08-May-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5155 Prepare draft document 25d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 43d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $1,555 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5190 Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 32d 10-Mar-06 28-Mar-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 03-Jun-05 14-Jun-05 $778 
Document 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $389 
Cost Document 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 28-Apr-05 09-May-05 $389 
Cost document 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 28-Apr-05 $389 
Document 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 0d 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5250 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5255 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5260 Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5265 Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 28-Mar-05 05-Apr-05 $1,555 
document 
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PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 0d 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5285 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 14d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5310 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5345 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5355 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5365 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5375 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5385 Prepare Final document 2d 13-Dec-07 31-Dec-07 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5395 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $389 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 29d 06-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5410 Savings Analysis 32d 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 29d 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5950 TCNS PIR update of PMP Corps 285d 14-Nov-06 20-Dec-06 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5955 LO PIR PMP update Corps 220d 14-Nov-06 26-Feb-07 $2,333 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-5965 PIR PMP Revision - Corps Rollup 285d 14-Nov-06 17-Nov-06 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $778 

PD-R HL.PD-R Labor/Other 01-3710 Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project 
Conditions document 

163d 14-Jun-04 25-Jun-04 $778 

Resource Summary $253,815 

RE-A Labor/Other 
RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-AC20 PIR Actual Costs to Date - CESAJ-AC 2599d 01-Oct-03 

A 
30-Sep-04 $0 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-1025 PIR - Corps Rollup 12-Jul-01 A 27-May-03 A $0 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-3055 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 0d 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 $1,500 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 $1,300 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $1,500 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-3685 ITR on Internal draft PIR/NEPA document 64d 29-Jun-06 17-Jul-06 $2,500 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $1,500 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 14d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $300 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $300 
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RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $300 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $300 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $300 

RE-A HL.RE-A Labor/Other 01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $300 

Resource Summary $10,100 

South Florida Water Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $900 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $600 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $900 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $750 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 08-Sep-05 $4,500 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 08-Sep-05 $4,500 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 08-Sep-05 $2,400 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 08-Sep-05 $4,500 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 08-Sep-05 $3,750 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,875 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,875 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 
Management District 

01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,875 

SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $1,200 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $1,200 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $600 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $1,200 
Management District 
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SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 12d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1175 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 0d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 17-Aug-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1185 Prepare Final document 0d 17-Dec-07 02-Jan-08 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1190 Prepare Preliminary Final document 0d 09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1195 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1205 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1210 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1215 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 0d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 
Management District 
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SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1220 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 08-Nov-06 
Management District 
SFWMD.South Florida Water 01-1230 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 
Management District 

Resource Summary 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$63,225 

Ruth P Clements 
102755.Ruth P Clements 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $450 

102755.Ruth P Clements 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

102755.Ruth P Clements 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

102755.Ruth P Clements 01-2800 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future 
conditions modeling 

26-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $2,640 

102755.Ruth P Clements 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

Resource Summary $9,690 

Jeffrey B. McLemore 
103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2120 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

103540.Jeffrey B. McLemore 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

Resource Summary $15,300 

Henry F. Bittaker 
111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 
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111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2615 Compile Social & Economic Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $900 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2620 Update Land Use 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $900 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2625 Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $300 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 
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111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $2,400 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3150 Compile & Develop Future Projections 15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A $900 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3155 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A $900 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 
A 

15-Jan-04 A $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $4,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 
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111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

111040.Henry F. Bittaker 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

Resource Summary $56,591 

Akintunde O. Owosina 
112855.Akintunde O. Owosina 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 

A 
15-Jan-04 A $1,200 

Resource Summary $1,200 

Hiscock, Jenni M. 
107135.Hiscock, Jenni M. 01-5715 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 12-Mar-02 

A 
11-Apr-02 A $7,500 

Resource Summary $7,500 

SFWMD 
6310SFWMD.SFWMD 01-1135 RECOVER Evaluation of Future Without Project Condition 190d 28-May-04 29-Jul-04 $900 

Resource Summary $900 

Brown, Robert M. 
106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 
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106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 
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106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 
Cost Document 

106390.Brown, Robert M. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 
Document 

Resource Summary $31,915 

Lehr, Victoria H. 
108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $600 

108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-2365 Agency Action Review 684d 07-Feb-08 09-May-08 $3,900 

108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 338d 06-Feb-06 07-Feb-06 $60 

108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-2435 Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 684d 01-May-08 08-May-08 $300 

108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 5d 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 $900 

108130.Lehr, Victoria H. 01-2460 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 5d 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 $900 

Resource Summary $6,660 

Ray, Susan A. 
200290.Ray, Susan A. 01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A 

A 
Resource Summary 

$0 

$0 
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Chimney, Michael J. 
110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 40d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 

40d 28-Apr-05 10-Jun-05 $9,000 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $4,800 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 
A 

15-Jan-04 A $2,400 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

110085.Chimney, Michael J. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

Resource Summary $43,568 

Mtundu, Nangantani D. 
112910.Mtundu, Nangantani D. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 
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Resource Summary $0 

Newman, Jana M. 
103965.Newman, Jana M. 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

103965.Newman, Jana M. 

103965.Newman, Jana M. 

01-3335 

01-3375 

Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 
Final Technical Memorandum 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A 

09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$4,800 

$1,200 

$6,000 

Albers, E. Joseph 
112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A $3,000 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

01-1825 

01-1850 

01-2210 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

4d 

11d 

0d 

28-Mar-07 

06-Feb-06 

06-Oct-05 

11-Apr-07 

07-Apr-06 

21-Oct-05 

$1,200 

$1,290 

$1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 

01-2215 

01-2220 

01-2235 

01-2240 

01-2280 

01-2510 

01-2545 

01-2580 

01-2590 

01-2595 

01-2650 

01-2660 

01-2675 

Develop MCDM model 

Initial Comparisons & Analyses 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 
Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 
Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 
Identify potential sites for Management Measures 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 

PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 

26d 

0d 

5d 

106d 

79d 

193d 

193d 

5d 

0d 

0d 

47d 

0d 

1d 

14-Jun-05 

02-Sep-05 

06-Oct-05 

24-Oct-05 

29-Nov-05 

13-Jul-04 

13-Jul-04 

20-Jul-04 

20-Jul-04 

29-Apr-04 

28-Apr-04 

01-Sep-04 

21-Sep-04 

10-Aug-05 

19-Sep-05 

14-Oct-05 

31-Oct-05 

13-Dec-05 

26-Jul-04 

26-Jul-04 

27-Jul-04 

03-Aug-04 

01-Jul-04 

04-May-04 

09-Sep-04 

28-Sep-04 

$2,400 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$1,200 

$600 

$2,400 

$68 

$135 

$68 

$300 

$68 

$68 
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112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 
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112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $2,400 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $5,100 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $339,975 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $223,950 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5705 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 2560d 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 $0 

112680.Albers, E. Joseph 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $1,522 

Resource Summary $627,752 

Wilson, Craig E. 
108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $600 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 
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108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $600 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $600 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 -89d 15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 $2,400 
meetings total) 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $1,200 

108900.Wilson, Craig E. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

Resource Summary $15,390 

Littlejohn III, Blair R. 
106140.Littlejohn III, Blair R. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Cadavid, Luis G. 
112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $1,200 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $2,400 
A 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

112710.Cadavid, Luis G. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 
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A 
Resource Summary $20,400 

Kugler, Zan 
103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

103230.Kugler, Zan 

01-1615 

01-1815 

01-2090 

01-3015 

01-3050 

01-3065 

01-3075 

01-3100 

01-3110 

01-5005 

01-5185 

In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 

Prepare Internal Final for distribution 

Develop project implementation schedule 

Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 

PDT Review of Site Identification Document 

In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 

PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 

67d 

5d 

5d 

0d 

0d 

0d 

0d 

12d 

49d 

20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 

06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 

14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 

11-Dec-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 

10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 

10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 

10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 

10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A 
A 
26-May-06 12-Jun-06 

04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 

Resource Summary 

$900 

$600 

$4,800 

$300 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$1,200 

$11,400 

Lindstorm, Linda J. 
101110.Lindstorm, Linda J. 

101110.Lindstorm, Linda J. 

101110.Lindstorm, Linda J. 

101110.Lindstorm, Linda J. 

01-5620 

01-5625 

01-5635 

01-5705 

Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 

Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 

Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) 

Network Design - Pre-Conversion 

761d 

-27d 

2560d 

30-Sep-02 31-Oct-02 A 
A 
30-Oct-01 13-Feb-12 
A 
11-Sep-03 06-Nov-12 
A 
12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 

$300 

$8,475 

$5,625 

$0 

101110.Lindstorm, Linda J. 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $14,550 

Tarboton, Kenneth 
113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $1,200 

Reservation 
113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $1,200 
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113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $1,200 

113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 219d 16-Apr-04 17-May-04 $1,320 

113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $1,200 

113010.Tarboton, Kenneth 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $1,200 
A 

Resource Summary $7,320 

Bechtel, Timothy J. 
101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

01-1615 

01-2015 

In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 

Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 

67d 20-Jun-07 

12-Jul-01 A 

12-Jul-07 

12-Jul-01 A 

$900 

$0 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 

01-2215 

01-2220 

01-2235 

01-2240 

01-2280 

01-2725 

01-2730 

01-2745 

01-2810 

01-2830 

01-3185 

01-3330 

01-3335 

01-3375 

01-3385 

Develop MCDM model 

Initial Comparisons & Analyses 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 
PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 
Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 
use 
Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 

PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 
Final Technical Memorandum 

Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 

26d 

0d 

5d 

106d 

79d 

163d 

163d 

163d 

2745d 

2745d 

0d 

14-Jun-05 

02-Sep-05 

06-Oct-05 

24-Oct-05 

29-Nov-05 

03-Aug-04 

03-Aug-04 

31-Aug-04 

05-Mar-04 

05-Mar-04 

03-Nov-04 

08-Dec-03 
A 
15-Jul-03 A 

09-Oct-03 
A 
07-Nov-03 
A 

10-Aug-05 

19-Sep-05 

14-Oct-05 

31-Oct-05 

13-Dec-05 

16-Aug-04 

16-Aug-04 

14-Sep-04 

05-Mar-04 

05-Mar-04 

18-Nov-04 

08-Dec-03 A 

17-Dec-03 A 

15-Jan-04 A 

26-Feb-04 A 

$2,400 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$1,200 

$2,400 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$2,400 

$600 

$4,800 

$2,400 

$4,200 
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101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary -74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 
Documents 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 13-Feb-12 $84,975 
A 

101350.Bechtel, Timothy J. 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03 06-Nov-12 $55,950 
A 

Resource Summary $170,625 

Guardo, Mariano 
112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 
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Quality Characterization 
112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $2,400 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 
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112790.Guardo, Mariano 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05
Document 

Resource Summary 

$1,200 

$43,473 

Sweazy, Christopher L. 
110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

110300.Sweazy, Christopher L. 

01-2510 

01-2570 

01-2615 

01-2620 

01-2625 

01-2860 

01-3000 

01-3015 

01-3020 

01-3025 

01-3030 

01-3150 

01-3155 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 

Compile Social & Economic Information 

Update Land Use 

Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 

Compile Information 

Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 

Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 

Summarize problems & opportunities 

New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 
Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 

Compile & Develop Future Projections 

Develop Future Land Use Pattern 

193d 

0d 

245d 

245d 

13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 

05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 

03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
A 
03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
A 
03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
A 
03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
A 
11-Sep-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
11-Dec-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
11-Dec-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
09-Oct-03 30-Mar-04 
A 
31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 

15-Dec-03 13-Feb-04 A 
A 
15-Dec-03 13-Feb-04 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$600 

$68 

$900 

$900 

$300 

$300 

$1,200 

$300 

$300 

$600 

$600 

$900 

$900 

$7,868 

Denick, Jude L. 
200910.Denick, Jude L. 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Barascout, Gerardo R. 
114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-1795 Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 

team, and A&E, as necessary 
162d 14-Jun-05 23-Jun-05 $4,200 
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114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 52d 06-Feb-06 08-Feb-06 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 35d 28-Apr-05 24-Jun-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 47d 28-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 35d 28-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 06-Jul-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 

37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 28-Jul-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 
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114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 
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114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $2,400 
A 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 
meetings total) 

-89d 15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 $4,800 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5115 VE Team Meeting 71d 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 $3,000 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $3,000 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5125 Prepare Value Engineering Document and
Recommendations 

39d 13-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 $1,200 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 
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114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 
Cost Document 

114380.Barascout, Gerardo R. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 
Document 

Resource Summary $109,473 

Chang, Frank C. 
114265.Chang, Frank C. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

114265.Chang, Frank C. 

01-2800 

01-2810 

01-2830 

01-3375 

01-5620 

01-5720 

Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future 
conditions modeling 
Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 
use 
Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 

Final Technical Memorandum 

Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 

Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 

2745d 

2745d 

26-Aug-03
A 
05-Mar-04 

05-Mar-04 

09-Oct-03 
A 
30-Sep-02
A 
12-Jul-01 A 

02-Dec-03 A 

05-Mar-04 

05-Mar-04 

15-Jan-04 A 

31-Oct-02 A 

26-Jul-01 A 

$2,640 

$600 

$600 

$1,200 

$300 

$118 

Resource Summary $5,458 

Gray, Susan 
113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

01-1570 

01-2015 

Public Review of PIR/NEPA 

Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 

0d 05-Dec-06 

12-Jul-01 A 

23-Jan-07 

06-May-02 A 

$3,840 

$0 

113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

01-2090 

01-2210 

Develop project implementation schedule 

PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

5d 

0d 

14-Jun-05 

06-Oct-05 

13-Jul-05 

21-Oct-05 

$1,200 

$1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

113015.Gray, Susan 

01-2215 

01-2220 

01-2235 

01-2240 

01-2245 

Develop MCDM model 

Initial Comparisons & Analyses 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 

Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 

26d 

0d 

5d 

106d 

77d 

14-Jun-05 

02-Sep-05 

06-Oct-05 

24-Oct-05 

29-Nov-05 

10-Aug-05 

19-Sep-05 

14-Oct-05 

31-Oct-05 

06-Dec-05 

$2,400 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 
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113015.Gray, Susan 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 10-Jul-08 $2,580 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 5d 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 $900 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2460 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 5d 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 $900 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $30 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 29-Sep-04 $68 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $600 
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113015.Gray, Susan 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 
Cost Document 

113015.Gray, Susan 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 
Document 

Resource Summary $45,025 
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O'Dell, Kim M. 
100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

100950.O'Dell, Kim M. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

Resource Summary $19,268 

Patino, Jorge R. 
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200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 5d 15-Jul-05 12-Sep-05 $2,400 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

200955.Patino, Jorge R. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

Resource Summary $16,868 

Zhao, Yanling 
104215.Zhao, Yanling 

104215.Zhao, Yanling 

104215.Zhao, Yanling 

104215.Zhao, Yanling 

104215.Zhao, Yanling 

104215.Zhao, Yanling 

01-1250 

01-2800 

01-2810 

01-2825 

01-2830 

01-4165 

PMP Update - Assess Phase SFWMD 

Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future 
conditions modeling 
Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 
use 
Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 

Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 

Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 

2745d 

2745d 

15-May-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
26-Aug-03 02-Dec-03 A 
A 
05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 

25-Sep-03 25-Sep-03 A
A 
05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 

03-Dec-01 03-Dec-01 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$7,200 

$1,320 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$0 

$10,320 

Smith, Lisa B. 
103745.Smith, Lisa B. 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 

01-2730 

01-2740 

01-2745 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 
Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

163d 

163d 

163d 

03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 

31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 

31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 

$600 

$1,200 

$600 
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103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 
use 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A 
A 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A 
A 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A 
A 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary -74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 
Documents 

103745.Smith, Lisa B. 01-5715 RECOVER Monitoring Plan Review 12-Mar-02 11-Apr-02 A
A 

Resource Summary 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$1,200 

$600 

$4,200 

$1,200 

$7,500 

$18,900 

Startzman, J. Robb 
104900.Startzman, J. Robb 

104900.Startzman, J. Robb 

104900.Startzman, J. Robb 

104900.Startzman, J. Robb 

01-5620 

01-5625 

01-5635 

01-5705 

Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 

Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 

Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) 

Network Design - Pre-Conversion 

761d 

-27d 

2560d 

30-Sep-02 31-Oct-02 A 
A 
30-Oct-01 13-Feb-12 
A 
11-Sep-03 06-Nov-12 
A 
12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 

$300 

$8,475 

$5,625 

$0 

104900.Startzman, J. Robb 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $14,550 

Hayden, Ralph E. 
105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 

01-1615 

01-1795 

01-1805 

01-1825 

01-1850 

01-2090 

In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 

Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 
team, and A&E, as necessary 
Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 

Prepare draft Final for distribution 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Develop project implementation schedule 

67d 

162d 

52d 

4d 

11d 

5d 

20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 

14-Jun-05 23-Jun-05 

06-Feb-06 08-Feb-06 

28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 

06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 

14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 

$900 

$4,200 

$1,200 

$1,200 

$1,290 

$4,800 
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105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $600 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 -89d 15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 $2,400 
meetings total) 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $1,200 

105380.Hayden, Ralph E. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

Resource Summary $21,990 

Hornung, Lewis I. 
112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

01-1030 

01-1065 

01-1075 

01-1080 

01-1085 

01-1095 

01-1105 

01-1125 

01-1240 

01-1250 

01-1270 

Prepare Preliminary Final document 

Issues & Recommenations 

Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 

Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 

Prepare draft for distribution 

Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 

Procurement AE contract 

PMP Update - Assess Phase SFWMD 

Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 

2d 

31d 

4d 

0d 

4d 

5d 

2d 

48d 

09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 

06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 

16-Mar-06 17-Apr-06 

24-Apr-06 08-May-06 

29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 

03-May-07 05-Jun-07 

30-Oct-06 06-Nov-06 

24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 

06-Sep-01 10-Jan-02 A 
A 
15-May-03 18-Dec-03 A 
A 
26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 

$2,640 

$1,320 

$1,320 

$600 

$2,645 

$2,645 

$600 

$5,160 

$7,500 

$14,400 

$6,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

01-1280 

01-1285 

PIR Proj Mgt - SFWMD 

Project Management - Pre-Conversion 

509d 16-May-03 21-Nov-05 
A 
12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A 

$231,000 

$0 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1295 Proj Mgt - Watershed Assess - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 23-Dec-02 A $270,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1305 Scope of Work AE Contract - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A $13,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 

01-1310 

01-1570 

Gov't Estimate SFWMD 

Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 

06-Aug-01
A 
05-Dec-06 

20-Aug-01 A 

23-Jan-07 

$1,200 

$3,840 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1575 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 43d 24-Jan-07 14-Feb-07 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 0d 17-Apr-07 01-May-07 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1585 Draft Final PIR/NEPA 0d 30-May-07 20-Jun-07 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 0d 18-Oct-07 07-Nov-07 $840 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1605 Assemble Final PIR 1d 28-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 $2,640 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1665 OMB Review 0d 16-Jun-08 26-Aug-08 $3,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1670 Congressional Review 44d 17-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 $4,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1730 State, Agency and Public Review 0d 29-Jan-08 29-Feb-08 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1735 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 0d 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 $900 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1740 HQ/MSC Review Conference 0d 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1755 ASA(CW) Review 0d 17-Apr-08 30-May-08 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,583 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 0d 09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 0d 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1905 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 0d 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 $300 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 0d 29-Jan-07 30-Mar-07 $2,580 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 39d 01-May-06 03-May-06 $300 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 0d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 0d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual &
Interim Operations 

22d 14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 79d 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 163d 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 5d 15-Jul-05 12-Sep-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 43d 20-Jun-05 19-Jul-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 38d 30-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2230 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 20-Sep-05 04-Oct-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 0d 02-Feb-06 03-Feb-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 44d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 46d 10-Feb-06 17-Feb-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 44d 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 0d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2305 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 08-Nov-05 23-Nov-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2315 AFB Meeting 0d 02-Feb-06 03-Feb-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 24-Jan-06 31-Jan-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2350 AFB Preparation 67d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2355 Submit 1502 WQC Application 684d 02-Jan-08 04-Jan-08 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2415 Incorporate State Comments 0d 02-Oct-07 17-Oct-07 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 338d 06-Feb-06 07-Feb-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2425 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter 338d 09-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2430 Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 338d 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2435 Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 684d 01-May-08 08-May-08 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2440 SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 5d 17-Apr-08 08-May-08 $1,800 

Page 61 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 10-Jul-08 $5,160 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 5d 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2460 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 5d 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation 
document 

190d 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 16-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2585 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 12-Jul-04 19-Jul-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 13-Sep-04 17-Sep-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 30-Sep-04 15-Oct-04 $68 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

Page 62 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2755 Conduct Peer Review 219d 16-Apr-04 17-May-04 $2,640 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2760 Peer Review Comments and Response Document 219d 18-May-04 01-Jun-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2800 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future 
conditions modeling 

26-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $2,640 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2825 Meet and Consult with Lykes Brothers, Inc. 25-Sep-03
A 

25-Sep-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2875 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2885 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

84d 17-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2900 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

03-Feb-04 
A 

17-Feb-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2915 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 476d 23-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $3,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2945 FSM Presentation 500d 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 $3,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $3,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2985 Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 432d 14-May-04 17-May-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-2990 FSM Guidance Memorandum 432d 02-Jul-04 16-Jul-04 $3,000 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria
Document 

245d 12-May-04 25-May-04 $1,200 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3140 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

15-Dec-03 
A 

24-Feb-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3165 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 25-Jan-05 08-Feb-05 $2,400 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 2d 28-Feb-05 14-Mar-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 
A 

15-Jan-04 A $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,100 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3560 PM Review of final PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03
A 

09-Sep-03 A $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-4950 Atl/Wash DC Meeting No. 1 21-Oct-03 
A 

21-Oct-03 A $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-4960 Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 163d 15-Jun-04 15-Jun-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-4965 Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 39d 15-Dec-04 15-Dec-04 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 22d 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 64d 13-Jun-06 27-Jun-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5055 In-Progress Review 0d 05-Oct-06 13-Oct-06 $1,200 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 12d 29-Jun-06 14-Jul-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 08-Nov-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5130 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 43d 01-May-06 15-May-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5145 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5160 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5180 Develop Implementation Plan 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5195 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 38d 28-Mar-06 04-Apr-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5215 Assemble & incorporate public comments 0d 17-May-05 01-Jun-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 03-Jun-05 10-Jun-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost document 

0d 28-Apr-05 05-May-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 0d 02-Mar-05 16-Mar-05 $2,400 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 0d 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 14d 06-Feb-06 04-Apr-06 $1,290 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,325 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,580 
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112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5340 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $2,583 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5350 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5360 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5370 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,580 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5380 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5390 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 29d 06-Feb-06 22-Feb-06 $1,320 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5410 Savings Analysis 32d 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $1,200 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 29d 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 $600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $42,525 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $27,975 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $1,286 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 
A 

12-Jul-01 A $0 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5945 TCNS PIR update of PMP SFWMD 285d 14-Nov-06 18-Dec-06 $6,600 

112180.Hornung, Lewis I. 01-5960 LO PIR PMP update SFWMD 221d 14-Nov-06 22-Feb-07 $19,800 

Resource Summary $902,790 

Otero, Jose M. 
103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1030 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $2,640 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1065 Issues & Recommenations 31d 06-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1075 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 4d 16-Mar-06 17-Apr-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1080 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 0d 24-Apr-06 08-May-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1085 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $2,640 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1095 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $2,640 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 06-Nov-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1125 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 48d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $5,160 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1575 Respond to Public Comments on PIR 43d 24-Jan-07 14-Feb-07 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1580 ITR (on Draft PIR/NEPA) 0d 17-Apr-07 01-May-07 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1585 Draft Final PIR/NEPA 0d 30-May-07 20-Jun-07 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1595 ITR on Final Draft PIR 0d 18-Oct-07 07-Nov-07 $840 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1605 Assemble Final PIR 1d 28-Nov-07 31-Dec-07 $2,640 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1665 OMB Review 0d 16-Jun-08 26-Aug-08 $3,000 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1670 Congressional Review 44d 17-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 $4,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1730 State, Agency and Public Review 0d 29-Jan-08 29-Feb-08 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1735 Respond to State, Agency and Public Comments 0d 29-Feb-08 21-Mar-08 $900 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1740 HQ/MSC Review Conference 0d 14-Mar-08 21-Mar-08 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1755 ASA(CW) Review 0d 17-Apr-08 30-May-08 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,580 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 0d 09-Nov-07 14-Dec-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 0d 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1905 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 0d 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 $300 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 0d 29-Jan-07 30-Mar-07 $2,580 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 39d 01-May-06 03-May-06 $300 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 0d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 0d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual &
Interim Operations 

22d 14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 79d 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 163d 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 35d 28-Apr-05 24-Jun-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 47d 28-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 35d 28-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 06-Jul-05 $300 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 

37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 5d 15-Jul-05 12-Sep-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 43d 20-Jun-05 19-Jul-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 28-Jul-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 38d 30-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2230 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 20-Sep-05 04-Oct-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 0d 02-Feb-06 03-Feb-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 44d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 46d 10-Feb-06 17-Feb-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 44d 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 0d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2305 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 08-Nov-05 23-Nov-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2315 AFB Meeting 0d 02-Feb-06 03-Feb-06 $1,200 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2330 SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 0d 24-Jan-06 31-Jan-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2350 AFB Preparation 67d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2355 Submit 1502 WQC Application 684d 02-Jan-08 04-Jan-08 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2415 Incorporate State Comments 0d 02-Oct-07 17-Oct-07 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2420 Pre-Application Meeting 338d 06-Feb-06 07-Feb-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2425 Pre-Application Concurrence Letter 338d 09-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2430 Meeting with FDEP (Reasonable Certainty) 338d 24-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2435 Reasonable Assurrances Status Meeting 684d 01-May-08 08-May-08 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2440 SFWMD GB Grants Rule Development Authority 5d 17-Apr-08 08-May-08 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 10-Jul-08 $5,160 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2450 SFWMD GB Approves Rulemaking Authority 5d 11-Jul-08 01-Aug-08 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2460 SFWMD GB Adopts Rule 5d 14-Oct-08 04-Nov-08 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation 
document 

190d 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 16-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2585 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 12-Jul-04 19-Jul-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2645 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 13-Sep-04 17-Sep-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 30-Sep-04 15-Oct-04 $68 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2875 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2885 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

84d 17-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2900 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

03-Feb-04 
A 

17-Feb-04 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2915 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic &
Water Quality Characterization 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 476d 23-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $3,000 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2945 FSM Presentation 500d 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 $3,000 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $3,000 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2985 Submit documentation to HQ for FSM 432d 14-May-04 17-May-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-2990 FSM Guidance Memorandum 432d 02-Jul-04 16-Jul-04 $3,000 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria
Document 

245d 12-May-04 25-May-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3010 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

Page 71 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $4,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3140 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

15-Dec-03 
A 

24-Feb-04 A $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3165 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 25-Jan-05 08-Feb-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 2d 28-Feb-05 14-Mar-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5010 Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 22d 13-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 $2,400 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,645 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 64d 13-Jun-06 27-Jun-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5055 In-Progress Review 0d 05-Oct-06 13-Oct-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 12d 29-Jun-06 14-Jul-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 31-Oct-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 08-Nov-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5130 Modifications to Recommended Plan based on VE 43d 01-May-06 15-May-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5145 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5160 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5180 Develop Implementation Plan 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5195 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 38d 28-Mar-06 04-Apr-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5215 Assemble & incorporate public comments 0d 17-May-05 01-Jun-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 03-Jun-05 10-Jun-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost document 

0d 28-Apr-05 05-May-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 0d 02-Mar-05 16-Mar-05 $2,400 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 0d 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 14d 06-Feb-06 04-Apr-06 $1,290 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 
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103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,325 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,580 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5340 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $2,580 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5350 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 28-Jul-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5360 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 27-Oct-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5370 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 27-Mar-07 $2,580 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5380 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 12-Dec-07 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5390 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 05-Jun-07 $1,325 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 29d 06-Feb-06 22-Feb-06 $1,320 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5410 Savings Analysis 32d 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $1,200 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 29d 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 $600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $42,525 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $27,975 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A $0 
A 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5945 TCNS PIR update of PMP SFWMD 285d 14-Nov-06 18-Dec-06 $6,600 

103970.Otero, Jose M. 01-5960 LO PIR PMP update SFWMD 221d 14-Nov-06 22-Feb-07 $19,800 

Resource Summary $343,318 

Whalen, Benita M. 
112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 5d 15-Jul-05 12-Sep-05 $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 
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112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 10-Jul-08 $2,580 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 30-Jun-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2800 Develop and transfer LOPP Project Data for use in future 
conditions modeling 

26-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $2,640 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 
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112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $300 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $1,200 
A 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 
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112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,645 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

112315.Whalen, Benita M. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

Resource Summary $77,116 

Zhang, Jinhui 
112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 28-Jul-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 
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112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03
A 

02-Dec-03 A $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 
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112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 
A 

15-Jan-04 A $2,400 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $4,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 
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112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 
Cost Document 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 
Document 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02 31-Oct-02 A $3,000 
A 

112080.Zhang, Jinhui 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $525 

Resource Summary $67,330 

Kosier, Thomas 
111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1800 Provide input for operational performance measures 43d 14-Jun-05 16-Jun-05 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1905 Coordination with SFWMD and other agencies 0d 24-Jan-07 26-Jan-07 $300 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1955 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and 
Operations of Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

40d 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1965 A&E begins development of Draft Operating Manual and 22d 13-Feb-06 14-Mar-06 $2,400 
Interim Operations 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-1970 Ongoing document review of A&E Operating Manual and
Interim Operations 

52d 13-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 

37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 27-Jul-05 $2,400 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 43d 20-Jun-05 19-Jul-05 $6,000 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe
weather conditions 

35d 14-Jul-05 28-Jul-05 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $30 
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111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

111160.Kosier, Thomas 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

Resource Summary $36,030 

Cohen, David L. 
103580.Cohen, David L. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Rogers, Dennis J. 
112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A $0 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 
A 

08-Dec-03 A $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 
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112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $3,000 

112015.Rogers, Dennis J. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $9,000 

Rodriguez, Daisy M. 
111045.Rodriguez, Daisy M. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Schaeffer, Robert A. 
102540.Schaeffer, Robert A. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Barkhurst, Eric W. 
107105.Barkhurst, Eric W. 

107105.Barkhurst, Eric W. 

107105.Barkhurst, Eric W. 

107105.Barkhurst, Eric W. 

107105.Barkhurst, Eric W. 

01-2755 

01-2770 

01-3375 

01-5275 

01-5825 

Conduct Peer Review 

Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 

Final Technical Memorandum 

Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 

Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 

219d 

48d 

965d 

16-Apr-04 17-May-04 

01-Aug-03 02-Dec-03 A 
A 
09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A 
A 
08-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 

12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 

$1,320 

$1,200 

$1,200 

$1,320 

$0 

Resource Summary $5,040 

McKee Jr., J.K. 
103195.McKee Jr., J.K. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Goforth, Gary F. 
105030.Goforth, Gary F. 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 

01-1615 

01-1795 

In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 

Coordinate with hydrologic modelers, engineering design 
team, and A&E, as necessary 
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105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-1805 Input to PIR Engineering and Design Appendix 52d 06-Feb-06 08-Feb-06 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 35d 28-Apr-05 24-Jun-05 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 06-Jul-05 $300 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 28-Jul-05 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $600 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 
meetings total) 

-89d 15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 $2,400 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

105030.Goforth, Gary F. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $33,090 

Damisse, Emile 
100610.Damisse, Emile 01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-1790 Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water 167d 14-Jun-05 16-Jun-05 $1,200 
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levels and budgets, as required 
100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 
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100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $600 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $170,025 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $55,950 

100610.Damisse, Emile 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $255,640 

Abtew, Wossenu 
112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 

01-1790 

01-2015 

Provide historical hydrometeorological data, baseline water
levels and budgets, as required 
Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 

167d 14-Jun-05 16-Jun-05 

12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A 

$1,200 

$0 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 

01-2080 

01-2210 

Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 
PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 

37d 

0d 

28-Jun-05 

06-Oct-05 

27-Jul-05 

21-Oct-05 

$1,200 

$1,200 
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112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $1,200 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 
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112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary -74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 
Documents 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-4750 Deliverable-PDT Perform. Measure 25-Jan-02 25-Jan-02 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05
Cost Document 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05
Document 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02 31-Oct-02 A 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 13-Feb-12 
A 
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112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03 06-Nov-12 $55,950 
A 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5705 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 2560d 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 $0 

112555.Abtew, Wossenu 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $274,840 

Pry, Stanley L. 
110970.Pry, Stanley L. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Kukleski, Robert M. 
103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-1045 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural 

Resources 
0d 16-Mar-06 06-Apr-06 $1,800 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-1070 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural 0d 06-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 $1,800 
Resources 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $1,200 
A 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 
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103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-5275 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 48d 08-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,320 

103520.Kukleski, Robert M. 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $25,320 

Simpson, Wanda C. 
103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A $0 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2145 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 35d 14-Jun-05 28-Jun-05 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2150 Estimate number of property owners impacted 56d 14-Jun-05 28-Jun-05 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

103185.Simpson, Wanda C. 01-5275 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 48d 08-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,320 

Resource Summary $16,620 

Villapando, Rodolfo R. 
104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 
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104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

104335.Villapando, Rodolfo R. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

Resource Summary $18,107 

Mo, Cheol 
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104405.Mo, Cheol 01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 35d 28-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 06-Jul-05 $300 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2810 Consult with Okeechobee Service Center personnel on land 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 
use 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $2,400 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $4,800 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $2,400 
A 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 
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104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $1,200 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $600 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $84,975 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $55,950 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5705 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 2560d 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 $0 

104405.Mo, Cheol 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $177,675 

Lavery, Donna 
103935.Lavery, Donna 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

01-1240 

01-1270 

Procurement AE contract 

Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 

06-Sep-01 10-Jan-02 A 
A 
26-Jul-01 A 30-Oct-01 A 

$4,500 

$6,000 

103935.Lavery, Donna 01-1305 Scope of Work AE Contract - SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 06-Aug-01 A $3,000 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

103935.Lavery, Donna 

01-1310 

01-2730 

01-2745 

01-3330 

01-4945 

Gov't Estimate SFWMD 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 

163d 

163d 

06-Aug-01 20-Aug-01 A
A 
03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 

31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 

08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A 
A 
26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$6,000 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$600 

$21,900 
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Barletto, Missie 
107870.Barletto, Missie 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2155 Assess community well-being 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2445 Public Workshops for Rule Development 5d 08-May-08 10-Jul-08 $10,320 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 
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Quality Characterization 
107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-4330 Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 22-Jan-02 22-Jan-02 A $0 
A 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

107870.Barletto, Missie 01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A $0 
A 

Resource Summary $48,475 

Ritter, Gary J. 
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108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-1270 Cooperative Agreement w/USGS (SFWMD) 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A $0 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 40d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 

40d 28-Apr-05 10-Jun-05 $9,000 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 
Document. 

79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2615 Compile Social & Economic Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $900 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2620 Update Land Use 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $900 
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108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2625 Assessment of Urban & Agricultural Areas 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $300 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 06-Jan-05 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3105 Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 01-Aug-03
A 

09-Dec-03 A $4,800 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 
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108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $2,400 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3150 Compile & Develop Future Projections 15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A $900 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3155 Develop Future Land Use Pattern 15-Dec-03 
A 

13-Feb-04 A $900 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5620 Monitoring Network Design Approval - SFWMD 30-Sep-02
A 

31-Oct-02 A $600 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $42,525 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5705 Network Design - Pre-Conversion 2560d 12-Jul-01 A 30-Nov-04 $0 

108325.Ritter, Gary J. 01-5720 Define monitoring objectives SFWMD 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $150 

Resource Summary $138,866 
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Woehlcke, Louis C. 
113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 12-Jul-01 A $0 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2130 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2135 Estimate present value change in regional income 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $4,800 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2140 Estimate jobs displace/create 25d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2160 Complete environmental justice evaluations 25d 15-Jul-05 12-Aug-05 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2165 Estimate impacts to property taxes 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 38d 30-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2615 Compile Social & Economic Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $900 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 
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113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2850 PDT Review of Draft PPAA Pre-Screening Documents 79d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 08-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3385 Technical Evaluations of PPAAs 07-Nov-03 26-Feb-04 A $4,200 
A 
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113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3390 PDT Review of the Draft Screened Alternative Summary 
Documents 

-74d 11-Mar-04 24-Mar-04 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-3860 PDT Review of Draft Updated Future Without Project 
Conditions 

163d 28-May-04 11-Jun-04 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-4870 Deliverable-Initial Draft Perform. Meas. 26-Feb-02 26-Feb-02 A $0 
A 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-4945 Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 26-Feb-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 0d 02-Mar-05 16-Mar-05 $2,400 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5735 RECOVER - Monitoring Design participation 26-Jul-01 A 20-Dec-01 A $7,500 

113055.Woehlcke, Louis C. 01-5880 Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A $0 
A 

Resource Summary $80,583 

Morgan Jr, John J. 
108280.Morgan Jr, John J. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A 

Resource Summary 

$0 

$0 
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Beidl, Lisa A. 
111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-1045 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural 

Resources 
0d 16-Mar-06 06-Apr-06 $1,800 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-1070 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural 0d 06-Feb-06 28-Feb-06 $1,800 
Resources 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $3,840 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 $2,580 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2010 Geotechnical data Collection 79d 26-May-04 25-Jun-04 $1,320 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 40d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 46d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $6,000 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 

40d 28-Apr-05 10-Jun-05 $9,000 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 10-Aug-05 $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 19-Sep-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 06-Dec-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 14-Dec-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 12-Aug-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 09-Jul-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 
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111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 09-Sep-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2725 PDT Review of Initial Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2740 PDT Review of Draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
Document 

163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $300 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3000 Develop Lake Istokpoga Work Plan 11-Sep-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3185 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Document 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $1,200 
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111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3325 PDT Review of Draft Evaluation Strategy 10-Dec-03 
A 

23-Dec-03 A $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3335 Rank technologies base on cost effectiveness and potential 
adverse impacts 

15-Jul-03 A 17-Dec-03 A $2,400 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $2,400 
A 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5135 PDT Review of Draft PIR/EIS Sections 10.0 - 13.0 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5150 PDT Review of Draft Environmental Effects Document. 38d 20-Apr-06 04-May-06 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

111450.Beidl, Lisa A. 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $42,525 

Resource Summary $127,616 

Ross, Cecile I. 
109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-1310 Gov't Estimate SFWMD 06-Aug-01

A 
20-Aug-01 A $1,200 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-1570 Public Review of PIR/NEPA 0d 05-Dec-06 23-Jan-07 $1,920 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-1975 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water 
Reservations/Allocations and Savings Clause Compliance 

29d 27-Feb-06 01-Mar-06 $300 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $600 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 
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109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 29d 06-Feb-06 22-Feb-06 $660 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-5410 Savings Analysis 32d 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $600 

109570.Ross, Cecile I. 01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 29d 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 $600 

Resource Summary $7,980 

Rock, John P. 
107880.Rock, John P. 01-1615 In-House Review of Draft Final PIR 67d 20-Jun-07 12-Jul-07 $900 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 11-Apr-07 $1,200 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 07-Apr-06 $1,290 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 13-Jul-05 $4,800 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 38d 14-Jun-05 28-Jun-05 $1,200 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3080 PDT review of Draft Design and Cost Estimate 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 25-Jan-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5005 In-House Review of 1sr draft PIR/NEPA 12d 26-May-06 12-Jun-06 $600 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5105 Value Engineering Presentation to PDT 71d 15-Feb-06 16-Feb-06 $600 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5110 VE personnel attendance at quarterly PDT Meetings (8 
meetings total) 

-89d 15-Apr-04 10-Nov-05 $2,400 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5120 Value Engineering Workshop 39d 04-Apr-06 11-Apr-06 $1,800 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $1,200 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 43d 06-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $1,200 

107880.Rock, John P. 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

Resource Summary $30,990 

Colborn, Erin R. 
202140.Colborn, Erin R. 01-4165 Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 03-Dec-01 03-Dec-01 A 

A 
Resource Summary 

$0 

$0 
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Medri, Alessandra 
201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2210 PDT Review of Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation Document. 0d 06-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 14-Oct-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 31-Oct-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2280 PDT Review of Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation 79d 29-Nov-05 13-Dec-05 $1,200 
Document. 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2510 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2545 PDT Review of Draft Future without Project Evaluation 
Document 

193d 13-Jul-04 26-Jul-04 $2,400 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 27-Jul-04 $68 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2590 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 20-Jul-04 03-Aug-04 $135 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 30-Jun-04 $68 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2675 PDT Review of Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 1d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 28-Sep-04 $68 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2830 Attend meeting to discuss local conditions 2745d 05-Mar-04 05-Mar-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2880 PDT Review of Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

16-Jan-04 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2905 PDT Review of Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 
Quality Characterization 

0d 01-Apr-04 14-Apr-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A $600 
A 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-2935 PDT Review of Draft ITR 432d 23-Apr-04 06-May-04 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3110 PDT Review of Site Identification Document 10-Dec-03 23-Dec-03 A $600 
A 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $2,400 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3125 PDT Review of Site Screening Document 156d 12-Mar-04 25-Mar-04 $600 

Page 105 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $2,400 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3135 PDT Review of Site Description Document 156d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $300 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3200 PDT Review of Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 25-Feb-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3375 Final Technical Memorandum 09-Oct-03 15-Jan-04 A $1,200 
A 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 07-Nov-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5020 PDT Review 0d 26-May-06 28-Jun-06 $2,640 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5185 PDT Review of Draft Recommended Plan Document. 49d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 18-Apr-06 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 19-Apr-05 $600 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5230 PDT Review of Final Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost Document 

0d 09-May-05 16-May-05 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5240 PDT Review of Draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 12-Apr-05 26-Apr-05 $1,200 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5625 Monitoring Design/Imp Coordination 761d 30-Oct-01 
A 

13-Feb-12 $170,025 

201810.Medri, Alessandra 01-5635 Data Interpretation and reporting (SFWMD) -27d 11-Sep-03
A 

06-Nov-12 $111,975 

Resource Summary $314,447 

Pro Fees / Consulting Services 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1030 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1045 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase II Cultural 
Resources 

0d 16-Mar-06 10-Apr-06 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1050 Draft CAR 0d 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1055 SHPO Consultation 274d 10-Apr-06 24-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1060 SHPO Coordination Phase 1 0d 02-Mar-06 16-Mar-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1065 Issues & Recommenations 31d 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1070 Conduct Environmental Assessments & Phase I Cultural 
Resources 

0d 06-Feb-06 02-Mar-06 $27,600 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1075 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 4d 16-Mar-06 19-Apr-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1080 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 0d 24-Apr-06 10-May-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1085 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1090 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $3,680 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1095 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1100 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1105 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1110 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1125 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 48d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1130 Prepare draft Final for distribution 13d 17-May-07 04-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1140 RECOVER Alternatives Evaluation 0d 14-Jun-05 12-Sep-05 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1145 RECOVER Consultation on Interim Operational Strategies 56d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1155 RECOVER Review of Selected Plan 22d 06-Feb-06 13-Mar-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1160 RECOVER OPT Review of draft Operations Plan 22d 27-Apr-06 30-May-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1165 RECOVER AAT Review of 1st draft Project Monitoring Plan 25d 25-Apr-06 25-May-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1170 RECOVER RET Review of 1st draft PIR/EIS 12d 26-May-06 29-Jun-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1180 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1200 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1225 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1505 Prepare draft for distribution 1d 31-Oct-06 08-Nov-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1525 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 1d 01-Aug-06 17-Aug-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1535 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 12d 07-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $920 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1810 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1815 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1820 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1825 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1830 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1835 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1840 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1850 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $18,400 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1855 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1860 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1865 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $3,680 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1870 Prepare Preliminary Final Document 0d 09-Nov-07 17-Dec-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1890 Prepare Preliminary Draft Document 0d 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1895 Prepare Draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $1,840 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1900 Prepare Draft Final for distribution 0d 02-Apr-07 17-Apr-07 $1,840 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1915 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Document 0d 29-Jan-07 02-Apr-07 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1920 Incorporate Value Engineering Report Recommendations 39d 01-May-06 04-May-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1930 Prepare Preliminary Internal Draft Document 0d 29-Jun-06 03-Aug-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1935 Prepare Internal Draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $1,840 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1940 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final Document 0d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1945 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 0d 06-Jun-07 20-Jun-07 $1,840 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1950 Determine Future w/o Condition (Water Management) 42d 06-Feb-06 13-Feb-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1955 Review Existing Operations, Water Control Plans, and 
Operations of Other Planned Projects in the Project Area 

40d 06-Feb-06 15-Feb-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1975 Inclusion of SFWMD Preliminary Water 
Reservations/Allocations and Savings Clause Compliance 

29d 27-Feb-06 03-Mar-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1980 Prepare / Submit Preliminary 1st Draft Operating Manual &
Interim Operations 

22d 14-Mar-06 11-Apr-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1985 Prepare 1st Draft for distribution 22d 11-Apr-06 27-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1990 Prepare draft design Recommendations 79d 28-Jun-04 28-Jul-04 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-1995 Prepare Final design Recommendations 79d 29-Jul-04 11-Aug-04 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2000 Field data Collection Plan 79d 26-Apr-04 25-May-04 $22,480 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2005 Topographic data Collection 90d 26-May-04 27-Jul-04 $150,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2010 Geotechnical data Collection 79d 26-May-04 25-Jun-04 $80,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2020 Review Consistency Check from RECOVER 17-Jul-03 A 14-Aug-03 A $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2025 Modify Evaluation Criteria Based on RECOVER comments 163d 22-Sep-04 20-Oct-04 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2035 Estimate functional values (gains/losses) 40d 14-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2040 Estimate habitat acreages (gains/losses) 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2045 Conduct Modified WRAP, field assessments & other 
analyses (EVSM) 

40d 28-Apr-05 14-Jun-05 $46,000 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2050 Develop and Run WAM/DMSTA/Reservoir Model 35d 28-Apr-05 28-Jun-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2055 Evaluate tributary load reduction benefits 47d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2060 Estimate phosphorus sediment remove 47d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2065 Evaluate compliance with FAC 62-302 79d 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2070 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to Lake O 35d 28-Jun-05 14-Jul-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2075 Estimate phosphorus load reductions to tributaries 52d 28-Jun-05 07-Jul-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2080 Evaluate water supply/canal stages to the Brighton Indian
Reservation 

37d 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2085 Evaluate relative changes in canal stage/duration curves 37d 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 $55,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2090 Develop project implementation schedule 5d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2095 Develop project performance schedule 5d 15-Jul-05 13-Sep-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2100 Evaluate operational flexibility 43d 20-Jun-05 20-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2105 Conduct field assessments of project sites 57d 28-Apr-05 31-May-05 $46,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2110 Coordinate with SHPO, ACHP & Seminoles 62d 29-Jun-05 01-Aug-05 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2115 Identify impacts - number of sites an spatial extent 57d 31-May-05 29-Jun-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2120 Evaluate net change in outoor recreational potential 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2125 Evaluate impacts to navigation 37d 28-Jun-05 28-Jul-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2130 Estimate impacts to agricultural income 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2135 Estimate present value change in regional income 26d 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2140 Estimate jobs displace/create 25d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2145 Estimate number of primary residences impacted 35d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2150 Estimate number of property owners impacted 56d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2155 Assess community well-being 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2160 Complete environmental justice evaluations 25d 15-Jul-05 15-Aug-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2165 Estimate impacts to property taxes 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2170 Evaluate project acceptability 46d 14-Jun-05 15-Jul-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2175 Evaluate uncertainty in water quality reduction predictions 35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $23,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2180 Evaluate sensitivity of water quality improvement to severe
weather conditions 

35d 14-Jul-05 01-Aug-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2185 Refine MCACES Cost Estimates 38d 14-Jun-05 30-Jun-05 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2190 Refine/develop IWR-PLAN model 38d 30-Jun-05 18-Jul-05 $9,200 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2195 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 38d 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2200 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 0d 12-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2205 Evaluate CE/ICA for habitat value 38d 18-Jul-05 27-Jul-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2215 Develop MCDM model 26d 14-Jun-05 12-Aug-05 $23,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2220 Initial Comparisons & Analyses 0d 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2225 Prepare draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 02-Sep-05 20-Sep-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2230 Submit draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 20-Sep-05 06-Oct-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2235 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 06-Oct-05 17-Oct-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2240 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 106d 24-Oct-05 01-Nov-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2245 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 77d 29-Nov-05 07-Dec-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2250 Attend/Present at Meeting 77d 07-Dec-05 15-Dec-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2260 Identify Tentatively Selected Plan 0d 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2265 Assemble, address & incorporate comments 44d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2270 Prepare Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 46d 10-Feb-06 21-Feb-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2275 Submit Final Alternative Plan Evaluation document 44d 23-Feb-06 09-Mar-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2285 Assemble & incorporate PDT Comments 0d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $27,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2290 Complete additional technical evaluations 0d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2295 Final Comparisons 0d 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2300 Prepare Final Draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 31-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 $23,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2305 Submit Final draft Alternative Plan Evaluation document 0d 08-Nov-05 29-Nov-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2315 AFB Meeting 0d 02-Feb-06 06-Feb-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2350 AFB Preparation 67d 06-Oct-05 24-Oct-05 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2505 Prepare/Submit Final Future Without Project Evaluation 
document 

190d 30-Jul-04 12-Aug-04 $36,340 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2515 Meeting Participation 211d 28-May-04 01-Jun-04 $18,291 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2555 Prepare/Submit raft Future Without Project Evaluation 
document 

193d 28-Jun-04 12-Jul-04 $96,301 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2560 Attend Outreach Event 1 19-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A $7,267 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2565 Prepare / Submit Final PPP Presentation 01-Apr-03
A 

14-Apr-03 A $4,079 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2570 Attend / Facilitate / Present Public Mtg. 0d 05-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $926 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2575 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 16-Aug-04 01-Sep-04 $926 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2580 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 5d 20-Jul-04 29-Jul-04 $556 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2585 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Initial Alternatives 
Document 

0d 12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 $926 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2595 Identify potential sites for Management Measures 0d 29-Apr-04 01-Jul-04 $3,704 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2600 Define/Formulate Management Measures 0d 01-Jul-04 12-Jul-04 $926 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2605 Combine Management Measures into Alternatives 0d 12-Jul-04 20-Jul-04 $3,704 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2610 Prepare / Submit Final Land Use Maps 03-Feb-03 
A 

30-Apr-03 A $36,009 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2640 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

03-Nov-03 
A 

16-Jan-04 A $79,358 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2650 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $5,510 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2655 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Document 

0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $21,967 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2660 Technical Evaluations of Initial Alternatives 0d 01-Sep-04 10-Sep-04 $3,704 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2665 Initial identification of Final Alternatives 0d 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 $1,852 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2670 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 13-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 $1,852 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2680 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 21-Sep-04 30-Sep-04 $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2685 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Screening Document 0d 30-Sep-04 18-Oct-04 $926 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2690 Prepare / Submit Final Screening Criteria document 04-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A $27,649 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2695 Prepare / Submit draft Screening Criteria document 03-Feb-03 
A 

24-Feb-03 A $39,361 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2705 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 09-Jan-03 
A 

30-Jan-03 A $14,706 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2710 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 
A 

06-Mar-03 A $12,252 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2720 Prepare / Submit Initial draft Future Without Project 
Sensitivity document 

163d 20-Jul-04 02-Aug-04 $40,863 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2730 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 03-Aug-04 16-Aug-04 $5,756 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2735 Prepare / Submit draft Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

163d 17-Aug-04 30-Aug-04 $19,724 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2745 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 163d 31-Aug-04 14-Sep-04 $6,446 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2750 Prepare / Submit Final Future Without Project Sensitivity 
document 

163d 15-Sep-04 21-Sep-04 $13,789 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2770 Modify WAM to simulate 1965 - 2000 01-Aug-03 02-Dec-03 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2780 Documentation of Input data and WAM Modifications 219d 25-Sep-03 15-Apr-04
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2785 Verified WAM with S-65C and distribute S-68 Flows 01-Aug-03 02-Dec-03 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2790 Documentation of Future Without Simulation 163d 25-Sep-03 15-Apr-04
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2795 WAM Simulation of Future Without Project Conditions 01-Aug-03 02-Dec-03 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2815 Update WAM Verification 230d 26-Sep-03 31-Mar-04 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2835 Prepare / Submit Pre-Screening Methodology document 29-Jul-03 A 08-Oct-03 A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2845 Prepare / Submit draft PPAA Pre-Screening document 79d 07-Nov-03 11-Mar-04 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2855 Prepare / Submit Final PPAA Pre-Screening document 79d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2860 Compile Information 03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2865 Modify/ Expand WAM Model 02-Feb-04 06-Feb-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2870 Calibrate & Verify WAM Model Results 09-Feb-04 13-Feb-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2875 Prepare / Submit Draft Existing Conditions Hydrologic & 03-Nov-03 16-Jan-04 A 
Water Quality Characterization A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2885 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & 84d 17-Feb-04 12-Mar-04 
Water Quality Characterization A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2890 Modify WAM Model 04-Feb-04 09-Feb-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2895 Evaluate WAM Model Results 10-Feb-04 17-Feb-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2900 Prepare / Submit Draft Future Conditions Hydrologic & Water 03-Feb-04 17-Feb-04 A 
Quality Characterization A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2910 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2915 Prepare / Submit Final Existing Conditions Hydrologic & 0d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04
Water Quality Characterization 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2920 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 26-Feb-04 26-Feb-04 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2925 Final ITR Comment/Response document 432d 07-May-04 13-May-04 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2930 Draft ITR Comment/Response document 432d 09-Apr-04 22-Apr-04 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2940 Prepare Plan Fomulation Summary 476d 23-Feb-04 
A 

12-Mar-04 $7,729 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2945 FSM Presentation 500d 15-Mar-04 19-Mar-04 $2,005 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2950 Feasibility Scoping Meeting (FSM) 432d 25-Jun-04 01-Jul-04 $3,208 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-2955 ITR/FSM Comment/Response Document 441d 02-Jul-04 02-Jul-04 $11,584 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3005 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Evaluation Criteria
Document 

245d 12-May-04 25-May-04 $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3015 Develop project objectives for Lake Istokpoga 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3020 Summarize problems & opportunities 11-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3025 New Identify potential screening criteria, evaluation criteria &
performance measures 

245d 09-Oct-03 
A 

30-Mar-04 $14,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3030 Prepare Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 245d 31-Mar-04 13-Apr-04 $9,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3035 Prepare/Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Evaluation 
Criteriactivity 

245d 14-Apr-04 27-Apr-04 $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3040 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 245d 28-Apr-04 11-May-04 $4,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3045 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3050 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3055 Prepare/Submit Final Alternatives 30% design document 0d 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 $6,900 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3060 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $165,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3065 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3070 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3075 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3085 Prepare/distribute draft Alternatives 30% design document 0d 27-Jan-05 11-Feb-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3090 Attend/Facilitate/Present PT Mtg 0d 11-Feb-05 02-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3095 Complete 30% engineering designs 0d 08-Dec-04 10-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3100 Develop cost estimates (MCACES) 0d 10-Jan-05 27-Jan-05 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3105 Prepare/Submit Site Identification Document 01-Aug-03
A 

09-Dec-03 A $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3115 Screening/Prioritization of Wetland & Habitat Restoration 
Sites 

24-Dec-03 
A 

26-Feb-04 A $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3120 Prepare/Submit Site Screening Document 156d 27-Feb-04 
A 

11-Mar-04 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3130 Develop descriptions for wetland & habitat sites 156d 26-Mar-04 08-Apr-04 $9,200 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3140 Prepare / Submit Draft Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

15-Dec-03 
A 

24-Feb-04 A $24,917 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3160 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 47d 28-Apr-04 04-May-04 $5,510 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3165 Prepare / Submit Final Lake Istokpoga Forecast of Future 
Conditions Document 

51d 15-Apr-04 28-Apr-04 $5,459 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3170 Prepare/Submit Final Alternative Plan document 0d 18-Nov-04 07-Dec-04 $32,839 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3180 Prepare / Submit draft Alternative Plan document 0d 18-Oct-04 03-Nov-04 $135,022 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3190 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 0d 03-Nov-04 18-Nov-04 $11,204 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3195 Analysis of System Benefits 1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3205 Water Quality Benefits for Planning Area Alternatives 1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $110,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3210 Evaluate storage capacity in wet season for Planning Area
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $73,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3215 Evaluate water availability in dry season for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $73,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3220 Determine Wetland Restoration Benefits for Planning Area 
Alternatives 

1d 08-Dec-04 25-Jan-05 $73,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3225 Prepare / Submit Draft Benefit Assessment Document 1d 25-Jan-05 10-Feb-05 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3230 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 2d 10-Feb-05 28-Feb-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3235 Prepare/Submit Final Benefit Assessment document 2d 28-Feb-05 16-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3240 Prepare / Submit IPR Review Response Strategy document 03-Feb-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A $12,241 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3245 Prepare / Submit draft EEE Document 03-Feb-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A $12,830 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3255 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT 14-Apr-03
A 

08-May-03 A $2,285 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3260 Prepare / Submit Final EEE document 01-May-03 
A 

20-May-03 A $6,652 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3265 Aerial Photograph Preparation 16-Jun-03 
A 

20-Jun-03 A $3,294 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3270 Prepare / Submit Final Evaluation Strategy 17-Dec-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $19,808 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3275 Prepare / Submit Revise Evaluation Criteria Fact Sheets 15-May-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $17,093 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3305 Prepare / Submit Prelim. draft Evaluation Strategy 30-Apr-03
A 

18-Dec-03 A $24,880 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3315 Attend / Facilitate / Present USACE 24-Oct-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $4,896 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3320 Prepare / Submit draft Evaluation Strategy 07-Nov-03 
A 

18-Dec-03 A $12,689 
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A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3330 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 08-Dec-03 

A 
08-Dec-03 A $3,043 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3340 Prepare / Submit WQTT Technical Memorandum 25-Sep-03
A 

17-Dec-03 A $41,474 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3345 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 13-Feb-03 
A 

06-Mar-03 A $11,969 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3350 Prepare/ Submit Final PAI document 04-Mar-03 
A 

19-Mar-03 A $16,028 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3355 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 09-Jan-03 
A 

31-Jan-03 A $30,417 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3365 Prepare/Submit draft PAI document 31-Jan-03 
A 

14-Feb-03 A $27,103 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3370 Calibrate DMSTA Model 11-Sep-03
A 

15-Jan-04 A $28,314 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3380 Prepare/Submit Screened Alternative Summary document -74d 09-Jan-04 
A 

10-Mar-04 $77,613 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3400 Attend Public Workshop No. 1 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $4,981 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3405 Attend Public Workshop No. 2 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $4,981 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3410 Attend Public Workshop No. 3 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $4,981 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3415 Attend Public Workshop No. 4 79d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 $4,981 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3425 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 21-May-03 
A 

05-Jun-03 A $12,857 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3430 Prepare / Submit draft Initial Alternatives document 09-Jun-03 
A 

22-Jul-03 A $25,085 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3440 Attend / Facilitate / Present Workshop 20-Jun-03 
A 

23-Jun-03 A $11,236 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3445 Prepare / Submit Final Initial Alternatives document 06-Aug-03
A 

24-Sep-03 A $26,172 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3455 Land Suitability Model 07-Apr-03
A 

28-Apr-03 A $32,972 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3460 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 14-Apr-03
A 

06-May-03 A $36,483 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3480 Prepare / Submit Preliminary draft Initial Alternatives
document 

30-Apr-03
A 

21-May-03 A $48,311 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3490 Prepare/Submit Draft Cultural Resources Assessment 
document 

03-Feb-03 
A 

18-Mar-03 A $20,346 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3500 Attend / Facilitate / Present PDT Mtg. 20-Mar-03 
A 

02-Apr-03 A $2,895 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3505 Prepare / Submit Final Cultural Resources Assessment 01-Apr-03 30-May-03 A $9,992 
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document A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3525 Deliverable-Final Draft PIR Work Plan 04-Sep-03 04-Sep-03 A

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3535 Deliverable-Initial Draft PIR W/P 13-Jun-03 13-Jun-03 A 

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3570 Deliverable-Final PIR Work Plan 30-Sep-03 30-Sep-03 A

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3600 Deliverable-PDT Mtg.on Genl. Work Plan 28-May-03 28-May-03 A 

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3620 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Initial Draft PIR WP 24-Jun-03 24-Jun-03 A 

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3625 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Final Draft PIR WP 27-Aug-03 27-Aug-03 A

A 
5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3655 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for AFB 30d 14-Dec-05 16-Dec-05 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3675 ITR/PDT Meeting to Review Final Screening Comments 53d 24-Oct-05 08-Nov-05 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3700 ITR Meeting with PDT to prepare for FSM 451d 09-Apr-04 09-Apr-04 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3705 Attend meeting in Tallahassee 24-Jun-03 24-Jun-03 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3710 Prepare/Submit Final Update Future Without Project 163d 14-Jun-04 25-Jun-04 
Conditions document 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3720 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Future W/O Project 15-Nov-02 15-Nov-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3755 Deliverable-Final Future W/O Proj. Condit. 02-Dec-02 02-Dec-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3770 Deliverable-PDT Mtg. On Exist. Condit. 07-Jun-02 07-Jun-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3820 Deliverable-Draft Invent. of Exist. Condit. 15-May-02 15-May-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3840 Deliverable-Final Exist. Condit. Descrip. 17-Jun-02 17-Jun-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3850 Prepare/Submit draft Update Future Without Project 163d 16-Apr-04 27-May-04
Conditions document 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3875 Deliverable-Draft Future W/O Proj. Condit. 15-Aug-02 15-Aug-02 A
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3910 Deliverable-Initial Topo Data- Tech. Memo 15-Apr-03 15-Apr-03 A
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3930 Deliverable - Proj. Sched.P3C File 15-Mar-02 15-Mar-02 A 
A 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-3955 Deliverable - Draft W/P Present. 08-Feb-02 08-Feb-02 A 
A 

$12,642 

$15,965 

$10,542 

$7,758 

$6,596 

$6,596 

$9,200 

$9,200 

$8,598 

$2,058 

$12,672 

$8,266 

$13,106 

$9,811 

$53,969 

$20,204 

$37,917 

$24,751 

$36,659 

$2,200 

$7,395 
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WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

01-3975 

01-4005 

01-4025 

01-4030 

01-4055 

01-4095 

01-4105 

01-4140 

01-4165 

01-4195 

01-4205 

01-4225 

01-4280 

01-4310 

01-4330 

01-4350 

01-4375 

01-4400 

01-4430 

01-4450 

01-4455 

Deliverable - Draft Project W/P 

Deliverable - Final Project W/P 

Deliverable-Final Draft Watershed Assess. 

Deliverable-Draft Watershed Assess. Rpt. 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Watershed 

Deliverable-Public Workshop on Watershed 

Deliverable-Final Watershed Assess. Rpt. 

Deliverable-PDT Present. on Spatial 

Deliverable-Spatial Model Dev. 

Deliverable-Spatial Data Users Manual 

Deliverable - Update at 12 Months 

Deliverable-Initl. Spat. Data Model Present. 

Deliverable-Approved Spatial Data Model 

Deliverable-Initial Geotech.Data- Tech. Mem. 

Deliverable-Final Public Outreach Plan 

Deliverable - Draft Pub. Outreach Plan 

Deliverable-Draft P/O Present. 

Deliverable - Kickoff Meeting 

Deliverable-Final Kickoff Mtg. Summary 

Deliverable - Project Prog. Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 18 
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28-Jan-02 
A 
11-Mar-02 
A 
16-Jun-03 
A 
17-Mar-03 
A 
29-Apr-03
A 
23-Jun-03 
A 
25-Jul-03 A 

11-Mar-02 
A 
15-Feb-02 
A 
03-Sep-03
A 
15-Jan-03 
A 
15-May-02 
A 
17-Jun-02 
A 
15-Dec-03 
A 
04-Apr-02
A 
26-Feb-02 
A 
08-Mar-02 
A 
30-Jan-02 
A 
14-Feb-02 
A 
14-Feb-02 
A 
01-Jul-03 A 

28-Jan-02 A 

11-Mar-02 A 

16-Jun-03 A 

17-Mar-03 A 

30-Apr-03 A 

23-Jun-03 A 

25-Jul-03 A 

11-Mar-02 A 

15-Feb-02 A 

03-Sep-03 A 

15-Jan-03 A 

15-May-02 A 

17-Jun-02 A 

15-Dec-03 A 

04-Apr-02 A 

26-Feb-02 A 

08-Mar-02 A 

30-Jan-02 A 

14-Feb-02 A 

14-Mar-02 A 

31-Jul-03 A 

$20,220 

$7,785 

$15,399 

$29,466 

$9,453 

$14,182 

$15,372 

$4,929 

$13,108 

$8,876 

$4,042 

$16,157 

$13,926 

$36,613 

$6,409 

$13,820 

$5,676 

$20,851 

$4,656 

$3,432 

$1,080 
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25-Feb-04 

WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

01-4460 

01-4465 

01-4470 

01-4475 

01-4480 

01-4485 

01-4490 

01-4495 

01-4500 

01-4505 

01-4510 

01-4515 

01-4520 

01-4525 

01-4530 

01-4535 

01-4540 

01-4545 

01-4550 

01-4585 

01-4665 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 19 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable - Monthly Progress Rpt. 

Deliverable-Draft Phase 2 Doc. 

Deliverable-Draft Phase 1 Doc. (TCNS) 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 2 
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01-Aug-03
A 
15-Feb-02 
A 
15-Mar-02 
A 
15-Apr-02
A 
15-May-02 
A 
17-Jun-02 
A 
15-Jul-02 A 

15-Aug-02
A 
16-Sep-02
A 
15-Oct-02 
A 
15-Nov-02 
A 
15-Dec-02 
A 
15-Jan-03 
A 
14-Feb-03 
A 
14-Mar-03 
A 
15-Apr-03
A 
15-May-03 
A 
16-Jun-03 
A 
16-Dec-02 
A 
15-May-02 
A 
11-May-01 
A 

05-Sep-03 A 

15-Feb-02 A 

15-Mar-02 A 

15-Apr-02 A 

15-May-02 A 

17-Jul-02 A 

15-Jul-02 A 

15-Aug-02 A 

16-Sep-02 A 

15-Oct-02 A 

15-Nov-02 A 

15-Dec-02 A 

15-Jan-03 A 

14-Feb-03 A 

14-Mar-03 A 

15-Apr-03 A 

15-May-03 A 

16-Jun-03 A 

16-Dec-02 A 

15-May-02 A 

11-May-01 A 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$1,080 

$160,688 

$71,085 

$14,675 
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WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

01-4680 

01-4700 

Deliverable-PDT Mtg. on Draft Phase 1 

Deliverable-Approved Phase 1 Doc. 

03-May-02 03-May-02 A 
A 
24-Jul-02 A 24-Jul-02 A 

$14,031 

$27,431 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

01-4715 

01-4750 

01-4770 

01-4780 

01-4840 

Deliverable-Final Phase 2 Doc. 

Deliverable-PDT Perform. Measure 

Deliverable-In-Progress Review Mtg. 

Deliverable-NEPA Public Scop. Mtg. 

Deliverable-Final Draft Perform. Meas. 

23-Jun-03 23-Jun-03 A 
A 
10-Apr-02 10-Apr-02 A
A 
16-Dec-02 16-Dec-02 A 
A 
16-Sep-02 16-Sep-02 A
A 
19-Jul-02 A 19-Jul-02 A 

$41,282 

$14,428 

$6,091 

$5,649 

$27,054 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 

01-4870 

01-4900 

01-4925 

01-4930 

01-4935 

01-4940 

01-4945 

01-4950 

01-4955 

01-4960 

01-4965 

01-4975 

01-5010 

01-5015 

01-5045 

Deliverable-Initial Draft Perform. Meas. 

Deliverable-Final Perform. Meas. Doc. 

Deliverable-PDT Draft Perform. Meas. 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 1 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 2 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 3 

Okee/WPB Meeting No. 4 

Atl/Wash DC Meeting No. 1 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 1 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 2 

Jacksonville Meeting No. 3 

Deliverable-Initial RE Data- Technical Memo 

Prepare Preliminary 1st Draft 

Prepare 1st draft for distribution 

SAJ Response to HQ Policy Review Comments 

163d 

39d 

22d 

0d 

0d 

15-May-02 
A 
09-Oct-02 
A 
07-Jun-02 
A 
26-Jun-02 
A 
14-Aug-02
A 
07-Jan-03 
A 
26-Feb-04 
A 
21-Oct-03 
A 
23-Oct-02 
A 
15-Jun-04 

15-Dec-04 

14-Feb-03 
A 
13-Mar-06 

10-May-06 

27-Sep-06 

15-May-02 A 

09-Oct-02 A 

07-Jun-02 A 

26-Jun-02 A 

14-Aug-02 A 

07-Jan-03 A 

26-Feb-04 A 

21-Oct-03 A 

23-Oct-02 A 

15-Jun-04 

15-Dec-04 

14-Feb-03 A 

10-Apr-06 

26-May-06 

05-Oct-06 

$42,270 

$20,178 

$6,416 

$3,672 

$3,672 

$3,672 

$3,672 

$7,240 

$4,158 

$4,158 

$4,158 

$25,665 

$27,600 

$11,960 

$4,600 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5050 Incorporate In-House comments on 1st draft 64d 13-Jun-06 29-Jun-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5055 In-Progress Review 0d 05-Oct-06 17-Oct-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5080 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 12d 29-Jun-06 18-Jul-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5085 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 0d 03-Aug-06 18-Aug-06 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5095 Prepare Preliminary draft document 0d 17-Oct-06 01-Nov-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5100 Prepare draft for distribution 0d 01-Nov-06 09-Nov-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5140 Prepare draft document 25d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5145 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5155 Prepare draft document 25d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $46,000 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5160 Submit draft document 26d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5165 Develop/Refine Engineering drawings & Plates 43d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $36,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5170 Upate MCACES Cost Estimate 43d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5180 Develop Implementation Plan 43d 06-Feb-06 23-Feb-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5190 Prepare draft Recommended Plan document 32d 10-Mar-06 28-Mar-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5195 Submit draft Recommended Plan document 38d 28-Mar-06 04-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5200 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 61d 04-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5205 Attend/Facilitate/Present Workshop 0d 09-May-05 17-May-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5215 Assemble & incorporate public comments 0d 17-May-05 03-Jun-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5220 Prepare/Submit Final Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
Document 

0d 03-Jun-05 14-Jun-05 $6,900 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5225 Attend/Facilitate/Present PDT Mtg 5d 12-Apr-05 21-Apr-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5235 Prepare/Submit Final draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental 
Cost document 

0d 28-Apr-05 09-May-05 $6,900 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5245 Develop IWR-PLAN model 0d 02-Mar-05 17-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5250 Evaluate CE/ICA for water quality 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5255 Evaluate CE/ICA for water storage 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5260 Evaluate CE/ICA for wetland restoration 0d 17-Mar-05 28-Mar-05 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5265 Prepare draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost 
document 

0d 28-Mar-05 05-Apr-05 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5270 Submit draft Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost document 0d 05-Apr-05 12-Apr-05 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5275 Real Estate data Collection and Analyses 48d 08-Nov-05 15-Dec-05 $36,800 
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5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5280 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 14d 06-Feb-06 06-Apr-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5285 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 14d 06-Apr-06 20-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5290 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5295 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5300 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5305 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5315 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5320 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5325 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5330 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $13,800 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5335 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $3,680 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5340 Prepare Preliminary 1st draft 11d 06-Feb-06 11-Apr-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5345 Prepare 1st draft for distribution 11d 11-Apr-06 25-Apr-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5350 Prepare Preliminary Internal draft document 4d 29-Jun-06 01-Aug-06 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5355 Prepare Internal draft for distribution 4d 01-Aug-06 14-Aug-06 $3,680 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5360 Prepare Preliminary draft document 2d 17-Oct-06 30-Oct-06 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5365 Prepare draft for distribution 2d 30-Oct-06 07-Nov-06 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5370 Prepare Preliminary draft Final document 4d 24-Jan-07 28-Mar-07 $9,200 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5375 Prepare draft Final for distribution 4d 28-Mar-07 12-Apr-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5380 Prepare Preliminary Final document 2d 09-Nov-07 13-Dec-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5390 Prepare Preliminary Internal Final document 5d 03-May-07 06-Jun-07 $4,600 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5395 Prepare Internal Final for distribution 5d 06-Jun-07 13-Jun-07 $2,760 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5405 Quantify Water Made Available 29d 06-Feb-06 24-Feb-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5410 Savings Analysis 32d 24-Feb-06 10-Mar-06 $18,400 

5307.Pro Fees / Consulting Services 01-5415 Identify Water to be Reserved 29d 24-Feb-06 27-Feb-06 $18,400 

Resource Summary $6,310,085 

Pro Fees (CCNA) - Construct Proj. 
5306.Pro Fees (CCNA) - Construct Proj. 01-2015 Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A $0 

5306.Pro Fees (CCNA) - Construct Proj. 01-4160 Draft Strategy Document for PDT Review 
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25-Feb-04 

WBS 01 
Office 

CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

Resource Summary $0 

Travel - Consultants 
5355.Travel - Consultants 

5355.Travel - Consultants 

01-5435 

01-5550 

Discharge measurements/WQ sonde maintenance 

Construction of monitoring sites 

01-Oct-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 

Resource Summary 

$76,800 

$40,000 

$116,800 

Leased Employee Contract Svcs. 
5386.Leased Employee Contract Svcs. 

5386.Leased Employee Contract Svcs. 

01-5705 

01-5880 

Network Design - Pre-Conversion 

Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 

2560d 01-Mar-04 30-Nov-04 

08-Mar-01 08-Mar-01 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Parts / Supplies / Expense - Office 
5419.Parts / Supplies / Expense - Office 01-1285 Project Management - Pre-Conversion 12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Land Acquisition Assoc Costs 
5550.Land Acquisition Assoc Costs 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 

Resource Summary $0 

Travel - Dist Bus (Non-Train/Conf) 
5554.Travel - Dist Bus (Non-Train/Conf) 

5554.Travel - Dist Bus (Non-Train/Conf) 

5554.Travel - Dist Bus (Non-Train/Conf) 

5554.Travel - Dist Bus (Non-Train/Conf) 

01-1285 

01-2015 

01-5705 

01-5880 

Project Management - Pre-Conversion 

Plan Formulation - Pre-Conversion 

Network Design - Pre-Conversion 

Initial PMP - Pre-Conversion 

2560d 

12-Jul-01 A 30-Sep-02 A 

12-Jul-01 A 06-May-02 A 

01-Mar-04 30-Nov-04 

08-Mar-01 12-Jul-01 A 
A 

Resource Summary 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Land & Land Improvements 
5610.Land & Land Improvements 01-5825 Real Estate - Pre-Conversion 965d 12-Jul-01 A 18-Mar-05 $0 
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WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

5610.Land & Land Improvements 01-5830 Real Estate Acquisition - TCNS 0d 28-Jan-09 01-Sep-09 $29,700,000 

5610.Land & Land Improvements 01-5835 Real Estate Acquisition - LO 0d 30-Jul-09 14-Oct-10 $205,068,000 

Resource Summary $234,768,000 

Field Equipment 
5655.Field Equipment 

5655.Field Equipment 

01-5540 

01-5545 

Purchase equipment 

Purchase supplies & materials 

01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 

Resource Summary 

$730,000 

$115,000 

$845,000 

Usgs Dept Of Interior 
v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 

01-5540 

01-5540 

01-5545 

01-5545 

01-5615 

01-5695 

01-5695 

01-5700 

01-5710 

01-5710 

01-5725 

Purchase equipment 

Purchase equipment 

Purchase supplies & materials 

Purchase supplies & materials 

Monitoring Network Design Approval - Corps 

Site & parameter selection 

Site & parameter selection 

Monitoring site design 

Cost estimate for network 

Cost estimate for network 

Define monitoring objectives USGS 

01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
01-Nov-02 30-Sep-03 A
A 
30-Sep-02 31-Oct-02 A 
A 
30-Oct-01 07-Jan-02 A 
A 
30-Oct-01 07-Jan-02 A 
A 
07-Jan-02 07-Feb-02 A 
A 
07-Feb-02 12-Mar-02 A 
A 
07-Feb-02 12-Mar-02 A 
A 
12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A 

$10,032 

$10,032 

$2,280 

$2,280 

$2,648 

$25,650 

$25,650 

$10,032 

$5,016 

$10,032 

$1,140 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 01-5725 Define monitoring objectives USGS 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $1,140 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 01-5725 Define monitoring objectives USGS 12-Jul-01 A 26-Jul-01 A $1,140 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $15,000 

Page 123 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



25-Feb-04 

App F Tab A - Resource and Role Assignments 

WBS 01 CERP Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Office Activity ID Activity Name Total Float Start Finish Budgeted Cost 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $57,000 

v1003.Usgs Dept Of Interior 01-5740 Identify potential monitoring sites 26-Jul-01 A 29-Oct-01 A $28,500 

Resource Summary $207,572 

Total Duration: 08-Mar-01 28-Feb-14 A 
A 

Total: $455,956,728 

Page 124 of 124 Appendix F Tab A 



   

  
   

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Appendix G Contracting Acquisition Plan 

APPENDIX G:  CONTRACTING ACQUISITION PLAN 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project PMP � Final January 2004 
Appendix G - 1 



   

  
   

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

   
  

 
  

   
  

   
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 
 

    
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix G Contracting Acquisition Plan 

Appendix G 
Contracting Acquisition Plan 

Contracting Acquisition Plan - PIR Contract 

An Architect/Engineer (AE) contract will be awarded for technical support in 
preparation of the Watershed Assessment and the Project Implementation 
Report (PIR)/Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for the Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Project and the Lake Okeechobee Projects. The 
SFWMD will act as the procuring agency for this contract.  The acquisition 
process will follow the requirements of the Consultant�s Competitive 
Negotiation Act (CCNA) and all-applicable policies and regulations of the 
SFWMD.  The procurement will comply with Governor Bush�s One Florida 
policy. At the conclusion of the Watershed Assessment, the PDT will review 
the Work Plan submitted by the contractor for the remainder of the PIR 
process.  A decision will be made at that time to either continue with the 
work plan or terminate the contract.  The decision whether to continue or 
terminate the contract will be based on performance of the contractor and on 
the adequacy of the work plan.  The work plan should be consistent with the 
general scope, schedule, and cost estimates in the Project Management Plan 
(PMP). 

If there is a decision to continue with the contract through preparation of the 
PIRs, the Contractor will be required to make 30% and 60% review 
submittals during the PIR process.  Both submittals will serve as decision 
points to continue toward the final, or 95%, submittal.  The final deliverable 
is expected to be draft PIR/EISs for both the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough 
Project and the Lake Okeechobee Projects.  The draft PIR/EISs will include 
responses to PDT comments.  After conclusion of the Contract work for each 
PIR/EIS, the PDT will lead the process for public and agency reviews, 
responses to public and agency comments, final approval of the PIR/EIS, and 
obtaining the Record of Decision (ROD). 

PDT MONITORING/REVIEW 

In monitoring of the work by the AE, the PDT will provide three functions 
during the contract period: 

• Provide Guidance to the Contractor  - The Contractor will facilitate 
periodic meetings to obtain guidance in the methods, data collection, 
format, etc to be used in the development of contract deliverables. 

• Provide input to the Contractor - The Contractor will facilitate a series of 
meetings to obtain PDT input for the development of performance 
measures during the Watershed Assessment and the development of the 
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Appendix G Contracting Acquisition Plan 

preliminary and final sets of alternative plans to be evaluated in both 
PIRs.  Additionally, PDT members will provide any existing data or 
reference material that may support development of contract deliverables. 

• Review Contract Deliverables - Prior to the release of any Contract 
deliverable, the Contractor will obtain and respond to comments of the 
PDT.  The PDT shall review the Contract deliverables to insure technical 
adequacy and consistency with all applicable Federal and state 
requirements participation of Minority and Women Owned Businesses.  A 
scope of work for the contract, with milestones, will be reviewed and 
approved by the USACE prior to issuance of the Request for Proposal 
(RFP).  The panel for review and ranking proposals will consist of USACE 
and District personnel and the USACE will be an equal partner in 
management of the contract. 

CONTRACT SCOPE AND WORK PLAN 

A scope of work will be prepared and a RFP will be released in accordance 
with the CCNA process.  The scope of work will include work scopes, costs, 
and schedules for all proposed contract products that are consistent with the 
approved PMP.  The Contract will require compliance with all applicable 
Federal and state regulations and policies.  The PDT will review that scope of 
work, monitor and guide the contractor during the project execution, and will 
review all deliverables.  The Contractor will generally be responsible for 
performing all technical functions required for preparation of the following 
major deliverables: 

• Watershed Assessment Document � describes the results and conclusion 
of the watershed assessment; 

• Work Plan � developed at the conclusion of the watershed assessment, it 
will provide a detailed scope, schedule, and cost estimate for all technical 
support work required to support preparation of the two PIR/EISs; 

• Draft PIR/EIS for the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough � meets all Federal 
and state requirements; and 

• Draft PIR/EIS for the Lake Okeechobee Projects � meets all Federal and 
state requirements. 

At the conclusion of the Watershed Assessment, the Project Delivery Team 
will review the Work Plan submitted by the contractor for the remainder of 
the PIR process.  A decision will be made at that time to either continue with 
the work plan or terminate the contract.  The decision whether to continue or 
terminate the contract will be based on performance of the contractor and on 
the adequacy of the work plan.  The work plan should be consistent with the 
general scope, schedule, and cost estimates in the PMP. 
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APPENDIX H:  QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 

TAB A � INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM 

TAB B � Statement of Technical and Legal Review 
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Appendix H Quality Control Plan/ Independent Technical Review 

 TAB A � Independent Technical Review Team  

TABLE H-A-1: INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW TEAM 

Name Agency Specialty 

Besrutschko, Peter USACE PE-D, WQ 

Cintron, Barbara USACE PD-E, Biologist 

Gysan, Tim USACE EN-HI, Modeling 

Matthews, Jimmy USACE EN-T, ITR Lead 

Moore, Brooks USACE OC, Attorney 

Tipton, Royce USACE PD-P, Plan Formulation 

Additional ITR members are still being identified 

Annon Bozeman Planner COE (PD-ER) 904-232-1688 
Martin Gonzalez Civil Engineer/Planner COE (PD-PF) 904-232-1117      
Bill Hunt Economist COE (PD-D) 904-232-1020 
Bruce Tappmeyer Engineer COE (CO-CQ) 904-232-3835        
Karl Nixon Review Appraiser COE (RE-S) 904-232-2339 
John Kremer Biologist COE (PD-ES) 904-232-3551 
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Appendix H Quality Control Plan/ Independent Technical Review 

TAB B � Statement of Technical and Legal Review 

ER 1110-2-1150 
31 Aug 99 
F1-1 

STATEMENT OF TECHNICAL AND LEGAL REVIEW 
SAMPLE 

COMPLETION OF INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW: 

The District has completed the (type of study) of (project name and location). 
Notice is hereby given that an independent technical review, that is 
appropriate to the level of risk and complexity inherent in the project, has 
been conducted as defined in the Quality Control Plan. During the 
independent technical review, compliance with established policy principles 
and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions were verified. This 
included review of assumptions; methods, procedures, and material used in 
analyses; alternatives evaluated; the appropriateness of data used and level 
of data obtained; and reasonableness of the results, including whether the 
product meets the customer's needs consistent with law and existing USACE 
policy. The independent technical review was accomplished by (an 
independent district team/personnel from the District/by AE contractor). 

  (Signature) (Date) 
Technical Review Team Leader 
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Appendix H Quality Control Plan/ Independent Technical Review 

CERTIFICATION OF INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW: 

Significant concerns and the explanation of the resolution are as follows: 

(Describe the major technical concerns, possible impact, and resolution) 

As noted above, all concerns resulting from independent technical review of 
the project have been considered. The report and all associated documents 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act have been fully reviewed. 

   (Signature) 
Project Manager

   (Date) 

   (Signature) 
Chief, Planning Division 

   (Date) 

   (Signature) 
Chief, Engineering Division

   (Date) 

   (Signature) 
Chief, Operations Division 

   (Date) 

   (Signature) 
Chief, Real Estate Division 

   (Date) 

CERTIFICATION OF LEGAL REVIEW: 

The report for  , including all associated 
documents required by the National Environmental Policy Act, has been fully 
reviewed by the Office of Counsel,   District and is approved 
as legally sufficient.

   (Signature)    (Date) 
District Counsel 
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Appendix I Public Involvement 

APPENDIX I 
Public Involvement 

Public involvement is a critical component of the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed, LOW Project due to the intense public, political, and media 
interest in the restoration of the Everglades ecosystem.  Public Outreach 
efforts began early in the reconnaissance phase of the C&SF Project 
Comprehensive Review Study (Restudy).  At this time, the study area of the 
Restudy included the study area of the LOW Project.  Such efforts were a 
very important and integral part of the plan formulation stages of the LOW 
Project and will continue throughout implementation of the preferred plan 
components. 

Public involvement is a process by which interested and affected individuals, 
organizations, agencies, and governmental entities participate in a decision-
making process.  Public involvement has been, and will continue to be, a 
critical component of the LOW Project reconnaissance, scoping, plan 
formulation, report writing, and implementation process.  Three goals for 
public involvement have been identified and implemented throughout the 
process: 

• To inform the public about the LOW Project and to generate input on key 
issues and concerns.  This input involves diverse groups outside of the 
study team who assisted early on in the process of problem definition, 
issue and opportunity identification, as well as providing input on 
potential solutions; 

• Develop relationships critical to the success of the study and 
implementation of the recommendations of the study; and 

• Facilitate open and honest discussions that enhance efforts to foster 
public understanding of the tradeoffs and complexities of developing 
multipurpose water resources.   

• Support an exchange of ideas and information among interested 
individuals and stakeholder groups critical to resolving the challenges 
involved in an environmental restoration effort of this magnitude. 

Further, obligations of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and South 
Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) as lead agencies are to: 

• Keep people informed so that they can make educated choices; 
• Provide visible ways to participate in the process; and 
• Provide equal access to information and decision-makers regardless of 

viewpoint. 
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APPENDIX J 
List of Reference Documents 

a. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, 1999, Central and 
Southern Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study, Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement; South Florida Water Management District, West 
Palm Beach, FL, April 1999 

b. Master Program Management Plan, Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP), Final, August 2000 

c. Project Management Plan for Restoration Coordination and 
Verification (RECOVER), Draft, February 2001 

d. Engineering Regulations (ER), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1. ER 5-1-11, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Business Process, 14 Feb 

01 
2. ER 405-1-12, Real Estate Handbook, Chapter 12, 20 Nov 85 

(Change 31, 1 May 98) 
3. ER 415-1-11, Biddability, Constructibility, Operability, and 

Environmental Review, 1 Sep 94 
4. ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, 22 Apr 00 
5. ER 1110-1-12, Engineering and Design, Quality Management, 1 

Jun 93 
6. ER 1110-1-8156, Engineering and Design, Policies, Guidance, and 

Requirements for Geospatial Data and Systems, 1 Aug 96 
7. ER 1110-2-1150, Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, 

31 Aug 99 
8. ER 1110-2-1302, Civil Works Cost Engineering 
9. ER 1165-2-132, HTRW Guidance for Civil Works Projects 

e. Engineering Manuals (EM), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1. EM 1110-1-2909, Engineering and Design, Geospatial Data and 

Systems 

f. Engineering Circulars (EC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1. EC 1110-2-8159 

g.  Engineering Publications 
1. EP 1165-2-1, Digest of Water Resources Policies and Authorities, 30 

Jul 99 

h. Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) 
1. 52.248-3 
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i. Critical Project Report for Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, 
OKEECHOBEE WATER RETENTION AREAS PROJECT, Final 
Report, January 2000 (Addendum April 2001) 

j. Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
1. 1999, CERP 
2. 2000, Everglades Provision, Title VI, 11 Dec 00 

k. Lake Okeechobee Protection Program (HB 991/SB 1640) 

l. Principles and Guidelines (P&G) for Water and Related Land 
Resources 

m. Water Quality in Southern Florida, 1996-98, by Benjamin F. 
McPherson, Ronald L. Miller, Kim H. Haag, and Anne Bradner; 
USDA/USGS Circular 1207, ISBN 0-607-95413-2. 

n. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  1999.  Central and South Florida 
Project Comprehensive Review Study.  Final Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. 
Jacksonville District Office; Jacksonville, Florida. 

o. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. 
1998.  Endangered species consultation handbook.  Procedures for 
conducting consultation and conference activities under Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act.  U.S. Government Printing Office; 
Washington D.C. 
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Appendix K List of PMP Updates and Revisions 

TABLE K-1 : LIST OF PMP UPDATES AND REVISIONS 

Date 
Type 

(update/rev) 
Page Description 

Reason for 
Change 

Nov 
2003 Revision 

Integr 
ated 

throug 
hout 

Add Lake Istokpoga Regulation 
Schedule to LOW PROJECT PIR 

Combine the 
two projects 
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1926 Victoria Avenue, 
239/338 2556, Fax  -

CHARLOTTE HARBOR NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM 

326 W. Marion Avenue, Punta Gorda, FL 33950 
941/575-5090, Toll-free 866/835-5785 

www.CHNEP.org 

August 10, 2016 

Via email to OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL  32232-0019 

RE: Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 
Comments on Preliminary Project Area Boundary 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

The Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program (CHNEP) attended the July 26, 2016, Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping meeting and is pleased to share our 
comments on the proposed project area. 

The CHNEP applauds the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers USACE) implementation of the 3X3X3 strategy 
for completing the NEPA process in a timely manner. Identification, development and implementation of 
watershed restoration projects north of Lake Okeechobee will benefit the Caloosahatchee Estuary and the 
greater Charlotte Harbor Estuary. 

The CHNEP urges the USACE to consider the comments of a number of attendees regarding the expansion 
of the project boundary. The headwaters of Lake Okeechobee reach into Orange County and are not 
currently included in the project boundary. As Dr. Hilary Swain pointed out, the proposed project area leaves 
out almost two-thirds of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. In addition, staff and officials from Osceola 
County are requesting their lands be included in the project boundary. Expansion of the project boundary to 
include the entire Lake Okeechobee Watershed will increase the opportunities for restoring natural water 
quality, quantity, timing and distribution while also conducting ecosystem restoration. CHNEP concurs with 
these comments and fully supports expansion of the project boundary. 

The CHNEP is a partnership program, created by Section 320 of the Clean Water Act, to protect and 
preserve the Charlotte Harbor estuary, recognized as an estuary of national significance and one of the most 
productive estuaries in Florida. Long term management, preservation and restoration activities within the 
CHNEP are guided by our Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) 2013, developed 
and implemented by our partners. This project implements the CHNEP’s CCMP; specifically the following 
Priority Action: 
HA-1: By 2020, identify, establish and maintain a more natural seasonal variation (annual hydrograph) 

in freshwater flows for [the] Caloosahatchee River. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed NEPA 
scoping process. You can contact me at lbeever@chnep.org for any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Beever, AICP, PhD 
Director 

mailto:OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil
mailto:lbeever@chnep.org
www.CHNEP.org


 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

    
 

 
 

 
    

       
    

       
       

      
      

       
  

  
 

 
      

   
     

 

 
  

  
  

August 12, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 
OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Re: Pubic Scoping Comments, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project 
Project ID: 114447 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

On behalf of the staff and members of the Center for Biological Diversity, we respectfully 
submit the following scoping comments to the Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) regarding 
the July 18, 2016 Public Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
L a k e O k e e c h o b e e W a t e r s h e d P r o j e c t ( “ L O W P ” ) . We submit these comments 
on behalf of our organization and its members, including those who recreate and live in Martin, 
St. Lucie, Palm Beach, and Lee counties. After listening to the Corps’ presentation at the public 
scoping meeting on July 26, 2016 and reviewing the Public Notice and presentation materials, 
we conclude the Corps must expand the scope of the LOWP to include storage south of the lake 
in the Everglades Agricultural Area (“EAA”), adjusting the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan’s (“CERP”) Integrated Delivery Schedule (“IDS”) so that these projects are 
completed concurrently. 

I. The best available science shows storage both north and south of the Lake 
developed concurrently is necessary to realize the LOWP’s stated objective to 
reduce undesirable discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and 
St. Lucie Estuaries. 

In response to concerns about Everglades restoration projects’ timing and completion, the 
Florida Senate authorized an independent technical review of options to reduce the high volume 
discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Estuaries, and to move 

mailto:OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil


    
      

  
 

 
 
 

 
  

     
    

  
   

 

 
 

     
    

 
   

    
   

      
  

   
  

  
 

     
   

  
  

 
  

             
         

 

more water south to the Everglades.1 The resulting 2015 study from the University of Florida 
Water Institute (“UF study”) focuses on the exact project objectives the Corps has adopted for 
the LOWP, and as such the UF study represents the best available science the Corps must 
employ in its decision-making. 

The UF study recommends: accelerated funding and completion of existing approved projects; a 
substantially revised regulation schedule as allowed by Herbert Hoover levee rehabilitation and 
evaluated in the Dam Safety Modification Study; and that strategic planning begin for north of 
lake storage and treatment in addition to south of lake strategic planning for storage, treatment 
and conveyance already begun under the Central Everglades Planning Project. The UF Study 
did not recommend north of lake storage and treatment planning instead of or ahead of the next 
phase in planning for south of lake storage, which requires additional land acquisitions between 
the lake and the Everglades Protection Area to be used for combinations of deep and shallow 
storage, flow-ways, stormwater treatment areas, and enhanced conveyance. In fact, the UF 
study makes clear its priority in timing for south of lake planning by contemplating the U.S. 
Sugar land purchase option, an option with a rapidly approaching expiration date. 

II. New circumstances and information since the 2015 IDS update necessitates a 
formal re-evaluation of the IDS. 

In a letter to Representative Patrick Murphy dated July 26, 2016, Assistant Secretary of the 
Army Jo-Ellen Darcy expressed the Corps’ willingness to move up the planning study timeline 
for south of lake storage currently scheduled to begin in 2021. In its response dated August 3, 
2016, the South Florida Water Management District (“SFWMD”) vehemently opposed any 
deviation from the IDS, citing the public process the schedule underwent during its 2015 
update. The 2015 update occurred prior to the record rainfall occurring this past dry season, the 
sustained maximum releases under the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 2008, and the 
resulting blue-green algae blooms and state of emergencies declared in four Florida counties. 
Had the IDS been updated concurrent with or after these events, the public would have had 
ample opportunity then to provide the input now being offered for the LOWP. The SFWMD 
and the Corps ironically state the need for system-wide operational flexibility, yet the SFWMD 
remains rigidly inflexible to a now illogical IDS that does not address the emergency conditions 
in the estuaries in a timely fashion. 

1 University of Florida Water Institute, “Options to Reduce High Volume Freshwater Flows to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee Estuaries and Move More Water from Lake Okeechobee to the Southern Everglades” (Mar. 2014), 
http://waterinstitute.ufl.edu/research/downloads/contract95139/UF%20Water%20Institute%20Final%20Report%20 
March%202015.pdf 

http://waterinstitute.ufl.edu/research/downloads/contract95139/UF%20Water%20Institute%20Final%20Report%20March%202015.pdf
http://waterinstitute.ufl.edu/research/downloads/contract95139/UF%20Water%20Institute%20Final%20Report%20March%202015.pdf


     
   

 
  
  

  
        

  
   

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

  
  

 
    

 

 

 
 

 

   

  
 

 
 

  
 

       
    
     

III. Continued CERP implementation delay harms endangered species and their 
habitats, requiring reinitiation of Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) consultation. 

Additional south of lake storage, treatment and conveyance is critical to CERP implementation 
and interim system-wide operational flexibility, including the management of water releases from 
Water Conservation Area 3A governed by the Everglades Restoration Transition Plan (“ERTP”). 
While evaluating impacts to the Cape Sable seaside sparrow (“CSSS”) in its July 22, 2016 
Biological Opinion for the ERTP, the Fish and Wildlife Service expressed concern for project 
implementation delays and the distant timeframes provided for project completion: 

Many other components of Everglades CERP restoration such as those 
included in the most recent CEPP are not scheduled to be completed until as 
late as 2030. Considering the current status of the CSSS, the timing of these 
projects and uncertainty of the schedules gives reason for concern.2 

This concern extends to the snail kite, the manatee, and the smalltooth sawfish as well. All four 
species are either harmed by the continued altered hydroperiods that the currently proposed 
LOWP maintains by displacing EAA storage on the IDS (snail kite and Cape Sable seaside 
sparrow) or the reduced salinity and blue-green algae promoting conditions provided by 
continued maximum sustained releases to the estuaries (manatee and smalltooth sawfish). 

IV. The Corps must conduct additional scoping meetings to facilitate public 
participation. 

The public scoping meeting held July 26, 2016 was inadequate to fulfill the requirements of 
both the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and CERP implementation regulations, 
and the Corps must conduct additional scoping meetings in coastal population centers near the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries. NEPA requires the Corps to use scoping “to engage 
State, local and tribal governments and the public in the early identification of concerns, 
potential impacts, relevant effects of past actions and possible alternative actions.”3 CERP 
implementation regulations require “public meetings and workshops to be held at such times 
and locations to facilitate participation by the public.”4 

The Corps’ scoping meeting and presentation was noticed for 7:00 pm on July 26, 2016 at the 
SFWMD office in Okeechobee, Florida. However, the project presentation began prior to the 
7:00 pm notice, at approximately 6:15 pm, when according to district staff, the facility reached 
capacity. Thus, when members of the public arrived at 7:00 pm to participate in the scoping 

2 FWS ERTP BiOp at 51 (July 22, 2016). 
3 43 C.F.R. 46.235(a) 
4 33 C.F.R. § 385.18(b)(6). 
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process, the SFWMD and Corps had already presented and were well underway in hearing 
public comments in an at-capacity facility that the 7:00 pm arrivals were not allowed to enter 
for safety reasons. These participants had no way of hearing the ongoing public comments 
even once they arrived, as there was no concurrent broadcast of the meeting facility into an 
outside waiting area. While the Corps did provide opportunity for the on-time arrivals to hear a 
second presentation followed by a second round of public comments, this second meeting did 
not begin until approximately 8:30 pm, by which time many would-be participants left in 
frustration. For those that remained, the second set of public comments did not conclude until 
nearly 10:00 pm. 

The SFWMD in Okeechobee is located in a remote area of the state, a several-hour drive away 
from many Floridians affected by the proposed project. Conducting a public scoping meeting 
on a Tuesday night in such a remote location and late hour does not facilitate public 
participation as required by law, and in fact discourages it. Lake Okeechobee releases and 
blue-green algae impacts have made national news. Given the severity of the impacts and the 
resultant increase in public interest the Corps actions, the Corps should have anticipated a 
larger number of public participants than projects past, and arranged for an appropriate facility 
and hour. To correct this wrong, the Corps should schedule at least two additional scoping 
meetings in easily accessible locations in coastal cities near the affected estuaries. We suggest 
Naples and Stuart. 

Conclusion 

Please expand the scope of the LOWP to include south of lake storage, treatment, and 
conveyance, or alternatively re-evaluate and reorder the IDS to begin a planning study for the 
EAA Storage project now. 

Sincerely, 

Rachael Curran 
Law Clerk 

Jaclyn Lopez 

Florida Director and Staff Attorney 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE NEUTRALIZATION 
AND ERADICATION OF CYANOBACTERIA 
BLUE GREEN ALGAE SPREADING 
UNHINDERED LIKE A PLAGUE IN SOUTH 
FLORIDA’S WATERWAYS. 

“Our proprietary, patented equipment, using the very same water the algae are found in, 
with no chemical or other substances added, using electrolysis temporarily alters the 
molecular structure of the water. This Functional Electrolyzed Water (FEW) will instantly 
kill the algae, clean the residue, then rapidly (±2 min) convert back into regular, ordinary 
water - in its natural state, leaving no chemical footprint or other substance above or 
below the water line. It is duplicating an invisible natural process – using only man-made 
high tech to take a page out of Mother Nature’s Treasure Chest of Natural Cures – using 
only her own technology and assisting in “her” best crisis management. 

Government Services Trust, Inc. (Trust) 
Our mission is to provide productive solutions for the Eradication and Neutralization of 
Blue Green Algae – Cyanobacteria blooms using proprietary Electrochemistry technology 
in South Florida’s waterways. We are taking a positive leap forward for our environment 
with eco-friendly, 100% organic, totally “green” and holistic alternatives, which enhance 
the entire process of treatment, prevention and cure for this plague. 

The Trust in cooperation with BioGuard Industries, Innovative Design Technology’s USA 
(IDT USA) and IDT Japan (IDTj) engineers and manufactures of our commercial, 
proprietary equipment: 

• Dual Chamber Functional Electrolyzed Waters Generators and 
• Single Chamber Functional Electrolyzed Water Generators. 

Our team includes a collaboration of the world’s top scientists, engineers, and 
manufacturing of custom designed and patented commercial & industrial electrolyzed 
water generators and related equipment. 



  
      

      
            

     
    

  
 

       
      

   
     

    
    

   
 

       
        

       
      

  
 

 
     

         
        

 
      

        
            

  
          

        
         

     
    

 
 
 
 

Electrochemistry 
The branch of physical chemistry that studies the relationship between electricity, as a 
measurable and quantitative phenomenon and identifiable chemical change, with either 
electricity considered an outcome of a particular chemical change or vice-versa. These 
reactions involve electric charges moving between electrodes and an electrolyte (or ionic 
species in a solution). Thus electrochemistry deals with the interaction between electrical 
energy and chemical change. 

When a chemical reaction is caused by an externally supplied current, as in electrolysis, or 
if an electric current is produced by a spontaneous chemical reaction as in a battery, it is 
called an electrochemical reaction. Chemical reactions where electrons are transferred 
directly between molecules and/or atoms are called oxidation-reduction or (redox) 
reactions. In general, electrochemistry describes the overall reactions when individual 
redox reactions are separate but connected by an external electric circuit and an 
intervening electrolyte. From: Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia 2016. 

Why do we need to know about Cyanobacteria? 
Some species of Florida’s Cyanobacteria are capable of producing toxins or irritants that 
can cause illness and even death in animals and humans. The vast amount of available 
information on health effects relates to animals, which typically have much higher 
exposures to Cyanobacteria. 

What are Cyanotoxins? 
Cyanotoxins are chemicals produced by Cyanobacteria that can cause harmful effects. 
Depending on the toxin, acute (immediate) health effects vary and can include injury to 
the liver, nervous system, kidneys and skin irritation and allergic reactions. 

How can Cyanobacteria make people or animals sick? 
Cyanobacteria produce toxins. The health effects of these toxins vary according to species 
and type. A wide range of health effects are possible, but occur only when the causative 
toxin is present at elevated levels and an animal or person is exposed to it. Effects can 
include liver damage, kidney damage, neurological effects or skin irritation. In addition, a 
wide range of nonspecific symptoms, such as upsetting gastrointestinal tract, headache, 
flu-like symptoms, and eye/ear irritation, may occur. Some Cyanotoxins may promote 
growth of existing tumors. Scientists are still studying how (and at what levels) 
Cyanotoxins affect human health. 



   
 

   
      

 
 

          
 

 
         

         
 

 
          

 
 

       
  

 
         
    
      
         
      

   
   

  
  

    
    

 
      

    
    
    
    
     
     

         

Proposed Materials: 

UL 2.5 pH FEW 
From 1:2 world patented technology dual chamber Functional Electrolyzed Water 
generators. 

Original water clusters made up of 11-13 water molecules have been reduced to 6-7 water 
molecules (acidic). 

The negative electrolytes consisting of carbonic, chlorine, sulfuric and nitric are neatly 
gathered on one side and passed through a stream of water consisting primarily of these 
electrolytes. 

Active free chlorine levels of 20~30 ppm have been safely created in the UL 2.5 pH FEW 
Physicochemical Properties. 

The Oxidation Reduction Potential (ORP) level for the UL 2.5 pH FEW has been raised to 
>+1000 mV. 

• A 100% organic & natural cold water sanitizer and anti-microbial wash. 
• Safe for use on plant and animal life. 
• Leaves no negative footprint or chemical residue behind. 
• After treatment with UL, a final rinse with Neutral FEW is applied. 
• UL 2.5 pH FEW is stable and can be stored up to 6 months in amber glass containers, 

kept from sunlight and at room temperature. 
• Although non-toxic, this water is not intended nor should it be used for human or 

livestock consumption. 

Neutral pH FEW 
From 1:1 single chamber World patented Esperer.H20 technology. 

This globally patented technology produces a near neutral pH water with redefined 
properties to include all of the below: 

o Near Neutral pH water, 
o .288 ppm Active Dissolved Hydrogen, 
o 12.5 ppm Active Dissolved Oxygen, 
o Ionic Potential of 6.45 and 
o Oxidation Reduction Potential -293 mV. 

• An almost completely flexible structure for complete absorption. 



         
   

              
        
      
     
     
          

 
  

    
 

 
         

       
 

       
         

    
 

      
 

 
  

         
       

    
         

        
 

        
     

  
   

    
   

    
 

 
 

• Stable pH & IP, can be stored up to 12 months in amber glass containers, kept from 
sunlight and at room temperature. 

• If there is such a thing as perfect water; this is it! 
o Near perfect hydration source for all living organisms. 
o Natural & Organic Stabilizer, Enhancer & Preservative. 
o Leaves no negative footprint or chemical residue. 
o Enhances all life where applied. 
o Increase’s the ability and shortens time line for all things to heal. 

UH 11.2 pH FEW 
From 1:2 world patented technology dual chamber Functional Electrolyzed Water 
generators. 

Original water cluster made up of 11-13 water molecules have been reduced to 5-6 water 
molecules for the group of positive electrolytes. (Alkaline) 

The positive electrolytes consisting of calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium, iron and 
manganese are neatly gathered on one side and passed through a stream of water 
consisting primarily of these electrolytes. 

The Oxidation Reduction Potential (ORP) level for the UH 11.2 pH FEW has been 
lowered to <-800 mV. 

UH 11.2 pH FEW 
• A 100% pure, organic and natural soap, cleaner and degreaser. 
• As all natural & organic cleaner, designed to clean organic materials in a holistically 

safe and non-toxic method. 
• This is specifically applicable for working surface, equipment, flesh wounds, plant 

life etc.… preparation for the application of UL 2.5 pH FEW sanitization / anti-
microbial bio-wash. 

• UH 11.2 pH FEW is stable and can be stored up to 12 months in amber glass 
containers, kept from sunlight, and at room temperature. 

• Although non-toxic, this water is not intended nor should it be used for human or 
livestock consumption as hydration water. Example: extremely high pH water 
consumption scientifically causes a buildup of cellular waste onto the cells.  The 
body is not able to relieve this waste and body weight gets put on in a very short 
period of time. Therefore, the highest recommended pH for human or livestock 
consumption is 9.5 pH. 
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PROPOSED APPLICATION EQUIPMENT TYPES: 
• Single chamber FEW generator neutralization units. 
• Dual chamber UL & UH pH FEW generator units. 
• Single chamber Neutral FEW generator units. 
• Custom barges: 

o Skimmers (existing & currently in use by others), 
o Neutralization units and 
o Multi FEW re-supply & washers/sprayers. 

• 3-chamber water tanker & sprayer trucks. 
• Neutralization unit trucks. 
• Neutralization unit self-propelled units (UATV). 
• FEW production centers. 

PROPOSED METHODS OF APPLICATION 

CANALS, LAKES, PONDS, WATERWAYS, & EFFECTED LAND AREAS 

WATER RELATED EXPEDITED IMMEDIATE TREATMENT 
Barge mounted neutralizing units 
Where the water is deep enough, water is pumped from the canal with specifically 
designed / engineered single chamber electrolyzed units mounted on barges / boats to 
neutralize the contaminated level of canal water almost instantly (minutes) killing the 
Blue Green Algae - Cyanobacteria and discharging the neutralized source water directly 
back into canal system to keep it from spreading. This mobile equipment can be deployed 
anywhere an algae bloom breaks out in open water. It effectively “eats” the bloom until it 
is all neutralized. Stop the bloom when it starts where ever it starts without leaving any 
chemical residue or “foot print” on or below the surface of the source water. 

EMERGENCY IMMEDIATE ACTION 
Clean & Sanitize – UH & UL pH FEW Units & Sprayers 
Barge mounted units as well as existing skimmer equipment will be outfitted with UL & 
UH product tanks and sprayers. In addition, land based triple chamber tanker trucks & 
equipment with UH, UL, and N FEW for treating land areas where algae have spread off 
the surface of water and not able to be reached by the Neutralization and/or skimmer 
units. Utilizing the proper levels of FEW the algae can be safely and efficiently washed 
back into the water where the Neutralization & Skimmer Units can effectively reach. 

UL & UH pH FEW rapidly de-stabilizes back into ordinary, neutral, non-detrimental 
water with no lingering chemical residue. 



         
        

       
 

 
 

 
  

 
       

       
        

        
    

      
            

 
 

     
            

       
  

        
      

      
    

 
 

      
   

 
         

             
          

 
 

   
         

   
 

The de-stabilization of UL & UH pH FEW back into neutral water takes place quickly, 
after destroying the bloom and/or removing any attached organic materials from surfaces. 
A final rinse with N pH FEW leaves an enhancing and positive environment on land 
areas. 

LAND BASED CLEAN UP 

BULK 3-CHAMBER TANKER TRUCKS 

UL 2.5 pH FEW – Neutral pH FEW – UH 11.2 pH FEW 
Bulk 3-chamber tanker trucks with 3-step cleaning process for land based algae clean up 
whether algae are located on shore line, sea-walls, docks, boats, equipment, etc. The 3-
step process will quickly kill the bloom keeping it from “decaying’ whereby releasing the 
cyanotoxins causing the foul decomposing smell as well as the harmful health effects to 
humans and animals. Neutralizing the contact area preventing future “blooms” from 
existing algae, then rinse the algae residue back into the water for clean up by Skimmer & 
Neutralization Equipment. 

Wash Down Sprayer Trucks 
Neutralize the Blue Green Algae with a combination of UH, UL, then N pH FEW. 

1st The organic material is broken down and washed away with Ultra-High 11.2 pH 
FEW. 

2nd Ultra-Low 2.5 pH FEW is applied to neutralize the area. 
3rd And final Neutral pH FEW rinse down enhances the environment and rinses away 

any final materials. All FEW products naturally, spontaneously and rapidly re-
stabilize and return back into “normal” water leaving no chemical residue-footprint 
behind. 

Note: In some cases, a treatment or wash down of Ultra-Low 2.5 pH maybe be applied 1st 

if environment is suitable. 

Ultra-Low 2.5 pH FEW Neutralizes the Cyanobacteria (Blue-Green Algae) from both 
directions working with the water craft to effectively neutralize a complete area in one 
movement. Attacking the algae bloom from land & sea, must be in a well synchronized-
coordinated effort. 

Skimmer & Neutralization Barges 
Fitted with the same 3-stage “Neutralization, Clean & Enhance” systems for areas where 
land based trucks cannot reach such as Islands and long docks. 



 
 

    
        

     
 

   
 

   
    

      
   

 
    

      
 

  
             

     
           

       
         

       
        

        
       

  
 

          
          

       
       

             
       

      
 

           
        

         
         

Re-Supply Tanker Barges 
Fitted with sprayers these barges are also a consideration for aid in clean up as well as re-
supply of Skimmers and Neutralizer Barges. 

PREVENTIVE MEASURES: 

RELEASE POINTS - FEW NEUTRALIZATION UNITS: 
Industrial systems in place at release points pulling existing discharge waters from catch 
basin and/or pre-treating water with same single chamber neutralization units as stated 
above and mounted on barges. 

These stationary neutralization units can be scaled to needs and have permanent 
placement to neutralize any discharge waters entering / leaving Lake Okeechobee. 

LIVESTOCK & DAIRY FARMS: 
The power of all 3 levels of FEW used in tandem, increases the health of the herd, 
produces less containment to the environment while substantially increasing the herd’s 
productivity by up to 24% in yields. The proper health of the herd reduces the usage of 
anti-biotics and steroids which end up back in their waste water. Without the benefits of 
the Neutral pH FEW under hydration of the animals also decreases the animal’s ability to 
properly digest all the nutrients from their food sources thereby leaving less desirable and 
under digested food and nutrient residue producing a fouler smell in the animal’s manure 
and urine. Better hydration along with the increase in the health of the cows produce 
much less concentrated urine with less ammonia and ammonia odor emanating from their 
urine. 

Everyone knows when they pass a dairy farm! That is a direct result of what we are 
discussing here. These Dairy Farms smell horrific because the dairy cows are not as 
healthy as they could be just as when we do not feel our best, we also do not smell our 
best. Specifically, dairy farmers who utilize FEW technologies have reported a significant 
decrease in the odor of the farm as well as scientific testing of the manure and the urine 
have proven the benefits and absorption of the nutrients and lack thereof in the manure, 
resulting in less concentration of ammonia in the urine. 

The reclaimed waste FEW and other fluids are now much cleaner. If the water used is 
FEW its properties are able to enhance the cleansing process and enable the reclaimed 
water to re-enter the eco-system with far less impact other than a healthy and enhancing 
impact to the system therefore reducing the containments fueling the algae blooms. 



 
       

          
      

        
             

      
        

    
 

          
        

          
       

            
         

       
     

 
           

    
   

 
              

       
    

 
 

        
     

        
  

 
       

 
      

 
     
   

   

CROP FIELDS: 
Using specific FEW technologies for specific purposes Farmers are able to cost-
effectively see a reduction in need and the amounts of chemicals, fertilizers, and 
pesticides in current usage. First, the manufacturing or dilution of the chemicals with 
FEW will enhance the plants absorption ability whereby decreasing the need to utilize less 
ingredients to achieve the same results. The ingredients used will typically be broken 
down and spread much easier as well as more evenly which will make them more 
efficient. Current methods used are total saturations necessary to overwhelm the area to 
insure complete contact and absorption. 

With FEW technologies the absorption rate is enhanced with the super high Ionic 
Potential (IP energy) making better usage of the chemical by breaking the clusters and 
evenly matching with molecules of water needing less saturation to insure contact. This 
will leave a smaller chemical foot print behind, if any. Proper saturation without over 
saturation is the key to a smaller chemical foot print. If efficiently applied, Farmers can 
use fewer chemicals so that the chemical used are more efficiently applied whereby 
reducing chemicals and other nutrient pollutant waste for the environment and the 
downstream water table to absorb. 

With FEW technologies there will be far less, if any, run off of unused or over saturation 
of chemical / fertilizers therefore substantially reducing the containments aiding / fueling 
the algae blooms. 

In some cases, if the proper FEW, or some combination thereof is used we may be able to 
naturally and holistically eliminate the need for specific chemicals currently in usage and 
bring a new Green to Florida’s agriculture industry. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Trust and our team of world experts have eco-friendly, non-toxic, 100% natural, 
totally holistic alternatives for short and long term solutions to aid in the Eradication and 
Neutralization of Blue Green Algae – Cyanobacteria blooms through Electrochemistry in 
South Florida’s waterways and agriculture communities. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to share our technology. 

GOVERNMENT SERVICE TRUST, INC. (Trust) 

_____ 07/28/2016 07/28/2016 
Ira Cor Steve Weil 
President Senior Advisor 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE REMOVAL – 
RECOVERY – AND HARVESTING OF 
PHOSPHOROUS COMPOUNDS BY 
ELECTROCHEMICAL PROCESSING. 

Mining of Phosphorus when dry in a land pit is not difficult.  However; recovering 
Phosphorus when it is wet and actually deposited in a body of water, such as this 
instance with Lake Okeechobee and its tributaries, is another matter altogether and 
requires a different science. Our company is the world’s primary company 
manufacturing professional grade commercial equipment for the removal and 
reclamation of Phosphorus from water via electrochemistry. 

Our proprietary, patented equipment removes Phosphorus using the very same water 
the Phosphorous is found in, with no chemical or other substances added. Using 
electrolysis; temporarily altering the molecular structure of the water this 
Electrolyzing Equipment will separate specific contaminates, in this case 
Phosphorous, then split off the targeted contaminants for recovery and harvesting. 
The rejection water in this case automatically converts back into regular ordinary 
water - in its natural state, leaving no chemical footprint and is redeposited back into 
the main body of source water in its continuing travel downstream. The process also 
neutralizes / kills Cyanobacteria if present in the water while reducing the 
Cyanotoxins using the electrolyzing method. 

GOVERNMENT SERVICES TRUST, INC. (Trust) 
Our mission is to provide productive solutions for the removal – recovery – and 
harvesting of Phosphorous compounds by our proprietary Electrochemical Processing 
equipment in Florida’s waterways; producing a positive “green” foot forward in our 
fragile environment, using 100% non-chemical, totally holistic and eco-friendly 
alternatives. 

The Trust in partnership with BioGuard Industries, Innovative Design Technology’s 
USA (IDT USA) and IDT Japan (IDTj) engineers and manufactures of commercial: 

• Dual Chamber Functional Electrolyzed Waters Generators and 
• Single Chamber Functional Electrolyzed Water Generators. 



 
            

          
  

 
           
       

           
           

        
          

  
 

      
              

            
          

         
        
       

 
 

               
            

      
        

        
       

 
         

       
        

          
                

             
 

        
               

          

Our team includes a collaboration of the world’s top scientists, engineers, and leading 
manufacturer of custom designed, High Tech commercial and industrial electrolyzed 
water generation equipment. 

Electrochemistry is the branch of physical chemistry that studies the relationship 
between electricity, as a measurable and quantitative phenomenon, and identifiable 
chemical change, with either electricity considered an outcome of a particular 
chemical change or vice-versa per in electrolysis. These reactions involve electric 
charges moving between electrodes and an electrolyte (or ionic species in a solution). 
Thus, electrochemistry deals with the interaction between electrical energy and 
chemical change. 

When a chemical reaction is caused by an externally supplied current, as in 
electrolysis, or if an electric current is produced by a spontaneous chemical reaction as 
in a battery, it is called an electrochemical reaction. Chemical reactions where 
electrons are transferred directly between molecules and/or atoms are called 
oxidation-reduction or (redox) reactions. In general, electrochemistry describes the 
overall reactions when individual redox reactions are separate but connected by an 
external electric circuit and an intervening electrolyte. From Wikipedia, the free 
encyclopedia. 

Phosphorous is an essential nutrient for all forms of life, but it exists at low 
concentrations in the earth’s crust. Modern agricultural practices primarily rely on 
synthetic fertilizers containing mined phosphate rock to increase crop yields. 
Extensive mining of Phosphorus to meet global demands has led to speculation that 
known global phosphate deposits may not last through the 21st century with a peak in 
Phosphorus production projected to occur in in the 2030. 

As the worldwide reserves diminishes, renewable methods of phosphate production 
and recovery must be developed to help stabilize global food production for our 
future. Removal, recovery and harvesting of Phosphorous from water deposits will aid 
in extending the worlds phosphate reserves. The Lake Okeechobee project is the 
world’s beta site and scientists will be writing about this for years to come. The state 
of Florida Dept. of Agriculture will be in the forefront of this technology. 

Beginning from the 1970s Phosphorus removal from wastewater has been recognized 
as one of the basic processes necessary to be done in all wastewater treatment plants. 
The load of Phosphorus discharged to receiving waters comes from various groups of 



            
  

        
          

        
 

 
   

         
      

        
  

         
    

 
        

      
  

 
      

    
       
    

 
       

 
        

 
       

     
   

 
       

     
         

 

      
        

sources of which the main sources are agricultural use of fertilizers, domestic and 
industrial wastewaters. 
Increasing input of nitrogen and Phosphorus compounds to receiving surface waters, 
especially to lakes and artificial reservoirs leads to increase of primary production of 
water born organisms and finally its consequence is the disappearance of oxygen in 
waters. 

METHOD & EQUIPMENT: 
The Trust along with our team of world renowned scientists, engineers, and 
manufactures produce world patented electrolyzing equipment for a variety of 
industries. The versatility of current proven units in operation includes but is not 
limited to: 

o Precious metal extraction, removes precious metals from tailings 
(including Phosphorus as ionic Phosphate.) 

o Heat riser de-scaling, custom equipment to prevent scaling shutdowns in 
industrial heat risers. (removes scaling compounds much the same as it 
will Phosphorus) 

o Evolution Beverages Process - molecular bonding and re-bonding (i.e. 
alcohol ageing and beverage flavor bonding). Also a variation of 
methods used to break bonds and separate the compounds, then re 
assemble with improved stability. 

o Ultra-Low acidic electrolyzed waters (i.e.: neutralization of 
CYANOBACTERIA BLUE GREEN ALGAE), This Ultra-Low 2.5 pH 
FEW is generated in the process of extraction through electrolysis. 

o Ultra-High alkaline waters (i.e., cleaner – degreaser of organic 
materials). This is generated in the process of extraction through 
electrolysis, and 

o Neutral electrolyzed waters (i.e., Hydrate, Enhance, Nourish and 
Preserve). This is a specific unit although not used in the extraction 
process is another example of specialized single chamber technology. 
Esperer.H20 TM 

 Human Hydration (i.e., processed used in Essentia brand water). 
 Agriculture usage – All animals and crops 



          
       

         
         

        
         

          
        

        
 

             
           

         
    

 
 

           
              

          
      

    
 

            
         

       
           

         
 

 
      

 
 

       
 

      
 

     
    

   

d O
j 

 Medicinal Hydration – Aids in nutrient / pharmaceutical delivery, 
eliminates dehydration and aids in cellular re-bonding. 

Specialized units for the removal, recovery and harvesting Phosphorus are a simple 
variation of this equipment. Specialized components are assembled for the specific 
use of harvesting Phosphorus. IDT USA engineers, designs and fabricates custom 
electrolyzing equipment to specific commercial and industrial usage requirements. 
Phosphorus when dissolved is negatively charged ionic phosphate and can be 
removed with the proper equipment manufactured by our partnership with IDT USA / 
IDTJ -- easily, safely, efficiently and cost effectively. 

All rejected water is non-toxic, chemical free enhanced by electrolysis. In the process 
of the Phosphorus extraction, the electrolyzing process neutralizes / kills Blue Green 
Algae and the Cyanotoxins are neutralized. Rejected water is also Cyanobacteria free 
when recycled back into the original water source. 

SUMMATION: 
The Trust and our team of world experts have eco-friendly, non-toxic, 100% natural, 
totally holistic alternatives for short and long term solutions to aid in the Eradication 
and Neutralization of Blue Green Algae – Cyanobacteria blooms as well as the 
removal – recovery – and harvesting of Phosphorous Compounds through 
Electrochemistry in South Florida’s waterways and agriculture communities. 

Specialized units are designed and fabricated for the above defined specific purpose to 
efficiently remove identified contaminates from any water or dirt source. These 
specific components have been tested throughout the world under environmental and 
technical condition and the Trust can deliver professional / commercial grade 
equipment known worldwide for its versatility and safe, efficient and eco-friendly 
solutions. 

Note: Recycling of Phosphorus after harvesting for resale by others may be used to 
mitigate cost. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to share our technology. 

GOVERNMENT SERVICES TRUST, INC. (Trust) 

_____ 07/28/2016 07/28/2016 
Ira Cor Steve Weil 
President Senior Advisor 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

Planning and Policy Division 
Central Everglades Branch 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

.Ill 2 8 20Ui 

The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is beginning 
preparation of a National Environmental Policy Act assessment for the Lake 
Okeechobee \Natershed (LOW) Project. The objectives of the LOW Project are to 
improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee, provide for better management of lake water levels, reduce damaging 
releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries downstream of the lake and 
improve system wide operational flexibility. 

The Everglades ecosystem, including Lake Okeechobee, encompasses a system 
of diverse wetland landscapes that are hydrologically and ecologically connected across 
more than 200 miles from north to south and across 18,000 square miles of southern 
Florida. In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership 
with the State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) to further protect and restore the 
remaining Everglades ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the 
region. CERP involves modification of the existing network of drainage canals and 
levees that make up the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first 
generation of CERP project modifications already authorized by Congress. These 
include the Picayune Strand Restoration, the Indian River Lagoon South and Site 1 
lmpoundment projects. Congressional authorization has been received for the second 
generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal VVetlands-Phase 1, the 
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and the C-111 Spreader 
Canal Western Project which are already under construction or are operational, and the 
Broward County Water Preserve Areas which is currently being designed. The Central 
Everglades Planning Project is currently awaiting congressional authorization. All of 
these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and the 
specific regional habitats in which they are located. 

. . .. . 
One of the next steps for implementation is to identify opportunities to restore the 

quantity, quality, and timing and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LO 
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Water inflows into Lake Okeechobee greatly exceed outflow capacity, thus many times 
there is too much water within Lake Okeechobee that needs to be released in order to 
ensure integrity of the Herbert Hoover Dike. At other times, there may be too little water 
within tat<e Okeechobee. take levels that are too high or too low, and ir1app1oprlate 
recession and ascension rates, can adversely affect native vegetation, and fish and 
wildlife species that depend upon the lake for foraging and reproduction. The volume 
and frequency of undesirable freshwater releases to the east and west lowers salinity in 
the estuaries, severely impacting oysters, sea grasses, and fish. Additionally, high 
nutrient levels adversely affect in-lake water quality, estuary habitat, and habitat 
throughout the Greater Everglades. 

of# The Corps and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) will hold a 
: ~,)\ public workshop at the Okeechobee Auditorium, 3800 NW 16th Boulevard, Suite A, 
~~~ Okeechobee, FL 34972 on July 26th from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. During the workshop, ri'fiVL Corps and SFWMD staff will describe the project and seek public comments and 
? 1·:;;v L · he-torn,gi-portion ottne workshop will begin at 7:00 p.m. The LOW 

~
~ I~ AfhJ,rojec am will be available prior to and after the formal presentation to provide 
.\ Ip~ mation and answer questions about the projects and development of a proposed 

CIJ.) L an. This is the first of a number of public workshops that will be held throughout the 
v" elopment and implementation of this project. 

ti ~ We invite the participation of Federal and State agencie
local a encies, interested arties and individuals in rovidin

1 
~ '>1 any issues or concerns. Please share this notice with any i

~,., comments you may have to the attention of Gretchen Ehling

I~/;, t ter ~a address or email Gretchen.S.Eh mr usac
] ./ [,,, /(,,, ays from the date of this h1 er II individuals who res ond
~ included in future mailings.J Others may be added to the ma
Iv request (postcard) to the same address or by email. 
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Maggy Hurchalla ` 
Okeechobee  July 27, 2016 
Scopingt meeting Northern Everglaves 

WHAT DO WE DO NOW? 

CERP is at an impasse. 

It’s stuck in the mud. 

If we don’t get unstuck in the next year we’re still going to be in that 
mud hole twenty years from now. 

A couple of months ago I went to Clewiston to have lunch with Bubba 
Wade and ask why we couldn’t send water south. Bubba told me we 
didn’t need to. He said the folks at Everglades National Park had told 
them that after CEPP was complete they didn’t need any more water 
and didn’t want any more water. 

So I went home and called Shannon Estenoz at the Interior 
Department and asked her if that was true. 

She said “No.” 

It’s not just a difference of opinion between Interior and US Sugar. 

Last year we tried desperately to get the SFWMD to exercise the 
smaller option on 40,000 acres of US Sugar land. That was an honest 
attempt at peaceful coexistence. Sugar could continue in the EAA and 
CERP would have an end result that saved Everglades National Park, 
Florida Bay and our coastal estuaries. 

We were told by the chairman of the water management board that 
we didn’t understand: “The water can’t go south. There are 
constraints.” 



    

       

 

  

  

        
  

     

    
  

     
   

 

     

      
     

        
    

 

   
     

     
  

Instead of exercising the option they unilaterally cancelled it. 

We now get mixed messages and a moving target from state officials: 

“You can’t send water south.” 

“You don’t need to.” 

“We’ll think about that after the option expires.” 

I understand that this meeting is about a scoping study for storage 
north of the Lake. 

We know that storage north of the Lake won’t send water south. 

We know that fixing the dike won’t save our estuaries from Lake 
discharges. We got clobbered in 1998 when they weren’t worried 
about dike safety. In 1932 when the dike was brand new the Martin 
County Commission sent a resolution to Congress saying “Please stop 
the discharges!” 

I’m here tonight to ask you to stop and get out of the mud hole. 

If the state of Florida gets a 50/50 match from the federal government 
for a bunch of water supply reservoirs and then walks away and 
declares victory, they will have pulled off a colossal fraud on the 
American people. Other states don’t get federal money for water 
supply projects. 

We’re getting federal money for CERP because it’s supposed to be 
about saving the Everglades – the second largest wetland in the 
world. Until we know that we can buy the land to make that possible, 
we need to stop pretending 



    
  

    
  

     

    
   

       
           

   
 

     
     

    
  

  
        

    

       
   

         

   

 

  

We need to ask Interior and the Corps and our Governor and the 
SFWMD and US Sugar and Florida Crystals and the Sugar Coop and 
King Ranch to sit down and identify the land we need and how we Are 
going to buy it. 

I’m told that’s not how the process works. 

So, change the process. Go to Congress and ask them to partner with 
the state in the land purchase and guarantee that the state will get 
credit for the money it spends to buy the land. Change whatever 
other rules need to be changed so we can be sure our present 
investments in CERP will end up doing what CERP was supposed to 
do. 

Jo Ellen Darcy, Secretary of the Army for Public Works, told 
Congressman Murphy this week that the Corps will consider moving 
forward on planning to send the water south from the Lake IF there is 
a local sponsor. 

Florida and the SDWMD are supposed to be CERP’s local sponsor. If 
they continue to stonewall against buying land in the EAA to send 
water south, then we can’t make CERP work as planned. 

If you can’t make it work, tell South Florida you can’t save the coastal 
estuaries and Miami’s drinking water supply. 

Tell Floridians and tell the world that you can’t save the Everglades. 

We can’t keep pretending. 

ADDED COMMENTS ON NORTHERN EVERGLADES 



        
     

      
     

    
  

       
      

    
    

     
       

     
      

 

 

 

This year’s algae blooms make clear that water quality is going to be a 
problem for CERP beyond what we imagined 15 years ago. 

1. Analysis of ASR’s role will have to consider cyanobacteria. What 
are the consequences of pumping toxins into an ASR well . If the 
wells can’t be used when tokins are present , how will that affect 
their cost effectiveness? 

2. With climate change and increasing fertilizer, reservoirs all over 
the world are facing cyanobacteria blooms. The Corps is not 
responsible for water quality except in special situations where 
the project redirects water. CERP preliminary planning did not 
foresee STAs as part of the CERP projects north of the Lake. If we 
ignore the problem, the reservoirs may not function. It might be 
possible to create a partnership with the state to build STAs with 
the reservoirs. One way or another, the problem needs to be 
addressed. 
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~~~t:F:i~a- Water_ Management District (SFWMD} Restoration Strategies Project 
is required to meet a numeric discharge I" ·t f d 

'(~ : ~~0::~:~::,::~:~~~:~.::~~:::~~~~:~n~:~~:•:~~';i:•;:.tE;; ~d~;m~<;::~is:~!~:~: 
that such discharges do not caus . · e was eveloped to assure l total phosphorus (TP) criterion (:x;~;:::1:~:e 1:on e~teedances of ~he 10 parts per billion (ppb} 
under 62-302.540, Florida Administrative Code (FA~} e~~ g;;m~tn~ m_ean [LTGM]} established 
of stations across the ENP marsh and is intended t~ ~r~~enteimb:~1 enon ~ measured at a network 
The WQBEL is measured at the d" h . ances o aquatic flora and fauna. 

isc arge points from each STA and r · th h 
phosphorus concentration in STA discharges shall not exceed· 1) 13 eqbu1res at t e total _

1 
_________________ ·~ PP as an annual flow 

::::::,. -



Donald Trump was asked if he 
could quote any Bible verses. 

He answered: 

Trump~'--"-= 11Give a man a fish 
and he will eat for a day. Deport 
him and you won't have to feed 
him again. 11 

Someone asked a retiree, 
"Do you have a job?" 

He replied, "I am my wifo's 
sexual advisor." 

Somrwh.il shod,':'<l, they said, 
"What do you mean by that?" 

"Very simple," he said, "My 
wifo 1old me that when she 
wants my fucking advice, 
she'll ask for it" 



Septic. tanks contribute. to !I!~ a,Ig, 
Who's to blame for the.algal bloom? 
By Katrina Elsken 
Okeechobee News 

Want to know who is to blame for the mas
sive algae bloom on the Treasure Coast? 

Tum on the news and you'll see people 
, blaming the Army Corps of Engineers and the I South Florida Water Man·ag· ement Dis~ct. But 

both are government agencies, foJlowmg the 
water management policies set by elected of
ficials or in the case of SFWMD, a bomd ap-

pointed by an elected official. 
. · On the 1V news, you'll also hear people 
repeating the claim that the problem is due 
to releases from Lake Okeechobee, although 
scientific studies conducted by the University 
of Florida and Harbor Branch Oceanographic 
Institute found the freshwater lake releases are 
just a small part of the problem. • · 

Some people want to blame agnculture, al
though due to the dairy buyout in the 1980s, 

watershed has nearly tripled its size." . 

the agriculture north of the lake is mostly low 
impact, such as cattle ranches with thousands 
of acres of native pasture. And since water 

· does not run uphill and backpumping of agri
cultural runoff into the lake has been banned, 
nutrient impact from agriculture south of the 
lake is minimal. . 3t>-·~-,C----,---Let's take a survey: 

See ALGAE - Page 5 

ALGAE 
Continued From Page 1 

In 1920, the study found, only 4 percent • If you live and/or have a farm, busi-
In recent weeks, an algal bloom on the of the land in the Indian River Lagoon ,re- ness or industry in South Florida - say 

Treasure Coast has attracted increasing me- gion was classified as low-density residentiai anywhere from Orlando south - raise your 
dia attention, but concerns about the grow- while 95 percent was foreSt or grass pasture 1. ind. Ask any biologist who studies lakes 
ing problem of algal blooms in South Florida and 1 percent agriculture. The IRL watershed anu rivers. Anytime a human enters an 
waterways are not new. . is now 39 percent urban, 24 percent agricul- ecosystem, it changes .. The more humans, 

"Evidence of sewage-driven eutrophica- ture, 20.8 percent rangeland, 12.1 percent U . f Fl ·ct 
l ds d 4 5 l.f the more change. The nivers1ty o on a 

tion and harmful algal blooms in Florida's· wet an an . percent natura orest. 
Indian River Lagoon," by Brian E. Lapointe, The population in the IRL watershed in ' Water Institute Report explains: "An exten-
Laura W Herren, David D. Debortoli and 1960 was 250,000. Today itis 1. 7 million, the sive network of man-made canals, levees 
Margaret A. Vogel of the Harbor Branch authors pointed out. and water control structures permeates the 
Oceanographic Institute at Florida Atlantic In I 990, concerns of increased sewage- south Florida landscape. The land has been 
University, was ·published in 2014 and re- driven eutrophication led to the Indian River ditched, drained and otherwise reconfigured 
vised in 2015. Lagoon Act of 1990 (IRL Act; Chapter 90- to provide flood protection and fresh water 

The authors found "The IRL watersheds 262, Laws of Florida) that required sewage for a current population of more than eight 
have experienced dramatic changes in land treatment plants to cease discharging into million residents." Every time any of those 
use over the past century. Historically, drain- . surface waters of the lRL by July I, 1995. humans build a house, school or shop-
age of the IRL basin occurred through slow, "Despite the elimination of point-source ping mall or pave a road or a parking lot, it 

. }~~i~ strem, ~eeks. ri~r.s,.~ sewage inputs to the IRL through the IRL changes the natural flow of water. And those 

7-
/ wetlands{. mce the ram e o a' Act, non-point source sewage pollution 

. (1916) _that permitte. d tht( e:eation of canals from septic tanks, on-site sewage treatment 8 million residents produce waste that goes 

.. to d~ain upl,;mds for agncu_lture, reduce and disposal systems, (OSTDS) has contin- into the environment. Because that popula-
1..,.,Jlood,mg! and control mosqmtoes, the IRI/ ued to expand and remains a serious envi- tion keeps growing, so do the problems. 

- · · ♦ • If you didn't vote in the last election, 
Cf ~----=-' .. because you were too busy, or you forgot or 

ronmental and human health concern," the and nutrient loads from both Lake Okeecho- you don't want to be called for jury duty (de-
report continues. The researchers conduct- bee and the local basins must be reduced. spite the fact that Florida no longer uses the 
ed a two-year study, with samples collected On average, 70-80 perc.,nt of the freshwater voter list for juries), raise your hand. , 
at 20 sites in the IRL watershed including discharge and 65-80 percent of the nutrient • If you have a septic tank and do not 
sites in Brevard, Volusia, St. Lucie, Martin, 
Indian River and Palm Beach counties. The load to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee have it pumped and inspected at least once 
researchers concluded that continued urban estuaries originates in the local basins, with every five years, raise your hand. Septic 

. development in. the area is making the prob- the remaining balance contributed from tanks that do not operate properly contrib-
lem worse, as nitrogen loading from septic Lake Okeechobee," the study states. ute to excess nutrients in the runoff entering 
tanks and inadequate s.ewage treatment fa- The study called for more water storage area waterways. 
cilities increases. · • Jf your home is on a city sewer sys-

"Nutrient pollution is a primary driver of north, south' east and weSt, including: tern and you never wondered where it goes 
eutrophication and harmful algal blooms • 4oo,ooo acre feet of water st0rage with- when you flush, raise your hand. This is es-
(HABs) in estuaries and coastal waters in the Caloosahatchee River watershed; pecially important if you live in the Indian 
worldwide," the researchers state. • 200,000 acre feet of water storage with- River Lagoon Basin, where the population 

. The Harbor Branch study is not alone in in fhe St. Lucie River watershed; and, has swelled from 250,000 in 1960 to 1.7 
· its findings. The University of Florida Water • Approximately 1 million acre feet of million people today. (Check out the Har-
Institute published "Options to Reduce High water storage distributed between the north bor Branch Oceanographic Institute study, 

, Volume Freshwater Flows to the St. Lu-
' cie and Calooshatchee Estuaries and Move and south of Lake Okee_chobee. ·· · "Evidence of sewage-driven eutrophication 
1 More Water from Lake Okeechobee to the "In spite of the repeated demonstrated and harmful algal blooms in Florida's Indian 
, Southern Everglades," in March 2015. need for large volumes of water storag@, River Lagoon.") 

:' "To reduce damage to the St. Lucie and very little new storage has been designed or • If you have planted anything in your 
\ Caloosahatchee estuaries freshwater inflow constructed in the system," the study found. yard that requires fertilizer, raise-your hand. 

Rain washes fertilizer into waterways, con
tributing to the excess nutrient load. 

"On average,. 70-80 percent of the freshwater discharne ancl fi!l-RO • •. If you enjoy visiting the Orlando area 



11.lu,. ........... _ 

researchers conclucteo •..... 

• 

where 
Thi 

in the 
poi: 

1960 
out t 

Institut 
eutro1 

: 

lo, 
Or 
Tl 
01 

fl, 
ct, 

th• 
tt 

tl 

ma.,-..~ 
development in_ the area is making the prob
lem worse, as nitrogen loading from septic 
tanks and inadequate sewage treatment fa-
cilities increases. · 

"Nutrient pollution is a primary driver of 
•.:.:..11•-• eutrophication and harmful algal blooms 

1' .. --;, .. ,.,.dll/l"":I (HABs) in estuaries and coastal waters 
worldwide," the researchers state. 
· The Harbor Branch study is not alone in 
its findings. The University of Florida Water 
Institute published "Options to Reduce High 
Volume Freshwater Flows to the St. Lu
cie arid Calooshatchee Estuaries and Move 
More Water from Lake Okeechobee to the 
Southern Everglades," in March 2015. 

"To reduce damage to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries freshwater inflow 

Ult 1v1. ....... -.... __ _ 

Lake Okeechobee," the study state:;. 
The study called for more water storage 

north, south, east and west, including: 
• 400,000 acre feet of water storage with

in the Caloosahatchee River watershed; 
• 200,000 acre feet of water storage with-, 

in the St. Lucie River watershed; and, 
• Approximately I million acre feet of · 

water storage distributed between the north 
and south of Lake Okee_chobee. -

"In spite of the repeated demonstrated 
need for large volumes of water storage, 
very little new storage has been designed or 
constructed in the system," the study found. 

"On average,_ 70-80 percent of the freshwater discharge and 65-80 
percent of the nutrient load to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee 
estuaries originates in the local basins, with the remaining balance 
contributed from Lake Okeechobee." 

- University of Florida Water Institute study 

There's plenty of blame to go around for 
every resident, every visitor, every business 
and every industry in south Florida. 

'Who will it take to fix the problem? 
All of us. 
What can you do to help solve the prob

lems? 
• You can support legislation to provide 

more water storage both north and south 
of Lake Okeechobee, as well as more water 
storage in the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie 
basins. Water storage to the north will help 

· slow the flow into the lake and also allow 
, natural vegetation to clean the water before 
, it enters the lake. That's good for the health 

of the lake, and good for e:very area that 
: receives water from the lake. It also helps 
· store water that might be needed in the dry 
1 season, instead of sending it to tide. Storage 

in the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie basins 
will do the same for those basins. In addi
tion, storage· in the Caloosahatchee basin 
will provide a source of water for the river 
in the.dry season, to help prevent salt water 
intrusion. · 

• You can do your homework during the 
. election cycle and find out which candidates 
will support plans to clean up the environ
mental problems. Then you can vote. Then 
you can continue to hold your elected offi
cials accountable by staying involved. 

• You can xeriscape your own yard, 
\planting native vegetation that thrives in the 
:.native soil. And you resist the urge to water 
!it and instead just Jpt ,t ,,.,., ,__ 

dry season because it will come back, as na
ture intended, when the rains come. 

• You can keep runoff on your own prop
erty by using a retention pond, or by just put
ting up with a soggy yard part of the year. 
That water is recharging your aquifer. 

• You can clean up after yourself. Don't 
throw trash, cans or bottles into the water, 
canals or shorelines. 

• If you catch "trash" fish like armored 
catfish, you can take them with you and dis" 
pose of them properly. Don't just leave them 
on the canal bank. 

• If your home has a septic tank, you 
can have it serviced regularly to make sure 
it is operating properly and not leaching nu
trients and bacteria into runoff from your 
property. And if it is failing, it should be re
placed (or have your home hooked up to a 
public sewer system, if that is an option in 
your area.) _ 

• If you live in an area with a sewer sys
tem, you can pressure local elected officials 
to make sure the sewer systems are kept up 
properly and not allowed to leach sewage 
into the groundwater or runoff. 

• If you have an RV, you can make sure 
you only dump your "black water" at desig
nated stations. Never dump onto a road or 
canal. And if you see another RVer dumping, 
report them. They are polluting everyone's 
water. 

• Instead of complainin,g about th0 ~~-'-

a.,,...,"" .. 

• If your home 1:, Vu - --

tern and you never wondered 
when you flush, raise your hand. 
pecially important if you live 
River Lagoon Basin, where the 
has swelled from 250,000 in 
million people today. (Check 
bar Branch Oceanographic 
"Evidence of sewage-driven 

, and harmful algal blooms in Florid, 
1 River Lagoon.") .. 
I • If you have. planted anythin 

yard that requires fertilizer, raise-y 
· Rain washes fertilizer into waten 

tributing to the excess· nutrient 
• If you enjoy visiting the 

theme parks, raise your hand. 
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN, 

I LIVE IN PORT ST LUCIE, FLORIDA ON A WATERWAY. I HAVE BEEN TRAVELING ON RIVERS AND LAKES 
FROM OHIO TO FLORIDA SINCE 1960, AT TIMES MORE THAN 4000 MILES A YEAR. I NOW HAVE 12 
BOATS, 8 OF THEM ARE REGISTERED POWER BOATS AND 1 IS A DOCUMENTED DIESEL OCEAN GOING 
VESSEL. I BELIEVE I HAVE A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF WATERWAYS THAN MANY PEOPLE. I AM 
VERY CONCERNED WITH THE WATERWAYS OF FLORIDA. OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS I HAVE MADE 
HUNDREDS OF CALLS TO THOSE IN CONTROL OF OUR WATERWAYS. THEY EXPRESSED LITTLE INTEREST 
IN DISCUSSING THE WATER PROBLEM. THEY NOW TELL US HOW UPSET THEY ARE AND HOW MUCH 
THEY HAVE BEEN WORKING ON THE PROBLEM. 

NO WHERE HAVE I FOUND WATERS MORE POORLY MANAGED THAN THOSE IN SOUTH FLORIDA. 
WE NOW.HAVE A NASTY MANMADE MESS WITH OUR WATERWAYS. 

MANY HIGHLY EDUCATED WELL PAID PEOPLE ARE IN CONTROL OF OUR WATERS, AND THEY ARE 
DOING A WONDERFUL JOB. THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS ARE TRYING TO CONTROL THE WATER 
LEVEL OF LAKE OKEECHOBEE TO PREVENT A DISASTROUS BREAK OF THE DIKE AROUND LAKE 
OKEECHOBEE, THE POLITICIANS ARE TRYING TO SPEND AS MUCH MONEY AS POSSIBLE ON THIS MESS 
TO GET PUBLICITY AND A PHOTO OPT FROM IT, THE SCIENTIST, BIOLOGIST AND ENVIRONMENTALIST 
ARE TRYING TO GET AS MUCH GOVERNMENT GRANT MONEY AS POSSIBLE TO STUDY THE PROBLEM 
AND THE CITIZENS DEMAND SOMETHING BE DONE NOW, BUT THEY ARE DOING IT ALL WRONG. 

TO RESOLVE THIS WATERWAY MESS WE MUST HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING OF IT, AS LISTED BELOW: 

1. WATER FALLS FROM THE SKY ONTO THE LAND, IT WANTS TO FLOW TO THE LOWEST LEVEL, THE 
OCEAN. EITHER WE GIVE IT A WAY TO GET THERE OR IT WILL MAKE IT'S OWN WAY, WE MAY NOT 
LIKE HOW IT MAKES IT'S OWN WAY TO THE OCEAN. 

2. AS WATER FLOWS THROUGH LAKE OKEECHOBEE IT CARRIES MATERIALS WITH IT. THERE IS ABOUT 
5 FEET OF MUCK ON THE FLOOR OF THE LAKE. THE WATER ON THE SURFACE HAS SOME 
CONTAMINATION FROM FLOATING DEBRIS, AS THE DEBRIS ABSORBS WATER IT SINKS TO THE 
BOTTOM. THE WATER BELOW THE SURFACE IS LESS CONTAMINATED, AS THE SURFACE DEBRIS 
SINKS THROUGH IT TO THE BOTTOM. THE MOST CONTAMINATION IS IN THE MUCK AT THE BOTTOM 
OF THE WATER. 
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3. AS THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS DRAINS LARGE AMOUNTS OF WATER FROM LAKE 
OKEECHOBEE THEY FLUSH THIS CONTAMINATED MUCK INTO THE ST LUCIE WATERWAY, ST LUCIE 
RIVER AND CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER. THIS CONTAMINATED WATER AND MUCK DESTROYS THE 
VEGETATION ON THE FLOOR OF THE RIVERS.,, PROMOTES ALGAE GROWTH AND KILLS SEA LIFE. THE 
MUCK SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM THE LAKE BY A MATERIALS HANDLING COMPANY, ALLOWED TO 
DRY ON THE BANK AND SOLD AS TOPSOIL AND FILL DIRT. THE SALE OF THIS DIRT COULD PROVIDE 
BILLIONS OF DOLLARS TO THE STATE. DIRT SOLD AT HOME DEPOT IS ABOUT 5 DOLLARS FOR A SMALL 
BAG. YOU CAN NOT HAVE A HEALTHY HOUSE WITH 5 INCHES OF HUMAN WASTE AND ANIMAL 
WASTE ON THE FLOOR. WE CAN NOT HAVE A HEALTHY LAKE WITH 5 FEET OF MUCK ON THE 
BOTTOM. DON'T BELIEVE LAKE WATER, FERTILIZER, AGRICULTURE RUN OFF AND SEPTIC WATER IS 
THE ONLY CAUSE OF THE CONTAMINATED RIVER WATER AND ALGAE GROWTH. JUST LOOK AT ANY 
SWIMMING POOL AT A FORECLOSED HOUSE, WHERE THE POOL HAS NOT BEEN TAKEN CARE OF FOR 
SEVERAL MONTHS, IT WILL LOOK AS BAD AS OUR RIVER WATER. 

4. IT IS VERY DESTRUCTIVE TO DRAIN LARGE AMOUNTS OF WATER IN A SHORT PERIOD OF TIME FROM 
LAKE OKEECHOBEE. IF THE LAKE LEVEL SHOULD BE 12 FEET, A SPILLWAY SHOULD BE BUILT AT 12 
FEET. WHEN THE WATER LEVEL INCREASES ABOVE 12 FEET WATER SHOULD START TO FLOW OVER 
THE SPILLWAY ONTO A BED OF ROCKS. WATER SHOULD NOT BE STORED TO A LEVEL OF 15 FEET OR 
MORE AND THEN DRAINED IN LARGE QUANTITIES. 

5. LARGE ELECTRIC SPRAY PUMPS, 30 OR 40 THOUSAND GALLONS PER MINUTE, SHOULD BE USED TO 
SPRAY THE WATER UP INTO THE AIR TO PURIFY IT. THE MACERATOR ACTION OF THE PUMPS WILL 
BREAK UP THE ALGAE SPORES, THE ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT OF THE SUN WILL PURIFY THE WATER AND 
OXYGEN WILL BE PUT INTO THE WATER. MOST PONDS AND LAKES HAVE SPRAY PUMPS FOR THIS 
PURPOSE. THESE PUMPS SHOULD BE INSTALLED IN LAKE OKEECHOBEE AND IN THE RIVERS, 
ESPECIALLY IN THE WIDE WATER WEST OF THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE IN STUART. 

6. IT IS VERY DANGEROUS TO STORE WATER IN CANALS AND LAKE OKEECHOBEE. WE ARE IN 
HURRICANE SEASON, A WET HURRICANE COULD DEVELOP ANY TIME, AND DUMP A FOOT OR MORE 
OF RAIN WATER OVER FLORIDA. THIS COULD CAUSE OVER TOPPING AND DESTRUCTION OF THE DIKE 
AROUND LAKE OKEECHOBEE, RESULTING IN DISASTROUS FLOODING AS IT DID IN NEW ORLEANS. 
THOSE WHO WANT TO STORE WATER MUST ACCEPT RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE DEATH AND 
DEVASTATION IT WILL CAUSE. STORING WATER WILL ALSO CONTRIBUTE TO THE SINK HOLE 
SITUATION WE ALREADY HAVE. SINK HOLE DAMAGE DOES NOT NEED TO BE INCREASED. 

2 
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7. BUYING LAND SOUTH OF LAKE OKEECHOBEE IS VERY EXPENSIVE AND SHOULD NOT BE DONE. WE 
HAVE ALREADY CONTAMINATED THE LAKE AND RIVERS. NOW PEOPLE WANT TO MOVE THE 
CONTAMINATION INTO THE EVERGLADES. THE CONTAMINATION AND ALGAE WILL DAMAGE THE 
EVERGLADES THE SAME AS IT HAS IN THE RIVERS. WHEN THE LAND IS SATURATED WITH EXCESSIVE 
RAIN WATER THE EVERGLADES ARE ALSO FLOODED. THE WILDLIFE IN THE EVERGLADES ALSO NEEDS 
SOME DRY LAND TO SURVIVE. IF THERE IS NO DRY LAND THE WILDLIFE WILL BE FORCED OUT INTO 
POPULATED AREAS, CREATING ANOTHER PROBLEM. THIS WATER IN THE EVERGLADES STILL WANTS 
TO RETURN TO THE OCEAN. IT Will DRAIN INTO THE SOUTH WATERWAYS, INTO PALM BEACH, 
BROWARD AND DADE, CREATING PROBLEMS THERE. IF SOMEONE THROWS UP IN THE BATHROOM 
YOU CLEAN IT UP THERE, YOU DON'T SWEEP IT INTO THE LIVING ROOM AND KITCHEN. THE 
CONTAMINATION AND ALGAE SHOULD BE CLEANED WHERE IT IS, DO NOT SPREAD IT ALL OVER SOUTH 
FLORIDA AND WASTE BILLIONS OF TAX DOLLARS. 

8. THEIR SHOULD BE SOME DISCUSSION WITH FPL ABOUT PUMPING COOLING WATER FROM THE 
INDIAN RIVER TO THE OCEAN. THIS WILL BRING SOME CLEANER OCEAN WATER IN THE ST LUCIE AND 
FT PIERCE INLETS, AND TAKE SOME OF THE MORE POLLUTED WATER FROM THE INDIAN RIVER OUT TO 
THE OCEAN. 

IF THIS INFORMATION IS FOLLOWED WE WILL HAVE CLEAN WATER IN LAKE OKEECHOBEE, THE 
RIVERS, THE EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA. WE WILL NOT NEED TO WASTE BILLIONS OF 
DOLLARS MAKING A BIGGER MORE WIDESPREAD MESS. 

IF IMMEDIATE IMPROVEMENT OF THE WATER QUALITY IS WANTED, FIREBOATS COULD BE 
OPERATED ON THE WATERWAYS TO SPRAY WATER TO BREAK UP THE ALGAE AND PUT OXYGEN INTO 
THE WATER. 

WHY DO WE WANT TO: 

1. PUT AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS OUT OF BUSINESS OR FORCE THEM TO MOVE OUT OF THE 
COUNTRY. 

2. PUT PEOPLE OUT OF WORK. 

3. REDUCE THE TAX BASE. 

4. FLOOD THE EVERGLADES WITH CONTAMINATED WATER AND ALGAE. 

5. CREATE OTHER COLLATERAL DAMAGE. 

6. SPEND BILLIONS OF DOLLARS. 

WHEN THERE IS A MUCH BETTER AND IMMEDIATE SOLUTION FOR THE FLORIDA WATER CRISIS. 
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August 7, 2016 

Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

SUBJECT: LAKE OKEECHOBEE WATERSHED (LOW) PROJECT 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

Our office continues to work with regulating agencies and private agricultural producers to design, 
permit, install and utilize comprehensive water storage (and treatment) projects, with a dual desire 
of improving the environment (through water quantity and quality improvements) and allowing as 
many agricultural producers (as possible) to remain in agricultural. People cause water quantity 
and quality problems and reducing "people pressure", by retaining agricultural lands, is the 
primary way to conserve the capability of preserving water (quality and quantity) and the only way 
to preserve the remaining native Florida habitat/wildlife. 

Preservation of agricultural lands was the primary reason we agreed to assist World Wildlife Fund 
(WWF), starting in 2004, to work with the regulatory agencies to develop a program to store water 
(initially on cow-calf operations). The water storage "service" was designed to be provided in 
exchange for a payment to the agricultural producer (FRESP). Our office designed, permitting and 
assisted in the construction of the first four (4) projects (as Pilot Projects). One of our initial five 
(5) conceptual water storage designs (at the time), was not pursed due to the property being 
purchased for residential development ( a reminder of why we agreed to participate in the first place 
- to help preserve agricultural lands). 

Since FRESP, we have designed and permitted a number of additional water storage projects ( on 
agricultural lands) under two (2) separate South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 
solicitations (to store water and/or provide phosphorus reduction), as well as, a SFWMD Water 
Farming Pilot Project (at Bull Hammock Ranch). Most of these projects continue to provide runoff 
retention (storage) and water quality improvement in their basins. 

Based on this experience, we have learned many things. We understand these projects provide 
benefits beyond water storage and water quality improvement (private and public benefit) 
including: flora and fauna enhancement/restoration/retention; runoff reuse ( as irrigation); reduced 
groundwater use, therefore less pressure on deep water sources (to meet irrigation demands) 
promoting lower fuel use ( cost savings) and reducing the likelihood of increasing gradients 
prompting chloride movement; better ranch water management capability ( as water table control 
promoting improved flood protection and forage yield) and (as eluded to above); promoting the 
preservation of agricultural lands (that remain), by providing another income stream to participating 
agricultural producers. 
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Collected data supports pursuing additional water storage projects on private agricultural 
lands. These water storage projects are much more cost effective than regional projects and are 
much cheaper to operate and maintain once constructed. The "payment for services" approach 
promotes these benefits, while promoting the retention ofprivately held agricultural lands. People 
pressure will continue to build and ultimately result in more intensive use of many of these 
agricultural lands. 

Guess you can see we are passionate about this approach to help save the remaining agricultural 
lands from more intensive use. Agricultural lands remain our only hope to meet established water 
quality and quantity goals for Lake Okeechobee (and downstream water bodies). Equally important 
is preservation of the native flora and fauna, which is reduced proportionally to the number of 
people allowed to move to these areas. 

Our most recently certified project is a phosphorus reduction project at Buck Island Ranch 
(Highlands County). Excess water from the primary system (C-41 Canal) is directed into a series of 
cells ( over 189-acres - remnant grove) to produce winter forage (presently imported) for beef cattle 
use. Forage produced will remove nutrients (from the water directed into the system) and reduce 
the need to import nutrients to meet beef cattle winter feed demands (as pastures are dormant). We 
estimate the "service" will be in excess of 5,000-lbs of phosphorus annually (monitoring will be 
used to determine actual benefits). We have designed, permitted, oversaw construction and 
certified three (3) separate projects at Buck Island Ranch in an effort to improve water quantity and 
quality in the basin. 

As an engineer, the meeting of July 26, 2016 provided no useful information on how additional 
water storage will be provided (north of the lake). We hope to use our experience to assist in this 
effort. We offer the following recommendations: 

• Continue to pursue providing storage on private agricultural lands, which has been 
proven to be effective, in exchange for a "service payment". Payments should cover: 
engineering design (including an environmental component, as needed); agency 
permitting; project construction and; an annual payment to facilitate project operation, 
maintenance and a "service payment" to the participating agricultural producer. 

• Try and avoid reducing the coverage of privately held agricultural lands. 

• Might consider looking at past SFWMD solicitation responses (not implemented), in the 
event SFWMD is not going to pursue these projects. Some are no longer feasible, but 
some are good projects. 

• Look at water storage projects implemented on private agricultural lands to date 
(including collected monitoring data) to determine which projects work best (provide the 
greatest public/private benefit) considering: site topography; soil types; existing water 
management facilities; site location and receiving body (including quality). 
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• Use local engineers (and contractors) who have experience/knowledge in the project, 
know the agricultural community and; understand the issues we face. We recommend 
setting up regular meetings with engineers and producers who have participated (in 
water storage projects) during the last fifteen (15) years. Significant knowledge can be 
gleaned from those who have designed, permitted, constructed and operated water 
storage projects to date. Include individuals from FDACS, NRCS and SFWMD who 
have been involved in water storage on ranchlands. Discussions can focus of what has 
(and has not) worked and where (and how) to provide additional storage (on public and 
private lands). For instance, we have been making a list of water storage project 
possibilities for the last ten (10) years and have implemented a number of them. Other 
engineers must have done the same thing. Some of our storage ideas are basin-wide, 
which require private landowners to work together with regulating agencies to realize 
additional storage. Our office could provide a partial list of knowledgeable and 
informed professionals who would be helpful in this effort. 

• Discuss water storage with other relevant agencies (FDACS, NRCS, SFWMD, SJWMD, 
FDEP, etc.) and determine who proposes to pursue additional water storage on private 
lands. If the corps wants to focus on water storage on public lands or acquiring private 
land for public projects, point that out sooner rather than later. 

• Include the upper chain of lakes and all counties who contribute runoff to Lake 
Okeechobee in the project area. The cumulative effect of many small water storage 
projects can result in a significant storage. 

• Look at the lake operation schedule and the operation of the primary system, as 
additional storage may lurk there. Small changes in water elevation, translate to 
significant water storage. 

Generally, agricultural producers do not implement water storage measures ( optimizing their ability 
to manage runoff, as water table management for maximum yield), due to costs (including 
engineering, permitting, materials and construction). Cost share monies have proven effective at 
getting these services implemented to the benefit of the agricultural producer and the public. 

We look forward to tracking your progress in this important endeavor and hope we can assist. 

Sincer~ly, 

fuu&bu,tJ 
I.:oris C. Asmussen, P .E. 
Proprietor 

Enclosures 

C: Corps of Engineers (Comments on July 26, 2016 Public Scoping Meeting) File 
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October 29 , 1987 

Mr. Daniel Thayer, Editor · 
"Aquatics" Magazine 
7922 N.W. 71st Street 
Gainesville, Florida 32606 

Dear Mr. Thayer: 

f 
I 

Much like Dr. Canfield, (Re: The Eutrophication of 
Lake Okeechobee: An Alternative Viewpoint; "Aquatic•" Sept. 
1987), I have apent considerable time collecting and 
re,•iewing information on Lake Okeechobee which 111ay provide 
some insight into any trends regarding trophic dynamics and 
ecolo~ical stability. These co■■ents to Dr. Canfield'& 
article ar~ offered not in criticism -- for l found moat of 
his assessments in agreement with •Y own observations -- but 
rather as supplementary information which hopefully will be 
contributory in establishing an effective manageaent 
approach for Lake Okeechobee. 

In the early days of the Lake Okeechobee Technical 
Advisory Committee (LOTAC), it va1 clearly expressed that 
there was a desire to take action to protect "the lake's 
water supply, water quality and recreational functions" by 
reducing the rate of eutrophication. However, the 
assessment of the extent and rate of eutrophicstion became, 
and has remained, an issue of disagreement among the various 
individuals and groups involved with the 8ommittee. For 
many, the Lake Apopka experience· stands as a reminder of the 
impacts of complacency and poor lake manap;ement, and while 
limnologists may argue that there are few parallels betwe~n 
the two lakes, it should be recognized that agricultural 
backpumping, aquatic plant spr~ying, artificial manipulation 
of lake level, extensive dikin& and canalization, and 
notable point 1ource discharges are shared, potentially 
deleteri~us, components of both Lake Apopka and Lake 
Okeechobee • . Any concern for a repeat perforaance therefore 
must be c~nsidered legitimate, and scientific rhetoric 
regarding the relationship between various nutrient and 
hydraulic loading parameters and short term -~esponses of in
lake ~oncentrationa and phytoplankton production provide• 
little aasurance that continuation of pre1ent practice• 
(e.g. backpumping, heftvy Phosphorus loading from Taylor 
Creek, extensive aquatic plant spraying) is going to enaure 

.-\ , ,., ,, - /t,,,·,· .., ,,,,, '"" .f,11 11,,,. .. ,,, ·,· .\I 111111,:,·1111·11t ________________ 
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preservation of ' the deaired water quality and 1port1 
fisheries. I hope therefore that people realize that Dr. 
Canfield's revelation of the poor relationship between 
Phosphorus load1ng, in-lake Phosphorua concentration, and 
phytoplankton production ia offered to emphasize the need to 
select reasonable and effective ■anage■ent and restorative 
methods, and not as an endorae■ent of a "no action" approach 
to the management of Lake Okeechobee. 

As with Dr. Canfield, I vas ao■evhat di1appointed with 
the simplistic conrlu1ion• of the LOTAC that _the rate of 
eutrophication of Lake Okeechobee can be regulated by the 
control of only Phosphoru,, without equally 1erious 
• t t e n t 1 on g i v e n t o o t h e r fact o r • • u c h a• N 1 t r o g e n , Ox y I e n 
demanding organics, and late 1tage fluctuations. Of all of 
the macronutrients, the behavior of Phosphorus ~ithin a lalce 
system is pr"bably the 11oat enigmatic, being linked very 
closely to its• relative ipaolability and vulnerability to 
adsorption/de1orption and · the a1sociated coapiex chemical 
and •physical : parameter• which control thi1 proc•••• 
Subsequently . the 1edi11ent1, which aer"4e •s a aaesive 
Phosphorus sink, are often considered the regulator of 
a v a 11 a b 1 e Pho s p ~ o r u • . vi t h tn t b • w a t e r co l u • n • 1 F o r ex a• pl • , 
the eutrophication analy•i• prepared in 1981 by SFWMD 
indicated that of the Phoaphoru, entering Lake Okeechobee, 
84 percent (average 557 TPY) la retained within the lake. 
There are basically only thr•• compartments into which this 
retairH:!d Phoephorus can eater the sediments, standing 
biomass. and emigration through larval ,mergence and 
predation. If the latter 1• considered negligible, the 
standi~~ crop and the sediment• incur the burden of atoring 
mo~t of ,the r,etained Pho1phorus. As the standing crop 
storage increa1e1, it ha• ·been common practffe to accelerate 
recycling t _hroagh apraying o'f 2,4-D. F'or e)(ample, based 
upon information recently presented b.y 1B.Vi . Nelsoa 
(Cooperative Aquatic Plant Control Progra■ Operations in 
Lake Okeechobee •. "Aquatic•" September 1987), aince 1979 an 
average of 8,748 acres (principally floating · plants) have 
been sprayed awinually. Uaing a conservative value of 2.5 
dry tons/acre at 0.4% Phosphorus. thi1 aMountl to 87 TPY, or 
16 percent of the retai'nH Phoaphorua. As an intere1tin1 
side note, there is a relatively close correlaLion (R • 0.7) 
between ii-lake 'Phosphorus ~oncentration and the ar~•l 
extent of aquatic weed · apraying between 1979 and 1986 
(excluding t·he · 1982 data whtc·h are e1ti11ated). Th11 i11plie1 
that plant deetruttion ••Y be a, important a , factor •• lake 
level in controlling Pho1phoru1 concentration. 

~)11 l ~ ) ~~/ l 1 \ 
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The sediments, however, must be considered the 
principle Phosphorus storage compartment, and, as noted, the 
primary controller of Phosphorus. A more legitimate 
assessmt-nt of long-term Phosphorus loadings impac-ts should 
therefore be based upon the changes in the sediments and 
their desorption/adsorption characterif;tics, not the 
change~ in Phosphorus concentration, which is at best a 
confusing indicator of the stability of the sediments and 
the associated trophic dynamics. Therefore, while I can 
agree with Dr. Canfield who suggests that 40% reduction of 
Phosphorus may not result in immediate reduction of 
Phosphorus concentration, I do believe that reductions in 
Phosphorus loadings will help protect the sediments, and can 
be supported not only as a legitimate management approach, · 
but probably neceesary for preserving the Phosphorus 
retentive capacity of the sediments, thereby strengthening 
t h e homeostatic capabilities of the lake system. However, 
Phosphorus management as suggested by Or. Canfield must be 
done through carefully developed programs with the emphasis 
not only on removal, but on recovery and long term cost 
effectiveness. 

Pursuing this train of thought, presuming the sediments 
are serving as the primary Phosphorus regulator, and the 
availability of Phosphorus is not going to be immediately 
impacted by r~duced Phosphorus loading, then it follows that 
other nutrients principally Nitrogen and organic Carbon 

should be targeted for control as well. From a 
biological viewpoint it may not be realistic to expect that 
there: .:ill b~ a "no growth or reduced growth" response if 
o nl y Phosphorus control is implemented and Nitrogen and 
o r~anic Carbon inputs remain high. First of all, it would 
be expe c ted that this action would instead facilitate some 
ecological shift, as a selective advantage would be realized 
by organisms with a greater tolerance of a high N:P rati? 
and reduced Phosphorus dependency, and by heterotrophic 
communities capable of exploiting the energy within the 
wasted organic compounds. Secondly, by targeting Phosphorus 
as the sole control point, the LOTAC is placing great 
confidence .(which needs to be supported by a large cash 
outlay) in the presumption that biological availability of 
Phosphorus within the lake will be reduced and that the 
sediment held stores can not be biologically exploited (a 
presumption in which I personally have little confidence). 



Hr. Daniel Thayer, Editor 
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In summary therefore, it is suggested that any 
reasonable management approach for Lake Okeechobee include 
the following elements. 

I.) Despite the implications by Dr. Canfield that 
Phosphorus control may not be a necessary component of an 
effective lake management system, scientific evidence has 
clearly demonstrated a correlation between lake trophic 
status and nutrient loading, therefore effective nutrient 
control should be implemented where practical and cost 
effective. 

2.) Nutrient control strategies, as noted by Dr. 
Canfield, should be carefully developed to optimize cost 
effectiveness. It is suggested that prograr.is which attempt 
tn recover and recycle nutrients \.' ould be more desirable 
than th o se in "'hich nutrients are simply removed or 
diverted. For example, we (Amasek) are presently working on 
a design in which is considered the confinement of dairy 
herds with an attendant zero discharge proces,; to recover 
and recycle the associated waste produ<'t as a livestock 
feed, an organic fertilizer and a biogas, with virtually all 
of the Phosphorus, Nitrogen, Carbon, and Potassium 
associated with the manure and urine being recovered. 
Co ncepts such as this will not only reduce nutrient loads to 
the lake, bu't also have a potentially positive impact upon 
the local economy. A similar approach might well be applied 
t o intercepting and recovering the heavy Nitrogen and Carbon 
l o ads emanating from sugar cane cultivation in the Everglade 
A~ricultural Area. 

3 • ) w i th t ! · P poss i bi 1 i t y of t he e f f e ct iv e rec o v e r y of 
nutrients resulting fn a marketable product, it may be 
reasonable to expect e~ticement of private interest to 
become involved in the capitalization of such programs, 
which would greatly reduce the financial bur"den upon the 
State and the Water Management District. The LOTAC, to 
date, has given little consideration to this concept or to 
the review of what enti~ements might be appropriate. 
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Hr. Daniel Thayer. Editor 
Page 5 
October 29, 1987 

4.) In agreement with Dr. Canfield, I see little 
benefit in working in a "panic mode", for decisions made 
under such influence will. most likely, be more expensive 
and possibly of questionable value. For example, the 
planned diversion of Taylor Creek, with its $100,000,000.00 
(or greater) price tag, despite its appeal as a "sure fire" 
method of eliminating over 100 TPY of Phosphorus into the 
lake, ma y possibly be among the most expensive and 
inefficient means of nutrient control for this region. 
Certainly hefore an investment of this magnitude 1• made, ve 
must be certain that other programs with their associated 
secondary benefits (such as the confined dairy system), ·are 
not more competitive and reasonable (particularly if private 
funding were possible). 

5.) Other lake management systems beyond external 
nutrient control, such as lake level manipulation; improved 
m5nagement of aquatic vegetation; recovery, restoration · and 
management of valuable wetlands within the watershed; and 
enhanced fisheries management, must be pursued in a parallel 
effort of equal magnitude. 

n.) Research and investigatory efforts must be 
continued to enhance mutual understandings of the lake 
system, with particular emphasis -upon the nature of the lake 
sediments and their influence upon Phosphorus dynamics. 

Si nc-E>rely, 
AMA SE K, 11\ C • .,.....--

r: > 

Alien Stewart, Ill, 
Senior Vice President 

CAS,III/rlh 



      

        
  

       

    
  

     
   

    
 

   
  

 
  

  
    

    
   

   
  

   
 

    

   
 

  
   

  
  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

C.3.2 Agency Coordination and Public Involvement 

PDT membership consists of those individuals designated by the USACE and SFWMD, the implementing 
agencies, and representatives designated by other governmental agencies or tribes. Interagency 
participation is encouraged to take advantage of the technical skills and knowledge of other agencies. 
Several federal, tribal, and state agencies are active members of the PDT. Participants include the USEPA, 
USFWS, USGS, NPS, MTIF, STOF, FWC, Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, and 
FDEP. Representatives from Highlands, Okeechobee, Glades, Martin, Palm Beach, Lee, and St. Lucie 
counties are also active participants. Designated public comment periods provide opportunities for public 
participation during PDT meetings. 

Agencies including the DOI, USFWS, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and SFWMD (the local sponsor), and the 
tribes were asked at the beginning of the planning process to become cooperating agencies under NEPA 
for the LOWRP. The Bureau of Indian Affairs and STOF agreed to become cooperating agencies under 
NEPA. Due to the robust interagency process planned for this project, the other agencies and the MTIF 
did not wish to enter into a cooperating agency agreement; however, these agencies were fully involved 
in all phases of the LOWRP planning process. 

Public outreach efforts for LOWRP began early in the planning process. Due to intense public, political, 
and media interest in restoration of the south Florida ecosystem, public participation is a critical 
component of the development of this PIR. Workshops were held at key phases of LOWRP planning 
process during the formulation of project objectives, management measures, and evaluation of 
alternatives. Table C.3-3 summarizes all the agency and public meetings. 

The DOI Office of Everglades Restoration Initiatives South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force (Task 
Force) Working Group (WG) hosted a series of public workshops and provided input to USACE. 
Presentations have also been provided to the SFWMD Governing Board, Water Resources Advisory 
Commission, and the Committee on Independent Scientific Review of Everglades Restoration Progress 
(CISRERP). 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
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C.3.2.1 Cooperating Agency Letters 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF AUG 1 2 2016 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

The Honorable James Billie 
Chairman, Seminole Tribe of Florida 
6300 Stirling Road 
Hollywood, Florida 33024 

Dear Chairman Billie, 

In accordance with regulations pertaining to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 1501.6), I am formally inviting 
the Seminole Tribe of Florida to become a cooperating agency for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Project (LOWP). The purpose of the LOWP is to restore 
wetland habitat within the Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin 
Slough sub-watersheds, S-65O and S-65E basins and Lake Okeechobee; to improve 
the quantity and timing of water entering Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries; 
and to improve regional water management operational flexibility in context of the 
overall Everglades ecosystem restoration. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
is beginning the NEPA process that will include an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership with 
the State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) to further protect and restore the remaining 
Everglades ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. 
CERP involves modification of the existing network of drainage canals and levees that 
make up the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. One of the next steps 
for implementation of CERP is to identify opportunities to restore the quantity, quality, 
and timing and distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LOW Project 
preliminary project area, where placement of features will be considered, covers a large 
portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed north of the lake (Figure 1). 

Cooperating agency status involves actions and responsibilities that are more 
involved than a commenting or permitting agency. As opposed to the traditional 
government-to-government consultation, wherein the Corps will consider the Tribe's 
concerns regarding environmental and cultural affects during the development of the 
project, cooperating agencies assume responsibility for the development of information 
and preparation of environmental analyses as it relates to the NEPA document. 
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In the case of the LOWP, we believe that cooperating agencies shall assist Corps 
authors in developing language for the EIS, reviewing and providing edits to draft 
language and providing comments on those sections of the document where an entity 
(such as a sovereign Tribe) has either regulatory authority or specialized expertise 
(CEQ Regulations §1051.6(a)2); or when the effects are on a reservation, an Indian 
Tribe, may by agreement with the lead agency, become a cooperating entity (40 CFR 
1508.5). 

This review and editing process will take place earlier than the typical review and 
comment associated with an EIS. If you choose not to become a cooperating agency, 
we will continue to engage in meaningful government-to-government consultation to 
identify and consider those Tribal resources that may be affected by the LOWP. We 
intend to pursue an open and public process and recognize the obligations that the 
Corps has to the Seminole Tribe of Florida in consideration of the Corps' Trust 
Responsibilities as stated in correspondence dated June 24, 2016. 

The formulation of the project alternatives will be in accordance with Engineer 
Regulation ER 1105-2-100 and will fully consider a range of environmental, economic 
and social factors. For additional information on becoming a cooperating agency, 
please see the enclosed "Rights and Responsibilities of Lead and Cooperating 
Agencies" (Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA, Council on 
Environmental Quality, 1981). The complete list of Forty FAQs can be found at 
http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3. htm. 

We would appreciate a response to this invitation to become a cooperating agency 
(as described above) within 30 days of the date of this letter. If you have any questions 
regarding the information in this letter, please feel free to contact me or you may contact 
Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger at (904) 232-1682 or gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely,

kirk1kirk2 
son A. irk, P.E. 

Colonel, U.S. Army 
District Commander 

Enclosure 

mailto:gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil
http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3
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Copy Furnished: 
Dr. Paul N. Backhouse, Ph.D., Seminole Tribe of Florida, Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officer, Ah Tha Thi Ki Museum, 30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004, Clewiston, 
Florida 33440 

Cherise Maples, Director, Environmental Resource Management, Seminole Tribe of 
Florida, 6300 Stirling Road, Hollywood, FL 33024 

Patricia Powers, Bose Public Affairs Group, 2000 M Street, N.W., Suite 520, 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Cicero Osceola, Big Cypress General Council Office, Council Representative, 31000 
Josie Billie Highway, Clewiston, FL 33440 

Andrew J. Bowers, ESQ., Brighton Council Representative, Seminole Tribe of Florida 
Brighton Council, 500 Harney Pond Road, Okeechobee, FL 34974 

Joe Frank, Big Cypress Board Representative, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Inc., Big 
Cypress Board Office, 31000 Josie Billie Hwy., Clewiston, FL 33440 

Jim Shore, General Counsel, Seminole Tribe of Florida, 6300 Stirling Road, Hollywood, 
FL 33024 

Danny Tommie, Chairman's Adminstrator, Seminole Tribe of Florida, 6300 Stirling 
Road, Hollywood, FL 33024 



Figure 1. Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Area. 
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SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 
JAMES E. BILLIE 

Chairman 
6300 Stirling Road Suite 420 
Hollywood, Florlda 33024 
(954) 966-6300 Ext. 11398 

E-MAIL: 
jamesbille@semtribe.com 

WEBSITE: 
http://www.seminoletribe.com

Trlbal Offlcers: 

MITCHELL CYPRESS 
Vice-Chairman 

LAVONNE ROSE 
Secretary 

PETER HAHN 
Treasurer

I 

September 13, 2016 

Colonel Jason A. Kirk, PE 
District Commander 
United States Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
Planning and Polley Division 
Environmental Branch 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8175 

Dear Colonel Kirk, 

I write to accept your Invitation to the Seminole Tribe of Florida (Tribe) to participate in the 
National Environmental Polley Act (NEPA) process as a cooperating agency for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project (LOWP). I appreciate the Corps of Engineers' (Corps') recognition of the Tribe's 
unique status and expertise regarding the potential Impacts of South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 
projects on our Tribe. The draft LOWP footprint surrounds our Brighton Reservation. Without a doubt, 
the LOWP will Impact the Brighton Reservation's future. We look forward to taking our seat at the table 
In the NEPA analysis of LOWP. 

Please note that the Tribe Intends to retain our rights to consultation on this project, as 
provided for In Executive Order 13175. Our role as a cooperating agency under NEPA will not affect the 
Corps' obligations to consult. 

Furthermore, I request that the Corps schedule a public meeting on the Brighton Reservation to 
present the tentatlvelv selected plan for the LOWP to the tribal members who will be Impacted by its 
Implementation. I ask that your staff coordinate this meeting with Jim Shore, tribes General Counsel at 
954-967-3950. 

Thank you for your invitation and consideration. 



SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 

cc: Or. Gretchen Ehllnger, Army Corps of Engineers 
Ms. Kimberley Taplin, Army Corps of Engineers 
Ms. Lisa Aley, Army Corps of Engineers 
Mr. Andrew J. Bowers, Esq., Seminole Tribe of Florida Council Member 
Mr. Jim Shore, Esq., Seminole Tribe of Florida General Counsel 
Mrs. Cherise Maples, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Environmental Resource Management Director 
Dr. Paul Backhouse, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Steve Walker, Lewis, Longman & Walker 
Mrs. Michelle Diffenderfer, Lewis, Longman & Walker 
Ms. Patricia Power, Bose Public Affairs Group 

sjkNEPA09-13-16 

2 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

Bruce W. Maytubby, Regional Director 
Eastern Regional Office 
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700 
Nashville, TN 37214 

Dear Mr. Maytubby, 

In accordance with regulations pertaining to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 1501.6), I am formally inviting the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs to become a cooperating agency for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project (LOWP). The purpose of the LOWP is to restore wetland habitat within 
the Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, and Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough sub-watersheds, S-
65D and S-65E basins and Lake Okeechobee; to improve the quantity and timing of water 
entering Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries; and to improve regional water 
management operational flexibility in context of the overall Everglades ecosystem restoration. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is beginning the NEPA process that will include 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

In 2000, the U.S. Congress authorized the Federal government, in partnership with the 
State of Florida, to embark upon a multi-decade, multi-billion dollar Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) to further protect and restore the remaining Everglades 
ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. CERP involves 
modification of the existing network of drainage canals and levees that make up the Central 
and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. One of the next steps for implementation of 
CERP is to identify opportunities to restore the quantity, quality, and timing and distribution of 
flows into Lake Okeechobee. The LOW Project preliminary project area, where placement of 
features will be considered, covers a large portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed north 
of the lake (Figure 1). 
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Cooperating agency status involves actions and responsibilities that are more involved 
than a commenting or permitting agency. In the case of the LOWP, we believe that 
cooperating agencies shall assist Corps authors in developing language for the EIS, 
reviewing and providing edits to draft language and providing comments on those sections of 
the document where an agency has either regulatory authority or specialized expertise (CEQ 
Regulations §1051.6(a)2). This review and editing process will take place earlier than the 
typical review and comment associated with an EIS. If you choose not to become a 
cooperating agency, we will continue to coordinate as we have done in the past. 

The formulation of the project alternatives will be in accordance with Engineer Regulation 
ER 1105-2-100 and will fully consider a range of environmental, economic and social factors. 
Your participation as a cooperating agency will help us fully consider the views, needs and 
benefits of competing interests. For additional information on becoming a cooperating 
agency, please see the enclosed "Rights and Responsibilities of Lead and Cooperating 
Agencies" (Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Act Regulations, Council 
on Environmental Quality, 1981). The complete list of Forty FAQs can be found at 
https://ceq. doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3. htm. 

We would appreciate a response to this invitation to become a cooperating agency (as 
described above) within 30 days of the date of this letter. If you have any questions, please 
contact Gretchen Ehlinger at (904) 232-1682 or via email at 
gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil. 

Enclosure 

mailto:gretchen.s.ehlinger@usace.army.mil
https://doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3
https://ceq


Figure 1 . Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project Area. 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Eastern Regional Office 

545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700 

Nashville, TN 37214 

AUG 2 3 2016 
Trust Services 
Natural Resources 

Mr. Eric P. Summa 
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8175 

Dear Mr. S urnma: 

We are in receipt of your request dated August 12, 2016 for the Eastern Regional Office of the 
Bureau oflndian Affairs to serve as a cooperating agency per National Environmental Policy Act 
(40 C.F.R. 1501.6) for Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. The BIA accepts your request to 
serve as a cooperating agency Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. Since the watershed of 
Lake Okeechobee encompasses the sovereign boundaries of the Seminole Nation of Indian's 
Brighton Reservation, the BIA looks forward to assisting the USACE in assessing potential 
environmental impacts on Tribal resources from the project. 

Please coordinate with the Region's Hydrologist, Mr. Leonard Rawlings, P.G., at (615) 564-6832 
or leonard.rawlings@bia.gov. 

Sincerely, 

uresignat
Acting egional Director 

Eastern Region 



      

        
  

        

    
  

  
    

       

    
    

 

      

   
    

   

       

       

       

       

       

       

      

       

       

       

       

     

       

    

       

       

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

C.3.2.2 Agency Coordination and Public Involvement Summary 

Public outreach efforts for the LOWRP began early in the planning process. Due to intense public, political, 
and media interest in restoration of the south Florida ecosystem, public participation is a critical 
component of the development of this Project Implementation Report (PIR). Workshops were held at key 
phases of the LOWRP planning process during the formulation of project objectives, management 
measures, and evaluation of alternatives. Table C.3-3 summarizes all the agency and public meetings. 

The DOI Task Force WG hosted a series of public workshops and provided input to the USACE. 
Presentations have also been provided to the SFWMD Governing Board, Water Resources Advisory 
Commission, and the CISRERP. 

Table C.3-3. Tribal, agency, and public coordination summary. 

Action Location Date 
Project Kick-Off Meeting Okeechobee, FL 25-Jul-16 

NEPA Scoping Meeting Okeechobee, FL 26-Jul-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 10-Aug-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 24-Aug-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 21-Sep-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 5-Oct-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Lehigh Acres, FL 25-Oct-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 9-Nov-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 14-Dec-16 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 18-Jan-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 15-Feb-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 15-Mar-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 17-May-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Okeechobee, FL 23-Jun-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 15-Aug-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Okeechobee, FL 27-Sep-17 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 10-Jan-18 

Project Delivery Team Meeting Teleconference and Web Meeting 2-May-18 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1180 



      

        
  

   

       

   
 

  
 

 

       
  

   
   

   
 

 

      

      

       

      

   

    
  

 
 

 

       

      

     
   

     

       

       

       

   
   

  
 

 

   
    

  
 

 

      

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Action 

Project Delivery Team Meeting 

Location 

Teleconference and Web Meeting 

Date 

30-Jan-19 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 
Letter invitation to enter into 
Government to Government 
Consultation 

24-Jun-16 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF STOF Corporate Office Hollywood, 
FL 30-Jan-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 
Teleconference and Web Meeting 
– Performance Measures and 
Habitat Units 

10-Feb-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 22-Feb-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 2-May-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Teleconference and Web Meeting 15-Jun-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 2-Aug-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 

SAJ HQ Jacksonville, FL - Semi-
Annual Consultation with 
Commander and STOF Tribal 
Council 

3-Aug-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Teleconference and Web Meeting 1-Sep-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 26-Sep-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Teleconference - Commander 
consultation with Chairman 8-Nov-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Brighton Reservation 28-Nov-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Teleconference and Web Meeting 14-Dec-17 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF USACE HQ Washington, DC 5-Feb-18 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Teleconference and Web Meeting 24-Apr-18 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 
STOF Offices Hollywood, FL - Dep 
Commander consultation with 
Chairman 

25-Apr-18 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 
SAJ HQ Jacksonville, FL -
Commander consultation with 
Chairman 

6-Jun-18 

STOF Community Meeting Brighton Reservation 25-Jun-18 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
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Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Action 

Letter from STOF 

Location 
Comments and concerns regarding 
Draft PIR/EIS 

Date 

20-Aug-18 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Quarterly Meeting with STOF 
Chairman and SAJ Colonel 26-Nov-18 

Letter from STOF Reiterated objections to TSP 21-Dec-18 

Letter to STOF MG Spellmon response to STOF 
Chairman 21-Feb-19 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF 
Technical meeting with engineering 
staff to present results of 
qualitative risk assessment 

30-Apr-19 

Government-to-government Consultation –STOF Quarterly executive meeting 15-Jul-19 

Government-to-government Consultation – 
MTIF 

Letter invitation to enter into 
Government to Government 
Consultation 

24-Jun-16 

Government-to-government Consultation – 
MTIF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 1-Feb-17 

Government-to-government Consultation – 
MTIF SFWMD HQ West Palm Beach, FL 3-May-17 

Annual MTIF Meeting Miccosukee Resort & Gaming, 
Miami, FL 25-Oct-17 

Letter from MTIF MTIF comments on Draft PIR/EIS 10-Aug-18 

Workshop sponsored by South Florida 
Ecosystem Restoration Task Force Working 
Group 

Jensen Beach, FL 31-Aug-16 

Workshop sponsored by South Florida 
Ecosystem Restoration Task Force Working 
Group 

Okeechobee, FL 4-Apr-17 

SFWMD LOWRP Planning Workshop Okeechobee, FL 27-Jul-17 

SFWMD LOWRP Planning Workshop West Palm Beach, FL 28-Jul-17 

SFWMD LOWRP Landowner Questions and 
Answer Forum Okeechobee, FL 6-Oct-17 

SFWMD LOWRP Landowner Workshop Okeechobee, FL 18-Jun-18 

Committee on Independent Scientific Review of 
Everglades Restoration Progress West Palm Beach, FL 2-Aug-17 

Committee on Independent Scientific Review of 
Everglades Restoration Progress Teleconference and Web Meeting 13-Feb-18 

SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 9-Jun-16 
SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 13-Apr-17 
SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 13-Jul-17 
SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 12-Oct-17 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
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Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Action 
SFWMD Governing Board Meeting 

Location 
West Palm Beach, FL 

Date 
14-Jun-18 

SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 10-Jan-19 

SFWMD Governing Board Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 11-Jul-19 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 16-Jun-16 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 3-Nov-16 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 1-Dec-16 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 1-Jun-17 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 3-Aug-17 

SFWMD Water Resource Advisory Commission 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 5-Oct-17 

SFWMD Water Resources Analysis Coalition 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 7-Dec-17 

SFWMD Water Resources Analysis Coalition 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 4-Jan-18 

SFWMD Water Resources Analysis Coalition 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 1-Feb-18 

SFWMD Water Resources Analysis Coalition 
(WRAC) Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 7-Jun-18 

SFWMD Projects and Lands Committee Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 9-Mar-16 

SFWMD Projects and Lands Committee Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 7-Sep-16 

SFWMD Projects and Lands Committee Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 11-Oct-17 

SFWMD Projects and Lands Committee Meeting West Palm Beach, FL 10-Oct-18 

NEPA Draft PIR/EIS Public Meeting Lehigh Acres, FL 31-Jul-18 
NEPA Draft PIR/EIS Public Meeting Stuart, FL 1-Aug-18 

NEPA Draft PIR/EIS Public Meeting Okeechobee, FL 2-Aug-18 
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C.3.2.3 Agency and Public Involvement Comment Response Matrices 

Comments were received via mail and email during the LOWRP planning process. The planning process 
began when the NEPA scoping period ended (12 August 2016) and ended when the TSP was selected (May 
4, 2017). All comments received between 13 August 2016, and 4 May 4, are included in Table C.3-4 and 
Table C.3-5; responses are provided. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1184 



      

        
  

               
     

  
 

   

 

    
     

       
  

  
  

 
 

    
  

 

   
     

    
  

 
 

        
     

  
  

  
  

 
 

    
     

  

   
    

    
  

 
 

      
  

 
  

   
     

    
  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Table C.3-4. Comment response matrix detailing letters received during the LOWRP planning process and before the Draft PIR/EIS was 
released to the public with USACE responses. 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA (STOF) 

STOF-1 6/14/17 Reservoir 1-01 and KO5 South potentially will impact negatively the Brighton 
Reservation in the following ways: 
• Reduced overland flow to south and restricted drainage from Reservation to south 
due to reservoir siting; 
• Entitlement impacts; 
• Wetland impacts; 
• Cultural impacts; 
• Hunting, fishing and frogging impacts; 
• Decrease ecological connectivity; and 
• Change in habitat potentially could displace listed threatened and endangered 
species onto tribal lands 

These concerns will be taken into 
account during formulation and the 
NEPA evaluation of the alternatives and 
further discussed during the 
Government-to-Government 
consultations. 

STOF-2 6/14/17 Reservoir KO5 North, although further from the Brighton Reservation, potentially will 
impact negatively the Brighton Reservation and St. Thomas Ranch (Tribal property) in 
the following ways: 
• Flooding risk; 
• Entitlement impacts; 
• Wetland impacts; 
• Cultural impacts; 
• Hunting, fishing and frogging impacts; 
• Decrease ecological connectivity; and 
• Change in habitat potentially could potentially displace listed threatened and 
endangered species onto tribal lands. 

These concerns will be taken into 
account during formulation and the 
NEPA evaluation of the alternatives and 
further discussed during the 
Government-to-Government 
consultations. 

STOF-3 6/14/17 Reservoir K-42 potentially will impact negatively the Brighton Reservation in the 
following way: 
• Entitlement impacts 
• Cultural Impacts 

These concerns will be taken into 
account during formulation and the 
NEPA evaluation of the alternatives and 
further discussed during the 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Government-to-Government 
consultations. 

STOF-4 6/14/17 With the exception of Reservoir K-42, these impacts are inherent to the proposed 
geographic location and physical proximity to the Brighton Reservation. Therefore, 
engineering design changes are not expected to significantly reduce the Tribe's 
objection to these reservoirs. There is also no historical evidence to support 
successful implementation of these types of features in these areas as they were 
historically dominated by wet prairies. 

These concerns will be taken into 
account during formulation and the 
NEPA evaluation of the alternatives and 
further discussed during the 
Government-to-Government 
consultations. 

STOF-5 6/14/17 Other items not addressed fully: 
• Add additional information pertaining to ''future without project" modeling, 
including the incorporation of existing projects (specifically BMAPS); 
• Cumulative impacts associated with water storage projects, including, but not 
limited to, change in habitat, land use, displacement of species, effect on Tribe's 
entitlement, flood protection; 
• Concerns with the success of ASA within the region, particularly about potential 
effect to biota 
• Concerns over the implementation of deep injection wells, particularly on the 
Tribe’s entitlement. How much water is "excess" or available within the basin?; and 
• Concerns about water quality impacts created by prior land use of proposed 
reservoirs sites. 

These concerns will be considered 
during formulation and taken into 
account during the NEPA evaluation of 
the alternatives and further discussed 
during the Government-to-Government 
consultations. 

STOF-6 6/14/17 As you know, the Seminole Tribe values highly our government-to-government 
relationship with the USACE, including the implementation of meaningful 
consultation. For LOWP, and other projects like it where proposed federal action 
could have catastrophic effects on our lands and people, it is critical that USACE 
consult early (i.e., pre-decisional) and often and respond to the Tribe's valid 
concerns. In the case of LOWP, while the Tribe was early on requested to participate 
as a consulting agency under NEPA and to be a member of the PDT, consultation was 
not initiated until the Tribe requested it. Consulting agency status and PDT 
membership are important processes, but they are inherently different than the 
consultation process. Consultation allows the Tribe and Corps to exclusively focus on 
the issues at hand from the perspective of the Tribe, and leads to more meaningful 
input from the Tribe into the planning process. As a consulting agency or a member 
of the PDT, the Tribe's voice is but one among many. Hopefully, your staff can 
confirm that once consultation commenced, the quality of the dialogue between the 

The Jacksonville District recognizes the 
importance of consultation early in the 
planning process. The Jacksonville 
District also recognizes the value of 
focused consultation with the Tribe 
outside of the PDT or consulting agency 
forums and appreciates the continued 
engagement with the Tribe. The 
Jacksonville District understands that, 
although formal consultation was 
initiated with acceptance by the Tribe 
via letter dated July 21, 2016 prior to 
project kickoff on July 25, 2016, the 
forums of engagement utilized early in 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Tribe and the Corps improved significantly. Unfortunately, since we were many 
months into the planning process before consultation commenced, reservoir options 
that the Tribe potentially could have supported, were screened out, leaving the Tribe 
in the untenable position of having significant concerns with the reservoir options 
remaining, as summarized above. In our opinion, this circumstance possibly could 
have been avoided, if consultation had begun at the earliest planning stages of 
LOWP. 

the study process, including weekly 
meetings between the Jacksonville 
District, SFWMD and STOF, were not as 
effective as individual consultation. 

STOF-7 6/14/17 In the future, in the earliest planning stages, we suggest that the Corps request 
initiation of consultation as the first communication to the Tribe. We believe that this 
will lead to better outcomes for all concerned. Subsequently, as resources permit, 
the Tribe will participate in the PDT's and as a consulting agency under NEPA, but we 
will have the consultation foundation in place, providing a timely and meaningful 
opportunity for government-to-government communications. 

USACE will ensure coordination with 
the Tribe occurs early in the process 
and will continue to provide 
information on this study as it becomes 
available. The Corps will also ensure 
coordination for future studies occurs 
early in the planning process allowing 
government to government 
consultation to provide meaningful 
input. 

STOF-8 6/14/17 Further, please advise us at your earliest convenience what options exist for 
reconsideration of the reservoir options that were eliminated from consideration 
prior to the initiation of consultation. 

At the consultation meeting on January 
30, 2017, the Tribe expressed their 
desire to revisit reservoir sites and 
preferred storage reservoir sites south 
of Lake Okeechobee that were not 
considered. The team clarified that 
reservoir storage sites south of Lake 
Okeechobee are not part of the scope 
of this study and are scheduled to be 
evaluated in the Everglades Agricultural 
Area study. The team explained why 
other sites, including Fisheating Creek, 
were screened out based on the 
consistency and availability of water 
flows within sub-basins, proximity to 
existing water conveyance features, 
percentage of public land ownership 
within the potential reservoir footprint 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1187 



      

        
  

  
 

   

      
    

  
 

  
 

           
      

    
         

   

    
     

   

    
 

   
  

 
  

  
  

 
  

   

       
     

       
   

       
       

    
  

     
   

    
  

  
    

     
    

  
      

    

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

to reduce land acquisition costs and for 
ease of access for geotechnical and 
cultural surveys, co-location 
opportunities with other proposed 
LOWRP features, and stakeholder 
feedback. 

STOF-9 11/07/17 As you are aware, the Tribe feels that LOWRP is a threat to tribal resources because it 
diverts water prior to entering Lake Okeechobee and therefore potentially takes 
water away from the Lake that would be otherwise available to the Tribe in a 
drought. In water shortage conditions, the Tribe is entitled to Lake Okeechobee as a 
backup water source.  

Improving access to water supply for 
existing legal users, including the STOF, 
is an objective of the LOWRP. The 
RECOVER WS-1 Frequency and Severity 
of Water Restrictions for Lake 
Okeechobee Service Area performance 
measure was used to calculate 
improvements in water supply 
performance. Model results indicate 
that the Modified TSP shows a 24% 
reduction in water supply cutbacks for 
Lake Okeechobee Service Area users, 
which includes the Brighton and 
Seminole Big Cypress Reservations, 
when compared to the future without 
project condition. 

STOF-10 11/07/17 While the Tribe's water supply concerns factor into all of the LOWRP final array 
of alternatives, the Tribe has consistently opposed Alternative 1B, as the K-05 
footprint poses significant threats to the Brighton Reservation and its residents 
{including property and life threatening flooding). After speaking with the USACE 
regarding further refinements that have been made solely to the K-05 footprint to 
improve its performance, the Tribe now has additional concerns. 

USACE has an obligation to avoid 
degradation of existing levels of flood 
protection to areas outside the project, 
including Brighton Reservation and 
Tribal lands. Due to topography and 
the current footprint, Brighton 
Reservation will have little to no 
flooding in the unlikely event of a 
breach and no incremental life loss risk 
based on the risk assessment as further 
described in Appendix A.2.4 . The 
topography in the area slopes from the 
northwest to the southeast. Any water 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

from a breach would flow in this 
direction away from the reservation. 
Also, the project is separated from 
Brighton Reservation by the L-59 Canal. 
The C-40 Canal also prevents water 
from moving to the west towards the 
reservation.  A primary project 
constraint is to maintain flood 
protection as per the Assurances 
Provisions in the Water Resources 
Development Act 2000 Sec 601(h). 
Detailed modeling during PED and 
monitoring during construction will 
confirm that current levels of flood 
protection are maintained. The project 
will be designed so there are no 
changes to flood protection caused by 
the project. Overland flow to the 
southeast towards the project will be 
captured by the L-59 Canal as it 
currently operates.  Any flow to the 
north in the L-59 canal will be diverted 
into the project seepage canal and then 
released into L-48 through an existing 
unnamed canal. Flow to the south in 
the L-59 canal will release into the C-40 
canal as it does currently. Overland 
flow between the L-59 canal and the 
project will be captured by the seepage 
canal. 

STOF-11 11/07/17 During the Seminole Tribe's consultation with the USACE and the SFWMD, the Tribe 
was advised that the Alternative 1B footprint was being revised in order to move the 
northern portion of the footprint away from the Brighton Reservation, and to 
improve its efficiency. The revised footprint, however, appears to move the 

The northern extent of the reservoir 
was reduced to avoid storage directly 
north of Brighton Reservation. Although 
the reservoir has shifted closer to 
Brighton Reservation in some sections 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Alternative 1Br  footprint closer to the Brighton Reservation and other Tribe land 
holdings in the area. 

to maintain water storage functionality 
and benefits for both Lake Okeechobee 
and the northern estuaries, a ½ mile 
buffer still remains. The majority of 
water storage is now south of L-59 
canal. Based on previous feedback, 
USACE understands that features south 
of L-59 may be less concerning to the 
STOF as these areas were formerly part 
of Lake Okeechobee floodplain and few 
tribal members live in that area. 

STOF-12 11/07/17 The Tribe is concerned that the USACE is considering Alternative 1Br as the TSP 
without the benefit of an archeological survey to determine the significance of the 
known cultural sites. Based on discussion held between the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office ("THPO") and USACE Archaeologists, at least one of those known 
cultural sites, the Kissimmee Circle Earthworks site, is likely eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and has a high probability of being associated with human 
burials. Sadly, this approach appears to be traveling down the same path as Three 
Forks Marsh, where initially the Tribe was promised that cultural sites would be 
excluded from the impoundment. When the plan was modified for economic reasons 
to include the sites within the impoundment, the Tribe was then assured that they 
would be protected from unnatural inundation with ring berms and pumps.  Finally, 
the Tribe was informed that the ring berms and pumps would be prohibitively 
expensive due to the depth of the reservoir, and we would have to settle for 
mitigation as the only relief. This was not the outcome the Tribe bargained for when 
negotiating the Burial Resources Agreement with the USACE. The Tribe is concerned 
that the cost estimate for mitigation of these sites has not been included in the cost 
for cultural resources. These unknowns could potentially affect the feasibility of 
Alternative l Br. 

The project footprint has been revised 
to avoid the Kissimmee Circle 
Earthworks Site. The USACE is 
committed to avoiding, minimizing, and 
mitigating impacts to cultural sites. Due 
to the timeline of the study, limited 
access to private property, and funding 
constraints, the USACE is currently 
unable to survey the entire project 
area, although portions of the footprint 
have been surveyed, to identify and 
evaluate cultural resources and 
determine effects of the TSP on historic 
properties prior to completion of the 
PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 
and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is 
deferring final cultural resource surveys 
and evaluations of historic properties 
until after project approval via 
development of a Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement. 

STOF-13 11/07/17 The Tribe was also informed during the consultation that a biological opinion to 
quantify species in the final array of alternatives will not be conducted until after the 
TSP is selected due to time and budgetary constraints. Secretarial Order 3206: 

At the time of this letter, a final BO 
from FWS was not available, although 
USACE has been consulting with USFWS 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

American Indian  Tribal  Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the 
Endangered Species Act clarifies the responsibilities of agencies, bureaus and offices 
of the Department of the Interior and the Department of Commerce when actions 
taken under authority of the Endangered Species Act and associated implementing 
regulations affect, or may affect Indian Lands, tribal trust resources, or the exercise 
of American Indian tribal rights. Based on the provided data from the USACE, 
Northern crested caracara nests are known to exist in and around the K-05 footprint, 
and the western portion of K-05 has been designated as a potential habitat for 
Florida grasshopper sparrow. The Tribe is concerned that threatened and 
endangered species in the K- OS reservoir footprint will be displaced to tribal land, 
and that this concern has not been evaluated or taken into consideration within the 
USACE's decision making process. Additionally, there has been no discussion on 
mitigation if sparrows are shown to be present. 

throughout the study and via bi-weekly 
public ecological sub-team meetings 
that have informed plan formulation 
decisions. Additionally, a representative 
of USFWS has been present at 
Government to Government meetings 
with the STOF to discuss potential 
impacts to species within the project 
area, including the potential for species 
displacement to Brighton Reservation 
and Tribal lands. According to USFWS, 
some upland threatened and 
endangered species, specifically, 
Northern crested caracara and Eastern 
indigo snake, could potentially move 
onto Tribal lands as a result of the 
construction of a reservoir in the K-05 
footprint.  All northern crested caracara 
territories on Tribal lands are currently 
occupied and unless the existing 
Northern crested caracara allow their 
territories to be reduced in size, the 
Tribal lands are currently at carrying 
capacity for this species. There is also 
potential that Eastern indigo snakes 
could potentially immigrate to Tribal 
lands as their preferred habitat of pine 
flatwoods, moist hammocks and 
cypress swamps also exist on the 
Brighton Reservation.  Reservoirs in 
other locations, including the K-42 
reservoir, also pose concerns to listed 
species, including impacts to 
grasshopper sparrow habitat. The 
USFWS will be providing a Biological 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Opinion prior to the Final PIR/EIS that 
will address the fate of displaced 
threatened and endangered species.  
This information will be shared with the 
STOF when it is available. Species 
surveys in the project footprint will be 
done during the PED phase. 

STOF-14 11/07/17 It appears that substantial refinements to Alternative 1Br design were accomplished 
to reduce costs and improve performance. The Tribe was not afforded the same 
opportunity to further refine its preferred alternative, Alternative 2Cr. Thus, 
Alternative 1Br is heavily favored to be the TSP. It is unlikely that Alternative 2Cr will 
ever outperform Alternative 1Br given the absence of reservoir-assisted ASR's in 
Alternative 2Cr. The rationale for not including reservoir- assisted ASR's in Alternative 
2Cr may be based on faulty assumptions, namely, lack of geotechnical data in the 
area to the depth that would be required, and greater potential for impacts to 
Floridan wells north of K-42. ln reaching this conclusion, it appears that the USACE 
failed to conduct its due diligence, and simply looked at the SFWMD's database. 
There are other options to allow for reservoir-assisted ASR within Alternative 2Cr. 
Greater review of the wells in the vicinity and a thorough inquiry into the purpose 
and operation of these wells should be considered before ruling out this alternative. 

Modifications were made to the STOF 
‘least objectionable’ alternative 
(Alternative 2Cr with the K-42 reservoir) 
based on STOF feedback to make this 
alternative perform better based on 
feedback from STOF technical staff, 
including improving water conveyance 
to the K-42 reservoir and expanding the 
footprint to increase storage capacity. 
Geological conditions and numerous 
water users in close proximity to the K-
42 reservoir do not allow for co-
location of ASR wells with this reservoir 

STOF-15 11/07/17 Lastly, during the last consultation meeting with the USACE and the SFWMD, the 
Seminole Tribe raised the issue of an environmental justice due to the adverse and 
disproportionate impacts of the LOWRP to the Tribe if Alternative 1Br is selected as 
the TSP. While other landowners have a choice to live on the land that surrounds the 
Alternative 1Br or move away if they are concerned about the impacts of the 
reservoir, the land that the Tribe resides on is held in trust by the federal 
government. The Tribe does not have the option of moving away from the impacts of 
this facility. The USACE has failed to adequately address this issue, or outline the 
steps that the USACE will take to mitigate these environmental justice impacts. 

The environmental justice analysis 
included feedback from the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Special consideration was given to 
assessing intensity of impacts to the 
STOF Brighton Reservation. According 
to the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulation (40 CFR §1508.27), unique 
characteristics of the geographic area 
could include proximity to distinctive 
features such as historic or cultural 
resources, prime farmlands, wetlands, 
ecologically critical areas. The STOF 
Brighton Reservation falls under this 
category. This analysis concluded that 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1192 



      

        
  

  
 

   

   
     

  
   

   
  

         
        

       
     

      
          

      
     

       
      

 

      
   

    
  

 
   
    

 
   

  

   
          

   
   

      
    

     
     

 

   
   

      
   

          
       
      

    
    

         

   
  

  
    
   

        
        

  
      

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts or benefits are imparted upon 
the STOF and/or lower income 
communities. The full analysis, 
including potential mitigation actions, is 
located in Appendix C. 

STOF-16 11/07/17 The Seminole Tribe values the government to government relationship that it shares 
with the USACE. The Seminole Tribe is respectful of the fact that the USACE is 
required to fulfill the requirements of numerous legal authorities in addition to its 
trust obligation to the Seminole Tribe (i.e. Clean Water Act, Rivers and Harbors Act, 
National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and National Historic Preservation Act). We fully understand that 
addressing the Seminole Tribe's interests does not conclude the USACE review of the 
proposed federal action; however we want to ensure that the Seminole Tribe's 
interests have been heard and fully considered. We will continue to be available to 
work through these issues through project planning and the associated consultation 
process. 

The USACE will continue to fulfill legal 
requirements, including Tribal Trust 
responsibilities. The STOF acceptability 
is a significant component of the 
alternative formulation process 
(Section 4). The USACE also 
understands that there is a need for 
continued long-term dialog regarding 
this project and the holistic Everglades 
Restoration effort. 

US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 
EPA-1 10/23/17 Aquifer Storage Recovery Wells (ASR): The EPA recognizes the potential for the use of 

ASR wells to impact groundwater quality due to issues such as nonpoint source 
pollution. However, the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program, administered 
by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), has mechanisms 
(examples: permitting, monitoring, design standards) to ensure protection of 
underground sources of drinking water. While ASR wells have been operated 
successfully, each well or well cluster will need to demonstrate compliance with all 
aspects of FDEP’s UIC program to remain active. 

Thank you for your comments. The 
application for the FDEP UIC permit for 
the ASR wells will be submitted prior to 
the construction phase of the project. 

EPA-2 10/23/17 NPDES permits and ASR: The EPA is concerned that water recovered from the ASR 
wells and discharged into another waterbody could potentially require a National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. As the USACE moves forward 
in evaluating the alternatives, the EPA recommends that the USACE determine 
whether discharges from the ASR wells recovered water will require a NPDES. 
Perhaps, a separate conference call with EPA and FDEP be set up to discuss this issue. 

Thank you for your comments. The 
determination of whether an NPDES 
permit for the ASR wells will be 
required will occur prior to the 
construction phase of the project. 

EPA-3 10/23/17 Water Quality of Reservoirs: The EPA is concerned that the large, shallow reservoirs 
proposed in all of the alternatives potentially will be storing nutrient rich water in a 

Water quality impact of each 
alternative was evaluated as part of the 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

stagnant system that could lead to an anoxic situation. This could potentially produce 
a water quality issue. The EPA recommends that the USACE evaluate water quality of 
each alternative’s reservoirs to ensure that a water quality issue is not created. 

NEPA process. This project will not 
adversely impact water quality. 

EPA-4 10/23/17 Wetland Losses: The EPA is concerned that wetlands will be impacted due to the 
construction of large reservoirs. The EPA recommends the USACE identify the 
wetland impacts associated with each alternative. The EPA notes that these impacts 
should be identified and mitigated in accordance with the 404(b)1 guidelines. 

Impacts to existing wetlands have been 
evaluated for each alternative as part of 
the NEPA process. 

EPA-5 10/23/17 Tribal Coordination: The EPA understands that the Seminole Tribe of Florida 
(Seminole) is concerned about potential flooding issues related to the proximity of 
the reservoirs to the Brighton Reservation. The EPA also recognizes that the USACE is 
currently consulting with the Seminoles to try to resolve their concerns, and 
encourages ongoing consultation. The EPA notes that we work closely with both the 
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and the Seminole Tribe of Florida on 
environmental matters and is committed to working with other federal partners to 
prioritize the Tribes’ water quality and water management concerns. EPA encourages 
consultation and coordination with the Tribes at all levels of decision-making. 

Thank you for your comments. 
Coordination with both Tribes is 
ongoing through the Government-to-
Government consultations. 

STATE 
FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
FWC-1 1/24/17 The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staff is providing the 

following comments and recommendations for technical assistance on entrainment 
and impingement of fish and aquatic invertebrates during the operation of planned 
reservoirs, ASR, and DIW systems in the northern watersheds of Lake Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comments. Please 
see responses below. 

FWC-2 1/24/17 The lower Kissimmee River, south of S-65E, is contiguous with Lake Okeechobee and 
a critical spawning area for black crappie and several sunfishes (Lepomis spp.), 
therefore it is of highest concern for impacts to its fishery. To minimize significant 
risks, we recommend: 
Further research on fish species in C-38 prior to implementation of additional 
reservoir, ASR, or DIW intakes. Research that identifies and quantifies seasonal and 
diurnal species temporal shifts in the water column, and spatial movements along 
the river channel, would be useful to develop operational strategies that avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate for risks associated with entrainment and impingement. 

Significant risks to impacts on fish and 
invertebrate species will be minimized 
by implementing filtration net coverage 
at the intakes to prevent the species 
from being pulled into ASR, DIW or 
reservoirs and minimizing inputs to 
ASR, DIW and reservoirs during the 
breeding season, winter and spring. 
Although in the case of reservoirs, if 
they are built with slopes at an angle 
that allow some vegetation to grow, 
damage to fish and invertebrate species 
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Improved plume measurements and modeling, as well as sampling at the proposed them will not be higher than existing in 
intake and discharge locations, to accurately quantify the impact of operations on the C-38 canal. 
water chemistry, temperature, dissolved oxygen, fish, and invertebrates. 

Plume measurements at the Kissimmee 
River ASR well provide the potential 
positive impacts on water chemistry, 
temperature and dissolved oxygen and 
potential negative impacts on fish and 
invertebrates. 
Intake and release structures for 
reservoirs, ASR systems and other 
project features can be designed to 
minimize the potential for impacts to 
fish species. Detailed design activities 
per se are not included at this level of 
planning, but would be included upon 
authorization of the project. 

FWC-3 1/24/17 To minimize the risk of entrainment and impingement of organisms from the lower 
Kissimmee River and Lake Okeechobee: 
When possible locate reservoir, ASR, or DIW intakes on less-sensitive water bodies or 
upstream of S-65E (Table 2, Figure 1). 
Consider installing gravity flow intake systems at C-41A and upstream of S-65E to 
feed into the northern boundary of the K-05 reservoir. 
Determine reservoir and well intake operations based on results from the 
recommended risk assessment and population studies. 

Intake and release structures for 
reservoirs, ASR systems and other 
project features can be designed to 
minimize the potential for impacts to 
fish species. Detailed design activities 
per se are not included at this level of 
planning, but would be included upon 
authorization of the project. 

Consider installing in-bank filtration system adjacent to the Kissimmee River to 
minimize the risk to fisheries and recreation. 
Consider installing more than one intake system for each reservoir or well to reduce 
intake velocities and the size of the intake cone. 
For ASR and DIW sites, consider using reservoir water and collocating with facilities 
with planned reservoirs. 
Consider the use of prescreening filter fabric or barrier net (similar to Gunderboom) 
to physically block fish and invertebrates from the ASR and DIW intake areas. 
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Develop adaptive operations schedules to avoid intake or reduce velocities and 
plume sizes during critical spawning seasons (see Table 1). 

FWC-4 1/24/17 The FWC appreciates the opportunity to work directly with the USACE engineers, 
staff, and stakeholders on the project delivery teams and provide these 
recommendations and technical assistance. We look forward to continuing our 
cooperation on planning and design of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project and 
its various components. 

Thank you for your comment. 

LOCAL 
KINGS HIGHWAY COMMUNITY COALITION (KHCC) 
KHCC – 1 9/7/16 The Kings Highway Community Coalition represents a group of neighborhoods with Thank you for your comment. 
(same approximately 700 residents living along the eastern shores of Lake Tohopekaliga. 
letter from We are dedicated to preserving the water quality of this valuable natural resource, 
6 both for our own enjoyment, and for its contribution to the entire watershed 
individuals ecosystem. The health of our waterways is vital to preserve for future generations, 
) and we are grateful for your efforts to improve, and then maintain, the quality of 

water entering Lake Okeechobee. 
KHCC – 2 9/7/16 Although we are not within the defined areas identified in the Lake Okeechobee Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
(same Watershed Project, we respectfully ask that you consider expanding the scope of Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
letter from participating members to include Osceola County. Since we live in the area of source boundary and do not include 
6 waters which serve the entire watershed, it is important that we work in tandem to authorized features as part of the CERP 
individuals achieve a lasting solution to the problems facing our waterways. plan. 
) 
KHCC – 3 9/7/16 The Kings Highway Community Coalition is a grassroots advocacy group formed to Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
(same bring focus to the issue of how to address future development in a way that will Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
letter from maintain the integrity of our natural resources. One example of the type of boundary and do not include 
6 development which we would like to see considered would be to use a portion of the authorized features as part of the CERP 
individuals available open land along Lake Tohopekaliga as a water farming project. Not only plan. 
) would this address pollutants contained in untreated storm water runoff, but it 

would also preserve habitat for our abundant native wildlife. 
KHCC – 4 9/7/16 Decreasing nutrients released in the headwaters of the Okeechobee Water Basin Water quality impact of each 
(same represents an important part of the overall solution to the problems that the alternative was evaluated as part of the 
letter from Okeechobee Watershed Protection project is designed to address. We urge you to NEPA process. While water quality is 
6 include Osceola County as a partner in this most worthwhile endeavor! not a primary objective of plan 
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individuals 
) 

formulation, this project will not 
adversely impact water quality. 
Osceola County is represented on the 
Project Delivery Team. 

KHCC - 5 9/23/16 We are part of the Community Coalition and our primary concern is the water quality 
in Florida. I understand that the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project is also 
dedicated to preserving the water quality of our lakes. Please include the open land 
in our neighborhood as part of this important project. The health of Lake 
Tohopekaliga is directly linked to Lake Okeechobee. We are a newly formed group 
dedicated to the restoration and maintenance of healthy waterways in Florida. 
Please include Lake Tohopekaliga in your Okeechobee Watershed Project. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

KHCC - 6 10/5/16 The Kings Highway Community Coalition represents a group of neighborhoods with 
approximately 700 residents living along the eastern shores of Lake Tohopekaliga. 
We are dedicated to preserving the water quality of this valuable natural resource, 
both for our own enjoyment, and for its contribution to the entire watershed 
ecosystem. The health of our waterways is vital to preserve for future generations, 
and we are grateful for your efforts to improve, and then maintain, the quality of 
water entering Lake Okeechobee. Although we are not within the defined areas 
identified in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project, we respectfully ask that you 
consider expanding the scope of participating members to include Osceola County. 
Since we live in the area of source waters which serve the entire watershed, it is 
important that we work in tandem to achieve a lasting solution to the problems 
facing our waterways. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

KHCC - 7 10/5/16 The Kings Highway Community Coalition is a grassroots advocacy group formed to 
bring focus to the issue of how to address future development in a way that will 
maintain the integrity of our natural resources. One example of the type of 
development which we would like to see considered would be to use a portion of the 
available open land along Lake Tohopekaliga as a water farming project. Not only 
would this address pollutants contained in untreated storm water runoff, but it 
would also preserve habitat for our abundant native wildlife. Decreasing nutrients 
released in the headwaters of the Okeechobee Water Basin represents an important 
part of the overall solution to the problems that the Okeechobee Watershed 
Protection project is designed to address. We urge you to include Osceola County as 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 
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a partner in this most worthwhile endeavor! Thank you for your time and 
consideration. 

Highlands County (HC) 
HC-1 6/29/17 Thank you for coordinating this effort. My question/request is related to the source 

of water included in the modeling for the K42 reservoir. Does the model include the 
use of water from the C-41A canal upstream from S-84 as well as water from the 
Kissimmee River? There may be an additional supply of water for this reservoir from 
Istokpoga and areas upstream that is not being included in possible storage scenarios 
for this proposed reservoir. 

For alternative ALT2Cr, a simplification 
was used to simulate water 
inflow/outflow in K-42 reservoir. Water 
was moved from Lake Okeechobee to 
K-42 using a direct connection without 
losses from double pumping or use of 
C-41A. 

HC-2 6/29/17 There are also possible benefits to the management of Lake Istokpoga which, though 
outside the scope of the PDT, would enhance the environment and ecology of Lake 
Istokpoga. I request that water from the C-41A canal, both upstream from S-83 and 
S-84, be included in future modeling for the K42 reservoir. 

The model used with the K-42 Reservoir 
has a simplistic conceptualization that 
does not capture the details requested. 
In order to accurately simulate the 
effects of water from the C-41A, re-
conceptualization of the model would 
be required, which is outside of the 
scope and schedule for the planning 
effort. Additionally, modifications of the 
post-processing scripts would be 
required to accurately reflect the 
impacts of the water compact with the 
STOF. 

OKEECHOBEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS (OCBCC) 
OCBCC-1 7/24/17 On behalf of the Okeechobee County Board of County Commissioners, we 

respectfully request that South Florida Water Management District and the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers do not remove any viable options for maintaining 
ecologically responsible water levels for Lake Okeechobee, including deep well 
injection, which the County has been advised is no longer considered an option. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
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analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

OCBCC-2 7/24/17 The issue of the health of Lake Okeechobee, current discussions by South Florida 
Water Management District and the United States Army Corps of Engineers as to 
water quality, impoundment, deep well injection, and the Lake Regulation. Schedule 
were discussed at the July 20, 2017 meeting of the Board of County Commissioners. 
Naturally, as one of the five counties that surround and extend into the lake, 
initiatives and projects which will have an impact on Lake Okeechobee will likewise 
have a significant impact upon the County and the well-being of its residents, visitors, 
and economy. 

Thank you for your comment. 

OCBCC-3 7/24/17 As you are well aware, water levels are critically linked to the health of the lake and 
its dependent plants and animals. Because of this, it only makes sense to examine all 
methods of maintaining sustainable lake levels, not only through periodic discharges, 
but methods that will restrict, divert, or modulate water within the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed and from points farther up the Kissimmee River as well. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

OCBCC-4 7/24/17 All options should remain on the table to protect the essential environmental and 
economic resource which ·is Lake Okeechobee. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
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requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

Glades County Commissioner Tim Stanley (GCC) 
GCC-1 9/28/17 I cannot support any project that is going to be built with an above ground reservoir 

in the S-127 basin. The S-127 basin is diked in on the south side by the Herbert 
Hoover Dike, to the East by the Kissimmee River Dike to the West the Indian Prairie 
Levee and to the North the L-59 Tieback Levee. This basin is approximately 19480 
acres. Alternative 1Br and 2A puts a reservoir with 198,000 acre feet of water 
crossing over into the S-127’s basin foot print if this levee were to fail it would put 
enough water in S-127’s basin to cover the whole basin in 10 feet of water. We all 
know that the water will run south and most likely will be deeper than 10 feet along 
the southern edge. The second largest community in Glades County Buckhead Ridge 
is in this basin. 

The K-05 reservoir will be shallow 
storage with a nominal depth of 5 feet. 
This change from deep to shallow 
storage will significantly reduce the 
inundation depth in the case of a failure 
and therefore significantly reduce the 
likelihood of life loss at Buckhead Ridge. 
Additionally, the K-05 Shallow design 
will follow the USACE dam standard to 
include seepage control and 
embankment protection such as 
concrete to minimize erosion from 
waves. The embankment design 
includes extra height to account for 
waves during Hurricanes. 

GCC-2 9/28/17 Should this levee be at or near full capacity in the event of a major storm, what 
measures will be made to remove the water to prevent over topping and/or 
complete failure? If the answer is to discharge the water to the lake, what is the 
benefit of the system? It certainly at that point will not reduce the discharges to the 
coastal areas. 

The dam will be designed to modern 
standards. These standards include 
proper sizing of release structures and 
emergency spillways. There will be 
operation requirements of the reservoir 
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regarding the operating level pre-
Hurricane. Dam standards include 
additional height of embankment to 
account for wave run-up. There also will 
be soil cement to prevent erosion of 
embankment from waves during 
storms. Water modeling shows benefits 
to the lake and the estuaries, but this 
project is only one part of CERP and will 
not solve all water quantity issues. 

GCC-3 9/28/17 If or should I say when this levee were to fail in the middle of the night it would be 
catastrophic to our community. The Herbert Hoover Dike was built to protect us from 
rising levels in Lake Okeechobee a natural occurring lake that needed to be dealt 
with. By building this reservoir you are creating a public hazard 10 times the 
magnitude of the Herbert Hoover Dike failing for the residents of this basin. I was 
working at pump station S-135 when the FPL Reservoir breached in 1979, I have seen 
what water can do when things go wrong. Reservoirs of this size need to be built in 
areas where the can dissipate over broad area and not be trapped in a residential 
community. 

Thank you for your comment. 

GCC-4 9/28/17 Questions if you decide to promote this plan: 

1. If it fails who will pay for the loss of life and property? 
2. Who will pay for temporary housing? 
3. Will the PDT Team members sign a letter stating that the benefit of storing 
water was a higher value than the risk to the lives of the resident’s in this basin? 
4. Every time a storm comes will the residents have to evacuate because the 
reservoir is too high? 
5. Will you include an evacuation facility in your plan? 
6. Do I need to start a public outcry campaign? 
7. When trying to capture run-off from an event you need to do it quickly why 
does your report say it would take month’s to fill the reservoir and years to fill the 
ASR’s? 

An evacuation plan will be developed as 
part of the project. The reservoir level 
will be managed to avoid evacuation if 
at all possible. It is not feasible to 
capture all runoff from a major storm. 
The plan now includes a shallow 
reservoir with a 5 ft. depth instead of 
15 ft. reducing risks to Buckhead Ridge. 
The reservoir will be designed to USACE 
standards. 
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GCC-5 9/28/17 I am not against water storage; I can accept an STA in the basin, but not a reservoir 
that could drown thousands in their sleep. There may be a 99% chance that this 
reservoir will never fail. I live in this basin. Would you like to go to sleep at night with 
your grandchildren knowing this potential disaster could happen at any moment? 
When you all go back to the safety of the cities and towns where you live, we will live 
with your plan forever. 

The K-05 reservoir has been modified 
from a deep (15 ft. of water) to shallow 
(5 ft. of water) storage. 

Clewiston Mayor Mali Gardner (CM) 
CM-1 10/10/17 Please know that we want to see the Lake O water levels back into the LORS as soon 

as possible not only to diminish any possible issue with HHD during hurricane season 
but also to preserve the habitat of Lake O as much as possible. 

Thank you for your comment. 

CM-2 10/10/17 I know the releases are the consequence of too much northern water rushing into 
Lake O so would ask, can the CORP review any and all federal lands North of Lake O 
for an expedited water storage project? Maybe it's already been done but I was 
specifically thinking of a storage amount for anything that exceeds delivering a higher 
lake level of 16ft - just a thought since I see it as a win-win for Lake O communities 
and for the coastal communities. 

Expedited water storage projects are 
not part of this planning effort. 
Dispersed water management projects 
north of Lake Okeechobee are currently 
underway as a State initiative. 

City of Sanibel and Sanibel Captiva Conservation Foundation (CS/SCCF) 
CS/SCCF-1 10/17/17 This letter is submitted on behalf of the City of Sanibel and Sanibel Captiva 

Conservation Foundation, who with our island partner the J.N. "Ding" Darling 
National Wildlife Refuge own and manage 10,576 acres of public and private 
conservation resources that will be affected by the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project (LOWRP). We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments 
during the current modeling process in advance of the selection of a tentatively 
selected plan (TSP). 

Thank you for your comment. 

CS/SCCF-2 10/17/17 The LOWRP is intended to provide water storage to help regulate extreme Lake 
levels, reduce phosphorus loading to the Lake, and reduce unwanted, freshwater 
discharges to the east and west coast estuaries. In addition to these stated project 
goals, one of the overarching goals of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) is to expand the spatial extent of wetlands and wildlife habitat. Although 
it was part of the original project scope, stormwater treatment areas designed to 
provide water quality treatment are not included in the current alternatives. Instead, 
a new objective for water supply has been added in the past few months which was 
not part of the original scope. 

Water Quality issues are outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. Water quality 
impact was evaluated as part of the 
NEPA process. While water quality is 
not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, this project will not 
adversely impact water quality. The 
Florida DEP is leading the BMAP 
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Water quality treatment was included in the original CERP project while water supply 
was not. Declining water quality conditions in Lake Okeechobee that flow into the 
lake from the north makes it imperative that water quality treatment be retained as 
a functional part of the project. Water quality is fundamental to public health, the 
health of the entire ecosystem and the resulting habitat benefits which are the 
primary directives of Everglades restoration. While water supply is an ancillary 
benefit of the project it should not be credited as benefiting the ecosystem when 
operationally it is applied to serve private consumptive uses at the expense of 
improving the health and function of Lake Okeechobee and the estuaries. 

Based on the project presentations on August 15 and September 27, 2017, we have 
concerns about the proposed project storage capacity; equivalent to approximately 
six inches of lake elevation. The preliminary cost estimates of the project raise 
concerns regarding the cost-benefit of the alternatives. We also have concerns about 
the relatively limited geographic scope of project features, a heavy reliance on ASR as 
the workhorse of the project at a scale not previously implemented, and potentially 
flawed model assumptions related to the ecological performance evaluation and 
resulting benefits for Lake Okeechobee and the Caloosahatchee Estuary. 

program to reduce phosphorus loading 
to Lake Okeechobee. 

The CERP ASR pilot projects and 
regional study have provided valuable 
information and insight into the 
breadth and regional application of ASR 
technology in this area. The planning 
process has integrated the results from 
these studies into the plan for this 
project. It is likely that the ASR 
component of the project would be 
implemented in an incremental, phased 
approach. The ultimate quantity and 
locations of wells will be predicated on 
the hydrogeologic conditions that exist 
in the areas where ASR has been 
considered for implementation. 

CS/SCCF-3 10/17/17 We recognize the benefits of storing water north of Lake Okeechobee to help 
capture, store, treat, recharge groundwater and attenuate the timing of water 
deliveries into Lake Okeechobee and modify high flow impacts to the estuaries. 
However, we are concerned that the limited geographic scope, which focuses on the 
southern third of a 2.6 million acre watershed, only encompasses a small percentage 
of the overall watershed. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

We suggest that an expansion of the geographic scope be explored to increase the 
capacity and distribution of regional storage, enhance flood plain rehydration and 
habitat restoration over a greater extent of the watershed. Additional areas that 
might be considered include land within the Kissimmee Chain of Lakes, land south of 
Lake Istokapoga between US 27 and the C-41 canal and in the Fisheating Creek 
watershed. An evaluation of FEMA flood maps may provide some helpful targeting of 
flood prone areas beyond the original footprint. 
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We fully support moving forward with the wetland restoration portion of the project 
for the habitat and treatment benefits provided. While these areas provide 
important habitat restoration benefits they do not contribute significantly to the 
water capture and storage capacity needed. 

CS/SCCF-4 10/17/17 The project capacity and operations rely heavily on ASR at levels approximately one 
third of the original CERP plan design (65-110 vs. 330 wells); a result of the Regional 
ASR Study. Since ASR has not previously been implemented at the scale and intensity 
proposed and the project purposes cannot be met without ASR we question what 
alternatives have been discussed as a Plan B should ASR functionality become limited 
once operational? Since ASR would be operated for the life of the project, what is the 
planning time frame and how are the operation and maintenance costs reflected in 
each of the alternatives? 

It is likely that the ASR component of 
the project would be implemented in 
an incremental, phased approach. The 
ultimate quantity and locations of wells 
will be predicated on the hydrogeologic 
conditions that exist in the areas where 
ASR has been considered for 
implementation. The operational and 
maintenance costs that have been 
developed for planning purposes have 
been based on an assumed average 
annual condition. Actual O&M costs for 
ASR can be highly variable based on the 
mode of operation (recharge, storage 
or recovery). 

CS/SCCF-5 10/17/17 The current project scope and alternatives do not address water quality even though 
the original CERP project included stormwater treatment areas (STA) and reservoir 
assisted treatment areas (RASTA). We are strongly opposed to eliminating dedicated 
water quality features in the plan, especially considering the high levels of nutrients 
documented flowing into the lake from the north, which still greatly exceed 
phosphorus levels identified in the Lake Okeechobee TMDL. Extensive harmful algal 
blooms have been documented annually in the Lake the past few years. These 
harmful algae blooms impact the communities that depend on Lake Okeechobee as 
their drinking water supply and the coastal estuaries that routinely receive regulatory 
discharges from the lake. 

If the Corps will not address water quality issues, we suggest that this component 
become the responsibility of the state partner the SFWMD, whose responsibility is 
water quality in other cost share, CERP projects. 

Water quality is not included as an 
objective of the LOWRP study. The 
Yellow Book underlying assumption is 
that the water flowing into CERP 
features would be, at a minimum, in 
compliance with applicable standards 
(Total Maximum Daily Loads [TMDLs] 
set for Lake Okeechobee). This 
assumption is consistent with State 
programs (BMAP) to achieve the TMDL 
and the FWO project condition. Water 
Quality improvements are being 
implemented through Florida’s BMAP 
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program which is being led by Florida 
DEP. 

Water quality impact of each 
alternative was evaluated as part of the 
NEPA process. While water quality is 
not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, this project will not 
adversely impact water quality. 

CS/SCCF-6 10/17/17 The model outputs for the ecological performance of the Caloosahatchee is based on 
a flawed low flow performance measure target of 450 cfs, a level that has resulted in 
the permanent loss of over 1,000 acres of freshwater tapegrass habitat in the upper 
estuary. Real-time, monitored data and observations of estuary salinity responses to 
flow have documented this disparity as shown in one example in the graph below for 
a recent time period from December, 2016 through May, 2017. This example 
documents that flows of 360 to 630 cfs were insufficient to meet even the MFL harm 
standard of 10 psu at the Fort Myers Yacht basin and flows of 730 cfs were needed. 
This real time analysis agrees with the results of a study by FGCU contracted by the 
SFWMD. The responses of turbidity, CDOM, benthic microalgae, phytoplankton and 
zooplankton to variation in seasonal freshwater inflow to the Caloosahatchee Estuary 
(Final Report to SFWMD Tolley, S.G., D. Fugate, M.L. Parsons, S.E. Burghart, E.B. 
Peebles [2010]) documents that 450 cfs is insufficient to prevent habitat compression 
and loss of the low salinity zone downstream of the Franklin Locks. 

The LOWRP team used the RECOVER 
approved Salinity Envelope 
Performance Measure in the benefits 
model to calculate habitat units. The 
RECOVER performance measure uses 
450 cfs as the low flow target. 

We request that model output be post-processed at a living time 
scale to protect resources for which salinities at and above 10 psu are lethal. Looking 
at daily or weekly conditions vs. monthly averages is important to see the dynamics 
and assess the impacts to living elements in the system. 

When two weeks of high salinities can cause the loss or death of tapegrass and two 
weeks of low salinity can kill oysters, it is important that any habitat unit analyses 
associated with alternatives use a living time scale to assess the harm or benefits. For 
this reason, we request that the modeling be conducted at a daily or at minimum 
weekly time steps against a flow of 650 cfs, 700 cfs and 750 cfs. 
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CS/SCCF-7 10/17/17 We also suggest adding a low-salinity zone as a physical spatial target based on a 
specified “minimum habitat volume” downstream of S-79 as an alternative method 
for assessing habitat units. This could correspond to the extent of freshwater habitat 
that is needed between Fort Myers and the Franklin Lock. 

Thank you for your comment. 

CS/SCCF-8 10/17/17 The goals for the LOWRP are to reduce damaging high-water levels in the Lake by 
slowing inflows from the north when water levels in Lake Okeechobee are high or 
increasing; and to reduce the duration and frequency of high and low water levels in 
Lake Okeechobee which damage the Lake’s littoral ecosystem. To do this analysis 
correctly, it is important to identify high Lake levels and the damage caused to Lake 
Okeechobee’s littoral systems during these events. 

The current Lake Okeechobee performance measure (PM) fails to identify these 
levels and impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) thus will also fail to 
identify the alternative (TSP) that best prevents these harmful conditions. In contrast, 
benefits are claimed from keeping the lake deeper than the current lake range of 
12.5 ft - 15.5 ft despite the recognition that water levels over 16 feet harm the living 
marsh in Lake Okeechobee. The ecological evaluation of habitat units for lake levels 
above 16 ft should deduct points due to the ecological harm caused to the lake 
habitat. 

During the alternatives analysis, it has not been clear what percentage of the project 
benefits result from the actual project vs. system operational changes. What analysis 
has been conducted to analyze slosh factor and potential safety risk to the 
communities around the lake at elevated water levels? 

We are refreshing analyses for many of 
our PMs, including the SAV, as it was 
originally intended to be reviewed after 
5 years of additional data had been 
collected. However, while applying new 
PMs would change the overall scores 
for each alternative, it would not 
appreciably affect their scores relative 
to one another. Overall, PMs award 
more points for stages within the 
beneficial envelope (12.5-15.5 feet). As 
for the undesirable effects of high 
water, they are well documented and 
accounted for in the description of 
RECOVER PMs, and are specifically 
addressed in the assessment of lake 
stages for the Alts (Table 10). All of the 
Alts reduce time > 15 feet by 5-8%, and 
time > 16 feet by 1%. Additionally, 
there are three lake stage PMs 
currently used that identify high and 
low lake levels which damage the 
nearshore and littoral zones, and 
address the concern in the comment. 
When lake levels are too high or low for 
long periods, there is a reduction in 
native emergent aquatic vegetation 
species aerial coverage in the littoral 
zone. 
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An analysis has been performed per 
DCM-2 to determine the “slosh factor”. 
The embankment height is based on an 
analysis of wind set up and wave run up 
during a combination of rain and wind 
events as specified in the DCM-2. 

CS/SCCF-9 10/17/17 During Hurricane Irma, winds pushed lake levels to 20 ft along the northern portions 
of the dike. Fortunately, the storm made landfall when the lake level was only at 13.9 
ft. Had lake levels been higher, the water levels may have resulted in dangerously 
high levels along the dike. Has any of the modeling conducted to date assessed fetch 
and slosh probability at higher lake levels? We recommend that a complete analysis 
of the potential risks be conducted and that information be included in the selection 
of a preferred alternative. 

Effects of wind and waves will be 
analyzed during the design phase of the 
project and the embankment heights 
will be set based on this analysis and 
other analyses. The K-05 Reservoir was 
modified to a shallow reservoir with a 
maximum water depth of 5 ft. 

LETTERS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Robert 
Norton 
Ecosystem 
Watch 
Lake 
Okeechobe 
e (RN) - 1 

8/17/16 Since the Corps of Engineers and the South Florida Water Management District are 
now working together on the water problems here are my points of view. First of all I 
do not have a computer, do not use a computer, so all your information must come 
to me by mail. I have been on the State people ever since 1989 up to now, 2016. 

Written responses and meeting 
notifications have been mailed to you 
and will continue to be mailed to you 
during this planning process. 

RN - 2 8/17/16 The State of Florida has never been able to meet the set (date set 2001 June) TMDL 
of 140 MT – 40 ppb to Lake Okeechobee. The phosphorous load and nutrient, also 
because of very poor enforcement of 40E-61-40E-63 and BMPs by state officials. Do 
you know that the SFWMD, FDACS, FDEP do not do enforcement actions to the Clean 
Water Act, do not do water quality checks. 

See response below to comment AS-2. 
Improving water quality is outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. The Florida DEP is 
leading the plan to improve the Water 
Quality of water flowing to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

RN - 3 8/17/16 Compliance was set back at least three times. I know of 2010-2012-2015 this last 
time on TMDL of 140 MT – 40 ppb to Lake Okeechobee. The DEP dairy rule does not 
work here in good old boy Okeechobee. Also, the improved pastures has too much 
phosphorus and nutrient run-off all the way to Lake Okeechobee. 

See response below to comment AS-2. 
Improving water quality is outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. The Florida DEP is 
leading the plan to improve the Water 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1207 



      

        
  

  
 

   

    
 

              
         

      
       

 

 
     

    
    

 
             

        
         

      

  
 

     
    
    

 
          

     
  

 
     

    
    

 
 

  

     
     

     
           

       
     

       
     

 

  

          
         
     

     
       
      

    
  

   
     

     
   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Quality of water flowing to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

RN - 4 8/17/16 Do you know that we have an elevation drop to Lake Okeechobee of 36 foot from 
north of the lake to Lake Okeechobee? Do you also know that water flows from 
Fisheating Creek are unrestricted? That means that raw water unfiltered flows into 
Lake Okeechobee off ranch lands, dairies, orange groves, tree plantations and range 
lands. 

Improving water quality is outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. The Florida DEP is 
leading the plan to improve the Water 
Quality of water flowing to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

RN - 5 8/17/16 Since I have been after the state for at least the last 25 years, I have not seen any 
progress on water quality to Lake Okeechobee. It is due to very very poor water 
management, they have spent millions of dollars and not seen any improvements 
made on set TMDLs in the last 30 years. 

See response below to comment AS-2. 
Improving water quality is outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. The Florida DEP is 
leading the plan to improve the Water 
Quality of water flowing to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

RN - 6 8/17/16 It isn’t working, I still see cattle in contact with flowing waters to Lake Okeechobee. 
No improvement, no enforcement action. Enforcement actions needed. 

See response below to comment AS-2. 
Improving water quality is outside the 
scope of the LOWRP. The Florida DEP is 
leading the plan to improve the Water 
Quality of water flowing to Lake 
Okeechobee. 

Allen 
Stewart 
(AS) - 1 

10/31/16 On August 9, 2016 I delivered a letter via email to 
OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil in which I explained my history 
with efforts to protect and restore Lake Okeechobee. I have not yet noticed a reply 
to this letter, although I am sure I will at some time receive such a reply, for it would 
be inconceivable that in your efforts to invite and encourage public comments, that 
you would treat this as a unidirectional endeavor. To not so reply of course would be 
seen both as disrespectful and incongruent with the directives of those groups such 
as yours who serve the public and their interests. A copy of this earlier letter is 
included for your review. 

Thank you for your comment. 

AS – 2 10/31/16 Within the August 2016 letter I expressed concern related to what is now called 
legacy phosphorus. I noted that I, along with others, warned of this as early as the 
1980’s. Quoting from my 1987 letter, which is attached in-toto with this transmittal: 
“The sediments, however, must be considered the principal Phosphorus storage 
component, and as noted, the primary controller of Phosphorus. A more legitimate 
assessment of long-term Phosphorus loadings impact should therefore be based upon 

Water quality is not included as an 
objective of the LOWRP study. The 
Yellow Book underlying assumption is 
that the water flowing into CERP 
features would be, at a minimum, in 
compliance with applicable standards 
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the changes in the sediments and the desorption/adsorption characteristics, not the 
changes in Phosphorus concentration, which is at best a confusing indicator of the 
stability of the sediments and the associated trophic dynamics.” 
“by targeting Phosphorus as the sole control point, the LOTAC (Lake Okeechobee 
Technical Advisory Committee) is placing great confidence in the presumption that 
biological availability of Phosphorus within the lake will be reduced and that the 
sediment held stores cannot be biologically exploited (a presumption in which I 
personally have little confidence.)” 
These concerns of course have become reality. As noted in the UF Water Institute 
2014 report entitled Options to Reduce High Volume Freshwater Flows to the St. 
Lucie and Caloosahatchee Estuaries and Move more Water from Lake Okeechobee to 
the Southern Everglades, it is estimated that over 110,000 metric tons of reactive 
(available) phosphorus has accumulated over the years within the soils and lake 
sediments of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. It is further noted that these stores 
will release sizable quantities of phosphorus into the water column (much of which 
will likely end up in the estuaries on both coasts) even after external loadings have 
been controlled to TMDL levels: 
“legacy P in the Lake Okeechobee watershed could sustain contemporary P loading 
rates, i.e. 500 metric tons per year, for more than two centuries” 

TMDLs set for Lake Okeechobee. This 
assumption is consistent with State 
programs (BMAP) to achieve the TMDL 
and the FWO project condition. Water 
Quality improvements are being 
implemented through Florida’s BMAP 
program which is being led by Florida 
DEP. 

For more than three decades, a suite of 
phosphorus reduction projects has 
been implemented to improve the 
water quality and hydrology of the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed. Recent 
scientific information with regard to 
significant amounts of legacy 
phosphorus in the watershed and in 
Lake Okeechobee suggests that 
achievement of the TMDL will be a 
long-term process. The path to meeting 
the TMDL will be prescribed through 
the iterative process of FDEP’s BMAP 
being developed for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed, which builds 
upon the decades of work already done 
in the watershed including the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Protection 
Plan. 

AS - 3 10/31/16 It should not be surprising that such accumulations have occurred—it is a simple 
mass balance evaluation. Increases of nutrient loadings have occurred as a result of 
mobilizing sequestered phosphorus from areas such as the Bone Valley Formation in 
west-central Florida and then redistributing them directly or indirectly as available 
forms through the use of fertilizer such as Diammonium Phosphate. It ls likely that 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed is receiving orders of magnitude more phosphorus 
influx than prior to intervention by our technological society, and much of this excess 

See response to comment AS-2. 
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is retained in the lake sediments and soils, throwing the system out of its dynamic 
equilibrium. Such increases typically cause extensive ecological changes, and we are 
now seeing such changes as a result of these increases. In his book “Environment 
Power and Society” H.T. Odum stated this very succinctly: 
“…success in adapting some natural systems to his (man’s) use has essentially 
resulted from applying auxiliary work circuits, using fossil and atomic energy, into 
plant and animal systems. Obviously, we need to exploit 
ecosystems for food production, but progress in agricultural food production, 
essentially achieved by pumping more auxiliary energy (mechanical energy, heat, 
chemical energy in form of organic and inorganic 
nutrients) through a system, must be paid for by destruction of homeostatic 
mechanisms and loss of structure.” 
The decision of course is to what extent we wish to allow a breakdown of 
homeostatic mechanisms, and what price will be paid over the long term. The algal 
blooms in the St. Lucie Estuary may be a glimpse into what that price might be. 

AS - 4 10/31/16 Let me be clear, there is obviously politics involved here, and I recognize much of it is 
outside the immediate control of the Corps, SFWMD or FDEP. However, I do believe 
it is imperative that in their evaluations that the agencies be objective and candid 
about the science involved—including future impact upon the economy. For too 
many years the agencies have relied upon technologies, such as STA and many 
BMP’s, that simply shuffle these excess nutrients from one compartment to another 
within the watershed. This is one of my primary criticism of the agencies and the 
recent UF report. STA technology is treated as though it is a permanent solution. It is 
not—for STA’s are finite and hence unsustainable, at least without proper 
management—and by that I mean wholesale removal of stored nutrients, which 
often comes in the form a difficult to manage muck deposit, such as was seen at the 
Orlando Easterly wetland. 

See response to comment AS-2. 

AS - 5 10/31/16 Instead of storing nutrients in an already saturated watershed, it is logical that efforts 
need to be made to not only reduce nutrient influx, but in some manner recover and 
reuse these legacy nutrients. How could this be promoted and what technologies 
would be available? 

See response to comment AS-2. 

AS - 6 10/31/16 Among available technologies are a family of processes known as Managed Aquatic 
Plant Systems (MAPS). There is a history of MAPS with the District and FDEP, with 
some projects showing promise, others having some difficulty. But recognizing that 

See response to comment AS-2. 
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as John Stuart Mill said “error is an important contributor to knowledge”, the concept 
of cultivating aquatic plants to remove excess nutrients is scientifically sound, even if 
research is needed to refine the implementation and the development of products 
and product markets. Of course there are other technologies available which could 
be used to recover and reuse legacy nutrients, including dredging, permanent 
sequestration using chemicals, and mechanical removal of biomass from the lake. 

AS - 7 10/31/16 The MAPS approach has been studied and implemented as full scale facilities. First 
order kinetic models have shown to be reliable. In addition, considerable work has 
been done regarding composting and the value of compost, including field testing by 

1
USDA (Albano et.al., 2013), and a compost product from periphytic algae harvested 
from a MAPS facility is presently being marketed as Lagoon Saver™ in Indian River 
County, where two full scale MAPS facilities are being used by the County as a means 
of helping meet TMDL requirements. Other products, such as fiber and energy 
products are also worth investigating, and vanguard work has been done by some 
large companies regarding development of such products. 
Here then is a suggestion. New technologies and technological paradigms are rarely 
proposed and introduced by the U.S. Government—one only needs to think of the 
Wright Brothers, or Tesla, or Goddard as validation. Rather the government best 
serves to establish strategies and funds that invite such innovations. And to be 
effective such strategies have to provide sufficient incentives to encourage the 
private sector to assume the associated risks. To their credit, the St. Johns River 
Water Management District tried this when they advertised for a “pay-for-
performance” contract, whereby the private bidder would be paid a set unit fee for 
each pound of phosphorus removed. Unfortunately they put a five year limit on the 
contract, which made it much too risky for making a sizable investment which would 
have to be amortized over five years. 

See response to comment AS-2. 

AS - 8 10/31/16 Let me offer another approach. The agencies could set up a mechanism by which a 
private entity would be rewarded a unit fee based upon each verified pound of 
phosphorus and nitrogen removed, recovered, and processed into a viable usable 
product which either replaces nutrients which would normally come into the basin, 
or which are distributed for use outside the basin. Simply transferring the nutrients 
to another compartment (such as the soil or lake sediments) would not qualify. 
It is said that pollution is nothing more than a misplaced resource. Certainly 
phosphorus and nitrogen is worth money, as is the production of protein, fiber, and 

See response to comment AS-2. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1211 



      

        
  

  
 

   

      
    

           
     

         
     

     
        

    
      

      
        

 

   

           
         

       
        

   
       

         
       

      

    

              
        

           
        

         
     

       
         
        

       
     

   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

energy which they support. This has the potential of becoming an agricultural 
solution to what is largely an agricultural problem. 
I have not talked about water quantity in this letter, and I recognize the frustration 
everyone has regarding the lack of adequate funding from Congress to bring CERP 
back on track. Eventually much of the old watershed areas will need to be recovered 
and revitalized, and their hydraulic communication with the lake reinstated. 
Meanwhile, the CERP programs, refined somewhat as recommended by the UF 
Water Institute would go a long way in resolving short term water quantity issues. 
However, without eventual recovery and reuse or sequestration of the legacy 
phosphorus, serious water quality problems will persist. The “farming” of these 
legacy nutrients is a reasonable approach, and the speed at which improvements will 
occur will depend upon the rate of implementation, and the actual behavior of the 
sediment bound nutrients. 

See response to comment AS-2. 

AS - 9 10/31/16 There would be in my opinion, some benefits realized fairly quickly with the 
implementation of a series of MAPS based “kidneys” set around the lake. We have 
observed at several Algal Turf Scrubber® (ATS™) facilities, including the one at Taylor 
Creek, that high quality water, saturated in DO, stimulated fish activity. We noted not 
long after we started up the Taylor Creek Facility, that certain highly sensitive species 
such as silverside minnows (Labidesthes sicculus) became abundant. We have noticed 
what appear to be similar improvements in the fishery at the 10 MGD Egret Marsh 
ATS™ Facility (which has been operational for several years). I have included a 
summary of the MAPS concept as part of this transmittal for your review. 

See response to comment AS-2. 

AS - 10 10/31/16 In closing, I want to make it clear that while my career has been oriented around the 
development of MAPS, I presently have no formal ownership of these technologies in 
the form of patent rights or access to royalties. As I am retired, I offer services to 
those who wish to pursue a MAPS option at no or a modest fee. My primary interest 
is to see implementation of meaningful programs which protect, restore and sustain 
Florida’s environment and its attendant economy. If it involves MAPS then that is 
great. If it involves some other technology that proves more effective, that is fine 
also. More than likely there will not be one “silver bullet” but rather a family of 
coordinated unit processes. I am available to work with your groups as might be 
appropriate—and I would be willing to offer these services pro-bono as long as it 
does not impose seriously upon my fishing time. 

See response to comment AS-2. 
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Audubon Florida * Everglades Foundation * Florida Wildlife Federation * National Parks Conservation Association * Sanibel Captiva Conservation 
Foundation (NGO) 
NGO – 1 1/17/17 Thank you for advancing restoration of America's Everglades. Improving the flow of 

water into Lake Okeechobee is an important element of the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan. Our five organizations write to offer further input on 
project directions as plans for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project 
progress. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NGO – 2 1/17/17 The purpose of the LOW, as stated by the Corps at the July 26, 2016, public hearing, 
is "to improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water to Lake 
Okeechobee.” Project objectives include: reduce undesirable discharges from 
Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Estuaries; improve the quality, 
quantity, timing, and duration of water entering Lake Okeechobee; improve system-
wide operation flexibility; and restore isolated wetlands in the watershed. We 
support the project purpose and objectives. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NGO – 3 1/17/17 We are concerned, however, that some of the proposed alternatives for the project 
appear to deviate from the main project purposes, and that public input cited at the 
December 14, 2016, PDT meeting suggested deviating from the central objectives. 
We recognize that the PDT must consider more proposals than can be articulated in 
the statement of objectives, but we maintain the PDT must not let secondary 
considerations interfere with or overrule the central focus of ecosystem restoration. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NGO – 4 1/17/17 Specifically, the “Stakeholder Input” slide from the December 2016 PDT meeting 
listed many issues that are not objectives of the LOW, particularly water supply 
issues. Claims that the LOW should meet the water-supply objectives of the former 
WSE-schedule for the lake’s level are unfounded. The “savings clause” provision in 
CERP that refers to maintaining the level of flood control and water supply in place at 
the time CERP was passed in 2000 does not require CERP to compensate for 
unrelated changes in the availability of water. Additionally, calls to adjust the current 
Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS08), which replaced the WSE schedule, 
or to consider storing more water in Lake Okeechobee once the Herbert Hoover Dike 
is repaired are not part of CERP or LOW and inconsistent with both projects. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NGO – 5 1/17/17 We also are concerned about the deep injection well (DIW) alternative that could 
dispose of as much as 2.5 million acre/feet of water into deep aquifers. This could 
waste a critical water resource by permanently removing it from the system, making 
it unavailable for restoration purposes. A heavy reliance on DIW is not only counter 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
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to the project goal of increasing water availability during dry periods but sends the 
message that water has no economic value and is something to be disposed of at 
public expense. Nothing could be further from the truth. Water is a precious 
resource. Florida has faced drought conditions in 11 of the last 15 years and the 
proposed dumping of up to 2.5 million acre/feet (nearly the storage currently 
provided by Lake Okeechobee), at taxpayer expense is wasteful. 

within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

NGO – 6 1/17/17 The recent devastating impacts of toxic algae blooms and other harmful effects of 
freshwater releases from Lake Okeechobee has drawn recent attention to high water 
levels and the possibility that DIW could address those problems. But the LOW 
project designers also must focus on protecting the Lake and South Florida from 
drought conditions. DIW is being marketed as “cost effective” because it reduces 
estuary releases at less cost than other storage strategies, but that is because DIW 
only performs half the water management job. It provides no water-storage benefit 
to prepare for drought. Rather, it threatens to make droughts worse. 

Please see response to NGO-5. 

NGO – 7 1/17/17 Public involvement in the LOW PDT process has been hampered by inadequate data 
sharing. We understand that presentations in the teleconference calls must be brief 
and highlight only general data, but to allow more in depth involvement the Corps 
must post more detailed data for public review. Despite repeated requests, the PDT 
has failed to provide detailed data. The concerns with DIW expressed above 
exemplify the lack of data sharing, we have heard DIW only would be used in dire 
conditions and with prudence, but no data have been provided to support that 
assertion. 

RSM Basins Modeling data has been 
made available to the PDT via SFWMD’s 
FTP site. Links to the data are sent to 
the entire PDT distribution list when the 
data become available. 
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NGO – 8 1/17/17 Lastly, DIW was vetted in the original CERP Restudy and rejected as a management 
alternative. For DIW to receive serious consideration as a management alternative 
now, it first would have to go through experimental testing and evaluation similar to 
the process ASR has undergone. Important questions such as: the potential capacity 
of the boulder zone, how it would be managed, where water exits the zone, whether 
it would reduce flows to the EPA or other permitted water users, and others, are 
largely unknown. Lacking such vetting, the proof of concept for DIW cannot be 
evaluated, making it inappropriate to consider DIW as a viable alternative. 

Please see response to NGO-5. 

NGO – 9 1/17/17 We ask that additional information be provided for the proposed alternatives to 
clearly identify and explain cost estimates, the source of water to be stored, and the 
canals or pump stations that would be needed to move water. In order to 
meaningfully evaluate the alternatives, we ask that the Project Delivery Team clarify 
the following; 
Details of calculations for cost per acre-foot of water storage; 
Quantifying the improvements to quality, quantity, and timing of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee; 
How water quality features would be compatible with LOW and prevent a disconnect 
in meeting the LOW water quality project objective; and 
Changes to frequency, volume and duration of flows to Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie 
Rivers, the Everglades Protection Area, and Florida Bay. 

Detailed modeling, habitat unit 
calculations, and cost information was 
provided to the PDT for each round of 
alternative evaluation and will be 
provided in the draft PIR. 

NGO – 10 1/17/17 We continue to believe that the narrow geographic scope of this planning project 
limits the ability to identify the most holistic storage solutions for Everglades 
restoration. For example, Osceola County has requested project consideration and 
that opportunity should be investigated. Lastly, we ask the Project Delivery Team to 
consider the National Research Council’s recent recommendation that performance 
of individual projects be linked to overall ecological progress to ensure that as 
restoration advances, we are prudent with the financial and water resources of the 
American public. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

Florida Crystals Corporation (FCC) 
FCC-1 6/6/17 Florida Crystals is a major stakeholder in water management issues related to Lake 

Okeechobee. We farm approximately 170,000 acres of land south of the lake. We 
rely upon the lake to provide back-up water supply during droughts, which is one of 
the original (and still critically important) purposes of the Central and Southern 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Florida Project. Although we do not cause high water events in the lake, or 
contribute any significant amount of phosphorus to the lake, these issues matter to 
us because water management in South Florida is highly interconnected. Florida 
Crystals supports efforts to reduce high-volume regulatory releases to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, consistent with protecting the water supply 
of existing legal users. 

FCC-2 6/6/17 The LOWP is a package of Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan ("CERP") 
components formulated to specifically address the lingering challenges with 
managing Lake Okeechobee. The most effective strategy, in terms of cost and 
performance, for dealing with the damaging high releases to the estuaries appears to 
be the strategic placement and utilization of deep injection wells. To remove that 
technology from further consideration in this effort would severely diminish the 
prospects for success and ultimate approval of the plan. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

FCC-3 6/6/17 We recommend that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers fully analyze the Deep 
Injection Well ("DIW") technology in its detailed modeling and analysis, either as a 
stand-alone alternative or as an alternative that incorporates other plan elements. 
We ask that the Corps include some lower-cost options for decision makers. We 
reiterate our support for the Corps prioritizing water supply in the planning process. 
Finally, we ask that in analyzing the alternatives, the Corps compare the 
environmental effects of each alternative in different portions of the action area, 

Please see response to FCC-2. 
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taking into account realistic time factors associated with the different lengths of time 
that would be required to implement the different alternatives. 

FCC-4 6/6/17 The Corps should conduct such an analysis so that agency decision makers and the 
public are fully aware of the choices before the agencies. Most stakeholders care 
about three primary issues related to the LOWP study: Reducing high-volume 
discharges to the coastal estuaries during the wet years; maintaining the health of 
Lake Okeechobee; and assuring adequate water supply during the dry years. The DIW 
technology has the potential to completely solve the problem of high volume 
regulatory releases to the estuaries, which addresses the primary concern of 
stakeholders along the coastal estuaries. It could help with water supply and lake 
ecology concerns, by giving water managers an important new tool to address very 
high water events that is different from simply maintaining a lower average lake 
stage. We recognize that there are tradeoffs with every alternative, but the purpose 
of the analysis is to highlight those tradeoffs so that people are aware of the choices. 
Failure to fully analyze the choices will have the effect of restricting the range of 
options available to decision makers, and will mislead people into believing that 
there are no solutions to some of these problems. 

Please see response to FCC-2. 

FCC-5 6/6/17 The Corps Should Fully Analyze the Deep Injection Well Alternative 
The Corps should include the DIW technology in the final array of alternatives, either 
as a stand-alone alternative or in combination with other potential project features 
(such as reservoirs and aquifer storage and recovery wells). This means that this 
alternative would be carried into detailed analysis in the planning process, and would 
be fully analyzed in the Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") for the project. 

Please see response to FCC-2. 

FCC-6 6/6/17 A. The DIW Alternative is Reasonable 
The DIW concept already has been defined in Corps and SFWMD planning processes, 
including the June 2007 Feasibility Assessment of Deep Well Injection to Assist in the 
Management of Surface Water Releases from Lake Okeechobee to Estuaries 
prepared by the SFWMD ("SFWMD Feasibility Assessment"). In a DIW alternative, the 
agencies would install wells that could pump water into the Boulder Zone, a geologic 
layer several thousand feet below ground surface. The wells would be used to pump 
excess water from the lake, or inflows to the lake, in years where there otherwise 
would be major regulatory releases to the coastal estuaries. 

Please see response to FCC-2. 
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The water pumped into the boulder zone would be unavailable for further use, which 
is the same as what happens when water is released to the coastal estuaries. 
Pumping the excess water into the ground would avoid ecological impacts in the lake 
associated with high lake levels, and also would avoid the adverse ecological impacts 
in the estuaries associated with the regulatory releases. Depending on the number of 
wells, and how they are operated, this alternative could reduce or eliminate the 
impacts to the coastal estuaries associated with high volume regulatory releases. It 
also could be designed in a way that reduces phosphorus inflows into the lake. The 
DIW technology could be used in combination with reservoirs and other features 
currently under consideration, or as a stand-alone alternative. 

This alternative is technically and financially feasible. The technology is not new: 
There are 242 deep injection wells permitted in Florida today. The alternative would 
require little to no land acquisition. The cost would be less than the other 
alternatives currently being considered: the SFWMD Feasibility Assessment indicates 
that 20 deep injection wells would cost approximately $286 million, which appears to 
be a fraction of the cost of the other alternatives. This alternative also could be 
implemented faster than the other options, which means that it would avoid years of 
impacts to the estuaries which would occur with other alternatives which will take 
longer to implement. 

The DIW Alternative would meet the project purpose and need. When the Corps first 
invited scoping comments on the LOWP, it indicated that "[t]he purpose of the LOW 
project is to improve the quality, quantity, timing and distribution of water to Lake 
Okeechobee." NEPA Scoping Meeting Presentation (July 26, 2016). More recently, 
the Corps' webpage for the LOWP indicates that it "aims to: Improve the quality, 
quantity, timing and distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee; provide for 
better management of lake water levels; reduce high-volume discharges to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries downstream of the lake; improve system wide 
operational flexibility." Corps, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project, 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-
Restoration/LakeOkeechobee-
Watershed-Project/ (last visited June 5, 2017). The DIW Alternative meets those 
statements of project purpose, because it would provide an important new tool for 
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water managers to address high water conditions, could be positioned to better 
control the volume and water quality of inflows into the lake, would allow the 
agencies to reduce high lake stages, and could reduce high-volume discharges to the 
estuaries. 

Most important, this is the only alternative of which we are aware that could 
completely eliminate the high-volume regulatory releases to the coastal estuaries. 
For residents along the coasts, their top priority in this planning study is reducing 
high-volume regulatory releases from Lake Okeechobee. This alternative would 
address their top priority. The other alternatives being considered by the Corps 
would make incremental progress toward reducing those discharges, but would take 
much longer to implement, cost more, and not achieve nearly the level of success 
that would be achieved by the DIW Alternative. The LOWP cannot be a credible 
process if it does not analyze an alternative that actually addresses the problem 
which motivates most of the coastal residents. 

FCC-7 6/6/17 B. The Corps' Reasons for Dropping the DIW Alternative Are Insufficient 
The Corps recently announced that it would not include the DIW Alternative in the 
detailed analysis for the LOWP. This would be inconsistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). NEPA requires that agencies "rigorously explore 
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives." 40 CFR § 1502.14(a). The 
analysis of alternatives "is the heart of the environmental impact statement," 
because it "sharply defin[es] the issues and provid[es] a clear basis for choice among 
options by the decisionmaker and the public." Id. The DIW Alternative is reasonable 
and its inclusion in the analysis would allow for a clear understanding of the choices 
being made by the agencies with regard to that project. 

Please see response to FCC-2. 

The reasons given by the Corps to dismiss this alternative are insufficient. In a May 
17, 2017, PowerPoint presentation on the LOWP webpage, the Corps indicated that it 
was dropped based on "[f]eedback from USAGE vertical team." This appears to mean 
that some people in higher management do not favor consideration of this 
alternative. It is our understanding that Corps managers have that view because 
certain stakeholders -- "Indian Tribes within the project area and ... public and 
various NonGovernmental Organizations" -- do not want this alternative to be 
considered. See, e.g., Corps, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project, 
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Formulation for Deep Injection Wells (undated) ("Corps White Paper"). The Corps 
should not be making important decisions based on behind-the-scenes lobbying, 
especially when it is unwilling to identify these groups by name. We believe that 
opposition to the consideration of this technology is limited to certain people and 
organizations, and does not represent a consensus view of all stakeholders in the 
process. 

Mere opposition by a few, should not impair the process. The whole point of the 
NEPA process is to gather and present information regarding the choices, so that 
people can make informed decisions. By stopping analysis of this alternative up-front 
based on incomplete information, when the stakeholders are not well informed, the 
Corps is undercutting the primary purpose of a NEPA analysis. The Corps may decide 
that it does not want to implement the DIW Alternative at the end of the process, 
but at least it must consider and disclose the implications of that decision before it 
acts. 

In its recent May 17 presentation, the Corps indicated that "[e]valuation of the 
application of DIWs should be done through a regional study to consider system-wide 
Everglades impacts." As a legal matter, the Corps' desire to analyze this alternative in 
some other study does not mean it can avoid complying with NEPA in the context of 
the LOWP. As a practical matter, if the Corps does not consider the DIW Alternative 
now in the context of the LOWP, then the Corps likely will not consider it at all. The 
LOWP includes certain CERP projects designed to reduce impacts from high-volume 
lake discharges. The Corps is preparing a Project Implementation Report for this 
project so that it can seek authorization from Congress. If the Corps does not include 
the DIW Alternative in this process, then it necessarily means that the agency will 
seek authorization for some other alternative, and that the DIW Alternative will have 
to wait years or decades until after the Corps implements that other alternative. 
History bears out our concerns: In 2008, when the Corps approved the current Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule, the agency stated in the Record of Decision (at 
page 6) that it was "an interim schedule, and a new study will begin immediately 
following completion of this Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule Study."  To our 
knowledge, the Corps has yet to begin a new study - nine years later - and now 
indicates that the 2008 schedule will be in place until at least 2022. 
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The "interim" regulation schedule will be in place for at least fourteen years, and 
perhaps longer, which supports our perspective that delayed review can lead to no 
review at all. We recommend that the Corps study the DIW technology now and not 
risk the delays that could come with deferred analysis. 

Other reasons given in the Corps' White Paper do not excuse the need to consider 
the DIW Alternative pursuant to NEPA. The fact that the DIW Alternative concept was 
not analyzed in the 1999 Programmatic EIS for the CERP is irrelevant: The Corps is 
preparing a new EIS for the LOWP; can analyze the concept now; and can consider 
the regional effects (if any) of the injection wells in this EIS. The fact that there may 
be "uncertainty" regarding the benefits and uses of deep injection wells over time is 
something that can be addressed in the detailed planning process. It is not true that 
"DIWs cannot provide drought or flood protection":  The wells could allow the Corps 
to maintain average lake stages at higher levels to provide additional water supply, 
and also could reduce flood waters when needed. The statement that "hydrogeologic 
risk exists due to limited information on the presence and hydrologic characteristics 
of the Boulder Zone" is an exaggeration, because deep injection wells have been 
used throughout Florida (including into the Boulder Zone), with no adverse effect. 
There always are technical questions and risks involved with any alternative 
(including those favored by the Corps), but those questions can be addressed in the 
detailed planning process. The suggestion that the alternative would have 
"precedent-setting scale" begs the question of what precedent would be set (and 
why that matters), and is the type of consideration that could go into a final decision 
after the facts associated with the alternative have been considered. The claim that 
the DIW Alternative would not meet all objectives of the LOWP is both misleading - it 
could solve the primary problem that motivates most stakeholders insisting on this 
study, and would appear to address at least partially the other project objectives -
and suggests that the Corps is revising the statement of project objectives to exclude 
alternatives that it does not want to evaluate. The claim that the DIW Alternative 
would not make water available "to be sent south to provide future benefits to the 
Everglades ecosystem" may be true, but that is not the purpose of the LOWP study in 
the first place. In any case, when the Everglades restoration features of CERP are in 
place such that more water could be sent there, something that under the current 
Integrated Delivery Schedule could be decades away, the DIWs could simply be 
operated less. 
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The Corps and public stakeholders may decide that the DIW Alternative is not the 
best way forward. But that decision should be made after the facts are placed in the 
public record, and people can make informed decisions based on a full analysis. NEPA 
requires a consideration of reasonable alternatives, and this is a reasonable 
alternative. The DIW Alternative is the only option available to the Corps that can 
solve completely the problem of high-volume regulatory releases from Lake 
Okeechobee to the coastal estuaries. The other alternatives being considered here 
would only make incremental improvements to that problem, would cost more, and 
take longer to implement. The Corps owes it to the people who live near the 
estuaries to fully consider an alternative that would solve their problem. 

FCC-8 6/6/17 II. The Corps Should Include Alternatives That Can Be Implemented More Quickly and 
Cheaply, and Evaluate Realistic Time Frames To Implement Every Alternative 
We also recommend that in developing alternatives for the LOWP, the agencies 
should identify options which can be implemented more quickly and less expensively. 
The agencies also should clearly and realistically estimate the time needed to 
implement the different alternatives, so that decision makers and the public can 
understand how long it will take before benefits are realized. 

Few water management projects in South Florida are cheap, but some are much 
more expensive than others. It is our understanding that agency proposals for LOWP 
now are projected to cost more than $2 billion, and that there currently are no 
alternatives being considered which cost less than $1 billion. We are concerned that 
in the current budget environment, where the Congress is cutting back on 
expenditures on environmental projects nationwide, the inclusion only of expensive 
alternatives makes it much less likely that the LOWP will be fully and timely funded. 
The agencies should include at least one alternative that can be implemented more 
cheaply, so that decision makers will have lower cost options available to them at the 
end of the planning process. 

A phased implementation approach 
may be the recommended strategy, in 
which features that could be 
implemented more quickly or less 
expensively would occur first. The 
recommended implementation 
approach will be included in the Final 
PIR. 

Experience also proves that certain types of proposals take longer to implement than 
others. Any proposal that requires the acquisition of substantial amounts of private 
land takes longer than a proposal that does not. When the Modified Water Deliveries 
Project was authorized in 1989, which required acquisition of the East Everglades, 
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the U.S. Department of Interior optimistically estimated that the land could be 
acquired in a few years, when in fact it took more than two decades. That project has 
still not been fully implemented today. Similarly, proposals that require substantially 
more money are less likely to be implemented quickly, because it takes longer for 
Congress and the Florida Legislature to appropriate all of the money that is required. 
This is especially true in South Florida, because there are multiple restoration 
projects authorized by Congress, all of which need hundreds of millions of federal 
dollars, and all of which are competing for the same funds. Proposals that are more 
controversial also take longer to implement, because they tend to draw legal 
challenges and opposition to funding, which slows them down further. Although it 
can be hard to estimate the length of delays associated with these types of factors, 
experience has proven that these delays are real. 

We ask that the agencies realistically estimate the amount of time it will take for the 
different alternatives considered in the LOWP to be implemented. In past CERP-
related planning efforts, the Corps has been overly optimistic in estimating the time 
necessary to implement these projects. We also think that the Corps has not fully 
explained how more- expensive, complex projects involving major land acquisition 
can take substantially more time to implement. The result is that many stakeholders 
believe that the larger, more complex projects have little downside other than some 
additional cost, and are seemingly unaware that such projects will suffer from much 
more serious delays. So that agency decision makers and the public are fully 
informed about the choices, we ask that the agencies more realistically discuss the 
likely timeframes that will be required to implement the different alternatives, and 
how different alternatives may have very different timelines for completion. 

FCC-9 6/6/17 Ill. The Planning Process Should Continue To Make Water Supply a Priority 
The Corps should make water supply a priority in the LOWP planning process. Water 
supply during droughts is one of the most important issues for most stakeholders. 
Solving the problem of high-volume discharges to the coastal estuaries is important, 
but should not come at the expense of water supply for existing legal users. It is our 
understanding that the Corps has committed to focusing on water supply during the 
planning process, and we support efforts to do so. 

Water supply has been included as an 
objective of this project. The designed 
storage of LOWRP will provide water 
supply benefits to existing legal users in 
LOSA especially during times of 
drought. These potential water supply 
improvements will be quantified using 
CERP’s RECOVER Performance Measure 
WS-1: Frequency and Severity of Water 
Restrictions for Lake Okeechobee 
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Lake Okeechobee is the back-up source of water supply for all of South Florida. 
During droughts, there often is no other place where significant amounts of water 
are available for existing legal users. Florida Crystals, like the other farmers and 
residents of the Everglades Agricultural Area, relies on the lake for water supply 
during droughts. 

The Corps should design any proposal to both protect and expand water supply for 
existing legal users during droughts. The simplest way to do this would be allow more 
water to be stored in the lake: one foot of depth in the lake is approximately 445,000 
acre-feet of water; one inch of depth is 37,083 acre feet. See SFWMD Feasibility 
Assessment, at vii. The Corps has steadily decreased average stages in the lake since 
CERP was formulated, in part to protect the Herbert Hoover Dike while it is being 
rehabilitated, and in part for environmental reasons. This removes water supply that 
could be available during droughts. If the Corps allowed average lake stages to be 
even slightly higher, then it could have enormous water supply benefits to existing 
legal water users. This could be done consistent with reducing high-volume 
regulatory releases to the estuaries, for instance, by using deep injection wells. 

Congress directed the Corps and SFWMD to hold existing legal water users harmless 
in their water management decisions. In the Water Resources Development Act of 
2000, Congress provided that "[u]ntil a new source of water supply of comparable 
quantity and quality as available on the date of enactment of this Act [Dec. 11, 2000] 
is available to replace the water to be lost as a result of implementation of the Plan, 
the [Corps and SFWMD] shall not eliminate or transfer existing legal sources of 
water, including those for an agricultural or urban water supply." Pub. L. No. 106-
541, §601 (h)(5)(a), 114 Stat. 2690 (Dec. 11, 2000). Congress also directed that CERP 
be implemented as "a framework for modifications and operational changes to the 
Central and Southern Florida Project." Id.§ 601(a)(1)(A). Based on this, the Corps and 
SFWMD must design the LOWP to provide the same level of water supply service as 
existed in December 2000. 

It is our understanding that the Corps has identified enhanced water supply as a 
planning objective for LOWP. We support that, and ask that your agencies continue 
to focus on protecting existing legal water users. 

Service Area. This evaluation will be 
completed for the final array of 
alternatives and the TSP. The 
Performance Measure WS-1 will also be 
used during any optimization of the TSP 
to improve water supply performance. 

LOWRP is subject to the Savings Clause 
and each alternative under 
consideration is screened to ensure 
that it would maintain or improve the 
water supply reliability of existing legal 
users in LOSA relative to the future 
without project condition (FWO). 

For surface water users in LOSA, studies 
and analyses supporting the 2008 Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (2008 
LORS) projected a decline in the 
physical level of certainty of agriculture 
users reliant on lake water supplies, 
from a 1-in-10 year to a 1-in-6 year 
drought return frequency. Meeting the 
1-in-10 year level of certainty for LOSA 
is not likely within the next 5 years due 
to the interrelationship of the federal 
and state water resources projects and 
current operations under the 2008 
LORS. While LOWRP’s potential water 
supply benefits alone are not 
anticipated to fully resolve this issue, 
LOWRP is expected to improve water 
supply certainty for existing legal users 
within LOSA relative to current 
conditions. 
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FCC-10 6/6/17 IV. The Environmental Impact Statement Should Fully Compare the 
Environmental Trade-Offs Over Time and Across Geographies Associated with Every 
Alternative 
In the EIS, the Corps should compare the environmental effects of each alternative, 
by comparing the environmental effects in each location over time, and taking into 
account the realistic timeframes before different alternatives would be 
implemented. Doing so, the Corps should make clear the differing effects of each 
alternative on different areas within the study area in light of the different time 
frames for implementation. 

The alternatives being considered by the Corps in the LOWP will have varying effects 
in different portions of the action area. For instance, the reservoir configurations 
being put forward by the Corps could have environmental effects in the areas of 
those reservoirs (e.g., the creation of wetland/aquatic habitat); could affect 
conditions in the Lake Okeechobee (e.g., by affecting water levels and wildlife habitat 
there); could affect environmental conditions in the coastal estuaries (by reducing 
some high-volume regulatory releases); and could affect conditions in the Water 
Conservation Areas (to the extent that the alternatives slightly increase the amount 
of water sent south from the lake). The EIS should look at the effects in each specific 
location. 

In the Draft PIR/EIS the alternatives are 
compared in each region of the project. 
The project is broken into the 
watershed region, the Lake 
Okeechobee region and the northern 
estuaries region. Each alternative 
effects each of these regions differently 
and this is addressed in NEPA analysis. 
The benefits are analyzed using average 
annual habitat units since the response 
times vary for each region. An 
implementation plan will be included in 
the Draft PIR/EIS that will provide 
estimates of when benefits will be 
achieved. 

The alternatives will have different time frames to implement. The DIW Alternative 
realistically could be implemented in just a few years, because there is no land 
acquisition required, it would be much cheaper, and permitting is well established for 
the technology. By comparison, larger reservoir-based alternatives could take much 
longer than a decade to implement. This matters because there are significant 
environmental impacts occurring now in different parts of the action area, so delays 
in implementing plans means that those impacts continue to occur. 

For this EIS, we recommend that the Corps base its analysis of environmental effects 
not only on the different effects of different alternatives on the different geographic 
areas, but also based on the different lengths of time that will be required to 
implement each alternative. This analysis also should take into account the fact that 
the environmental baseline is shifting due to climate change, for example, with sea 
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levels projected to rise several inches by 2030 (which would affect the coastal 
estuaries). The longer that projects take to implement, the greater will be the 
environmental effects caused by ongoing water management infrastructure and 
management in South Florida. By analyzing the effects of each alternative based on 
accurate representations of the timeframes to implement the actions, the EIS could 
highlight the effect of project delays on various portions of the action area, and how 
different areas are affected by delays. 

For purposes of illustration, assume that there are two alternatives being analyzed, 
one that has slightly better performance for the conditions in Lake Okeechobee, but 
requires substantially more land acquisition and cost, and a second alternative that 
requires less land and money, but which has slightly lesser performance for the lake. 
Experience teaches that the first alternative could take substantially longer to 
implement than the second. Current operations of the Central and Southern Florida 
Project result in high-volume regulatory releases to the coastal estuaries every four 
to five years, with significant adverse effects there. The first alternative which has 
slightly better performance for conditions in Lake Okeechobee, but which will take 
ten or twenty years longer to implement, would surely lead to additional rounds of 
high-water releases to the estuaries with significant environmental effect. The 
second alternative could avoid those rounds of high-volume discharges to the 
estuaries, but may do less well for the lake itself once it is implemented. Without 
taking into account the relative time needed to implement the two alternatives, the 
first alternative may seem superior. But the second alternative could be 
environmentally superior measured over a thirty year period. 

A full analysis of the effects would show the environmental effects of delay, and 
highlight the costs of choosing different alternatives. The residents along the coasts, 
if they knew that the "perfect" plan would leave them suffering impacts for another 
two decades, could very well decide to support the merely "good" that would solve 
their problem sooner. The EIS should highlight those choices for the public and 
agency decision makers. 

Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) 
FFB-1 6/11/17 It has come to our attention that the COE and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Project PDT has taken the option of Deep Injection Wells off the table as a tool for 
The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
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dealing with excess discharges north of the Lake and controlling damaging discharges 
to the estuaries. As such please accept our following comments. 

1. The Florida Farm Bureau Federation is very disappointed that the LOWP project 
team is no longer considering Deep Injection Wells as part of the LOWP CERP Plan. As 
we understand the reason for this is that it was not an option under the original CERP 
Planning document. The original CERP planning document is 25 plus years old and a 
great deal has changed within the watershed since that document was developed. 
Populations in Orlando have increased in the northern end of the watershed and in 
both coastal estuaries during this period as well. As such it appears reasonable that 
conventional wisdom concerning storage, such as land acquisition, may no longer be 
the best available options to achieve the storage goals north of the Lake. We strongly 
suggest that the COE and LOWP PDT reconsider their decision and keep Deep 
Injection Wells along with Aquafer Storage and Recovery as a water management 
option in the LOWP. Additional thoughts: 

Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

FFB-2 6/11/17 a.  The Okeechobee Utility Authority currently has a Deep Injection Well located on 
the north end of the Lake within close proximity of the L-63 Canal in the Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough Watershed. It has come to our attention that the Okeechobee 
Utility Authority only uses a fraction of the capacity of the well. They have also 
expressed a wiliness to explore a dual use partnership with the well to handle excess 
stormwater within the basin. The well was rated at 12 MGD capacity and the 
Okeechobee Utility Authority currently uses 2 MGD and, at max, in the future might 
use 4 MGD. That would leave between 8 and 10 MGD for excess stormwater in that 
basin. 

See response to Comment FFB-1. 

FFB-3 6/11/17 b. Farmers in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin have been implementing BMPs 
since 1973. In an SFWMD Technical Publication 81-2 by Federico et al. reported a 
phosphorus nutrient load from this basin of close to 190 metric tons. The most 
recent South Florida Environmental Report found the phosphorus nutrient load from 
this basin to be approximately 62 metric tons. Likewise, looking at the SFWMD water 
quality data from 1973 to present at S191, the discharge structure to Lake 

Comment is acknowledged. DIWs and 
Water Quality are out of scope for the 
LOWRP. The Florida DEP is leading the 
plan to improve the Water Quality of 
water flowing to Lake Okeechobee. 
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Okeechobee for the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin, phosphorus concentrations 
have improved from more than 900 ppb to less than 400 ppb. Although water quality 
is not a goal of the LOWP a Deep Injection Well in this basin has the potential to 
significantly reduce legacy phosphorus loads in this basin from entering Lake 
Okeechobee and assist the state of Florida in getting one step closer to meeting the 
TMDL for Lake Okeechobee. Likewise a Deep Injection Well in this basin, along with 
Aquafer Storage and Recovery and existing STAs would complement the good work 
of farmers north of the Lake during the last 4 decades. 

FFB-4 6/11/17 c. A Deep Injection Well would also complement existing STAs during periods of 
excess water where the STAs couldn’t handle additional water. 

d. Deep Injection Wells would also help in reducing the necessity of buying more 
private agricultural holdings for water storage. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

FFB-5 6/11/17 2. We also feel strongly that the 950,000 acre footprint of the LOWP does not 
adequately represent the northern Lake Okeechobee Watershed again a product of a 
25 year old plan that is somewhat antiquated, not addressing the changes that have 
occurred in this watershed during this time period. 

Areas in the northern Kissimmee River 
Basin are outside the LOWRP planning 
boundary and do not include 
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authorized features as part of the CERP 
plan. 

FFB-6 6/11/17 3. Lastly we are against any additional taking of agricultural land for storage within 
any of the CERP projects as suggested in the K05 alternatives. 

Thank you for your comment. 

FLORIDA FRUIT AND VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION (FFVA) 
FFVA-1 6/12/17 The Florida Fruit & Vegetable Association (FFVA), a non-profit, agricultural trade 

organization whose mission is to enhance the competitive and business environment 
for producing and marketing fruits and vegetables, would like to convey its 
disappoint regarding the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (the Corps) decision at the 
recent Project Delivery Team (PDT) meeting to exclude the utilization of deep 
injection wells (DIWs) as a viable component of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
(LOW) project. In light of last summer’s barrage of freshwater pulse releases and 
resultant ecological damage due to lowered salinity incurred by both the St. Lucie 
and Caloosahatchee estuaries, it would be extremely irresponsible and remiss of the 
Corps not to encourage, pursue and/or utilize any and all technology possible to 
assist in the mitigation of the discharges. FFVA would strongly urge the Corps to 
reconsider this action and, instead, join with its local partner and assist the South 
Florida Water Management District as it seeks to explore the option of installing 
DIWs within the vicinity of Lake Okeechobee. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

FFVA-2 6/12/17 Prior to the May 17th LOW PDT meeting, the agency had included 30-90 DIWs in all 
but one of its proposed modeling Alternatives. Over the last three decades, the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection has permitted over 180 active Class 
I DIWs. Furthermore, the 2015 University of Florida Water Institute Study identified 
deep well disposal as “part of a long-term solution to reducing damaging discharges 
from Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries, or it could 
provide an interim solution until additional water storage, treatment and conveyance 

See response to Comment FFVA-1. 
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capacity can be constructed south of the lake.” Even with the recent passing and 
subsequent signing into law of Senate Bill 10, we are still years away from having a 
reservoir on-line south of Lake Okeechobee. As a federal agency, the Corps should 
understand the inherent need for both flexibility and adaptability. The fact that 
utilization of this proven and tested technology would be precluded as a LOW water 
management component solely due to its lack of inclusion within the, now 
antiquated, Yellow Book, is both indefensible and irresponsible given not only the 
fragility of the affected estuaries, but also the age and compromised integrity of the 
Herbert Hoover Dike. The addition of DIWs would allow for more reliable and 
predictable control over lake levels during extreme rainfall events, resulting in less 
hydrostatic stress on the dike. As an ancillary benefit, excess water injected into the 
boulder zone could help reduce phosphorus loads from entering Lake Okeechobee 
and assist in meeting the nutrient reduction goals as mandated by the requisite Basin 
Management Action Plan. Additionally, the construction and implementation of DIWs 
would require no land acquisition and could be in place and operational well in 
advance of any proposed reservoirs, providing more immediate and needed benefit. 

FFVA-3 6/12/17 FFVA greatly appreciates the Corps’ efforts regarding this endeavor; however, we are 
opposed to the exclusion of DIWs as a component of the required arsenal needed to 
alleviate the freshwater releases devastating the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee 
estuaries. This is no time to abandon or disregard any potential solution, particularly 
one that has a proven track record and could be implemented on an expedited basis. 
Again, we ask that you work in solidarity with the South Florida Water Management 
District as they continue to move forward with DIWs as a critical component of LOW 
water management. 

See response to Comment FFVA-1. 

NGO2 - National Parks Conservation Association * Everglades Law Center * Conservancy of Southwest Florida * Sierra Club * Friends of the Everglades * 
Audubon Florida * Everglades Foundation * Florida Oceanographic Society * Sanibel Captiva Conservation Foundation * Urban Paradise Guild * (NGO2) 
NGO2 - 1 6/14/17 We write to provide public input to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) 

regarding the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project (“LOWP”) for consideration prior 
to the next regularly scheduled Project Delivery Team (“PDT”) meeting on June 23, 
2017. We strongly support the decision not to include Deep Injection Wells (“DIWs”) 
in the alternatives being modelled as part of the expedited review process for this 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (“CERP”) project. We also respectfully 
request the PDT (1) evaluate LOWP alternatives in a manner that allows a holistic 
understanding of their relative merits in the context of the greater Everglades 

The alternatives being considered are 
being evaluated on their merits in 
providing benefits to the northern 
estuaries, the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed and Lake Okeechobee. 

Water supply has been included as an 
objective of this project, consistent with 
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ecosystem, and (2) maintain increasing water supply for permitted uses as an 
ancillary project benefit to avoid a conflict with the primary objective of LOWP – 
improving the health and function of Lake Okeechobee and its watershed. 

the goals and objectives of the CERP 
program (Table 5-1 of the Yellow Book). 

NGO2 - 2 6/14/17 The LOWP includes several separable elements that are part of CERP and combines 
them for planning and implementation purposes to take advantage of the 
opportunity to design the components together more efficiently. The elements are 
the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir, the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough 
Storage and Treatment Area, and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality 
Treatment Facilities. According to the Corps’ September 2016 FAQs document,1 the 
purposes of these projects are to: 
slow inflows of water to Lake Okeechobee by capturing and storing basin runoff 

when water levels in Lake Okeechobee are high or increasing, releasing water into 
the Lake when lake levels decline to ecologically acceptable levels, 
restore the hydrology of affected wetlands (plan is to acquire easements in four 
priority Lake basins – the S-65D, S-65E, S-154 and S-191 basins – and restore 
approximately 3,500 acres of isolated wetlands), and 
detain water during wet periods, reduce nutrient loads flowing from the Kissimmee 
River into Lake Okeechobee, and reduce the duration and frequency of high and low 
water levels in Lake Okeechobee (because excessive water levels damage the Lake's 
littoral ecosystems and necessitate large discharges that are damaging to the 
downstream estuaries). 
The LOWP planning process is following Corps guidance for Specific, Measurable, 
Attainable, Risk informed and Timely (“SMART”) Planning. The SMART Planning 
process has the goal of completing feasibility studies within three years, at a cost of 
no more than $3 million, and with three levels of the Corps engaged throughout (the 
“3x3x3 Rule”). In accordance with that expedited planning process, the LOWP study 
began on July 25, 2016, and has an overall planning completion date of July 24, 2019, 
for an Integrated Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (“PIR/EIS”) signed by the Chief of Engineers. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NGO2 - 3 6/14/17 The Corps appropriately decided not to consider DIWs as part of the LOWP, instead 
suggesting a regional study that would consider their system-wide Everglades 
impacts. 
The LOWP PDT had suggested adding as many as 100 or more DIWs to the 
alternatives under evaluation as part of the expedited LOWP planning process. The 

Thank you for your comment. 
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DIWs would allow water managers to permanently dispose of billions of gallons of 
untreated freshwater surface flows by pumping the water to a geologic zone called 
the Boulder Zone, which is approximately 3,000 feet underground. The water could 
not be retrieved in later seasons or years to meet water supply and environmental 
needs. 

Our organizations and others strongly objected to this late addition of a technology 
not part of the original LOWP components in CERP and unproven on the scale and 
density at which it was being proposed. The proposed DIWs would permanently 
remove billions of gallons of freshwater from the regional water budget. Once 
disposed of, the water would be unavailable both for ecosystem protection and 
Everglades restoration during dry and drought conditions and for replenishing the 
aquifer that supplies drinking water for millions of Floridians and prevents saltwater 
intrusion that pollutes and shuts down potable water wells. 

Permanently disposing of this critical – much needed – water resource would also, 
according to estimates presented by SFWMD, cost $1 billion dollars or more, with 
total costs dependent on many unknowns. Little field data are available about the 
geology and hydrology of the area of the Boulder Zone into which billions of gallons 
of water would be injected, leaving uncertainties about the potential for disposed of 
water to threaten underground drinking aquifers as a result of upward migration of 
injected untreated water to the overlying Floridan aquifer. The injections would 
displace massive amounts of water that could create harmful seeps of ground water 
and fresh water into surrounding oceans. Operation costs would also raise the final 
budget for DIWs beyond SFWMD’s construction projections. 

At last month’s PDT meeting, the Corps announced its determination that DIWs 
should not be added to the alternatives under consideration in LOWP, recognizing 
that DIWs were not included features planned in CERP. Instead, evaluation of the 
application of DIWs to CERP projects should be done through a regional study to 
consider system-wide Everglades impacts and optimal functionality. The Corps 
recognized the extremely tight timeline for moving ahead with LOWP planning under 
the SMART Planning; the agency understood that the additional study needed to 
incorporate DIWs into the alternatives already under evaluation as part of the LOWP 
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would significantly delay the expedited planning process and potentially jeopardize 
project approval as a CERP project. We strongly support the Corps’ decision and 
oppose the inclusion of DIWs in the alternatives under examination as part of the 
LOWP. 

NGO2 - 4 6/14/17 The PDT should evaluate LOWP alternatives with a view to a holistic understanding of 
their relative merits in the context of the greater Everglades ecosystem. 
We appreciate the PDT’s willingness to request and evaluate public input on its 
ongoing modelling as part of the process of determining a tentatively selected plan 
(“TSP”). We support a structured process for incorporating public input early in the 
project planning process to help build support for any selected plan. In the spirit of 
constructive engagement with this LOWP planning process, we have three 
overarching comments about the alternative evaluation process. 

See response to NGO 2-1 

Evaluation criteria will be provided in 
detail in the draft PIR. 

First, we request clarity on the factors that the PDT will be using to evaluate the 
alternatives under consideration. The May 2017 PDT presentation focused on the 
Corps’ Principles and Guidelines, which recommend using four evaluation criteria in 
the screening of alternative plans – Completeness, Effectiveness, Efficiency and 
Availability. That presentation also highlighted four “accounts” the PDT uses to 
distinguish the alternatives – National Ecosystem Restoration, Regional Economic 
Development, Environmental Quality and Other Social Effects. However, for CERP 
projects, programmatic regulations and draft guidance memoranda set forth a 
variety of ways in which projects should be evaluated, including against an existing 
conditions baseline, in the future in combination with all of CERP, and in the future 
together with only those CERP and other projects approved and likely to be 
implemented (the “next added increment”). More generally, CERP projects are 
justified by the environmental benefits to the South Florida ecosystem; so long as 
they are cost effective, no further economic benefits need to be demonstrated. We 
request clarification on how and to what extent the PDT plans to evaluate the LOWP 
alternatives, both in the context of all of CERP and in the context of those CERP (and 
other) projects already approved and likely to be implemented. 

NGO2 - 5 6/14/17 Second, it is difficult to compare the relative performance of the different 
alternatives to the Existing Conditions Baseline (“ECB”) and Future Without Project 
(“FWO”) because different alternatives include different operations under the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (“LORS”). While we understand that a specific set 

The comment is correct. The operations 
for Lake Okeechobee are “optimized” 
for each alternative in order to identify 
the best performer. Since each 
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of infrastructure changes upstream of Lake Okeechobee may allow or encourage 
water managers to take advantage of LORS’s operational flexibility in different ways 
to “optimize” the potential benefits of those changes, allowing Lake Okeechobee 
operations to vary among alternatives and existing conditions makes it difficult, if not 
impossible, to isolate the benefits of the infrastructure investment as opposed to the 
operational change. 

alternative has different water 
management features, Lake 
Okeechobee operations are also 
different for each alternative. 

NGO2 - 6 6/14/17 Specifically, a modeling assumption is that the Herbert Hoover Dike (“HHD”) 
rehabilitation project will remove a LORS guiding principle of not exceeding 17.25 
feet. With this assumption, the modeling results show numerous excursions above 
this level. The result is a large part of the reductions in estuary releases are not due 
to the LOWP at all, rather due to using the Lake as a reservoir. The PDT must 
separate the effects of the HHD rehabilitation project from the LOWP, to avoid 
misleading results. We recommend that each alternative be modelled with the LORS 
17.25 foot guidance principle to show only the performance/benefit of the LOWP. 
This protocol also would ensure that benefits are not tied to an inappropriate pre-
decisional regulation schedule. 

All alternatives show an excursion 
above 17.25’ less than 0.45% of the 
time for a 41-year period of record. 
Proposed operations were developed 
specifically for each alternative to 
optimize the use of the proposed 
infrastructure within the context of the 
regional system. Understanding that 
operations are effective in helping to 
achieve project benefits, part of the 
proposed evaluation of the modified 
TSP will include modeling with the LORS 
modeled in the future without project 
condition. 

NGO2 - 7 6/14/17 Third, we have concerns about the performance measures (“PMs”) the PDT is using 
to evaluate alternatives. For the Northern Estuaries, the focus is on the salinity 
envelope. For consistency, we request that reduction in damaging discharges be 
reflected in “number of events” rather than reduction “in years” for the projected 
period to be consistent with RECOVER metrics. For Lake Okeechobee, focus is on 
Lake stage. However, despite the SFWMD’s recognition that water levels over 16 feet 
harm Lake Okeechobee, the PDT awards points (and habitat units) in a way that 
ignores the harm of high water levels until they reach 18 feet. In fact, the RECOVER 
PM of Lake Okeechobee Overall Annual Ecological Score gives a positive point for 
Lake levels between 15.5 to 18 feet and only goes to zero after the Lake goes above 
18. 

Lake levels above 16 feet should get zero points in the PM.2 See Fig. 2. Below is an 
example from the SFWMD’s Adaptive Protocols that flags levels above 16 feet as 

See also Response to Comment 
CS/SCCF-8. Changing the score as 
suggested would only affect total scores 
for each alternative, but not 
appreciably affect the score of each 
alternative relative to each other (i.e. it 
would not affect selection of TSP). As a 
whole, the lake PMs assign greater 
weight to lake stages within the 
beneficial envelope of 12.5-15.5 feet, 
and therefore are not rewarding 
alternatives that hold lake stages 
higher. Therefore, the Ecological PMs 
are still effectively penalizing lake 
stages above the beneficial range and 
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harmful and acknowledges that even levels above 15 can cause harm too if they 
persist long enough. Awarding positive ecological points for levels above 16 feet is a 
clear technical mistake that must be corrected. 

are highlighting the ability of the 
alternatives to affect HUs by their 
ability to affect lake stage. 

NGO2 - 8 6/14/17 Two of the goals for the LOWP – as set forth in the Corps September 2016 FAQs – are 
“to slow inflows of water to Lake Okeechobee . . . when water levels in Lake 
Okeechobee are high or increasing. . .” and “reduce the duration and frequency of 
high and low water levels in Lake Okeechobee . . .because excessive water levels 
damage the Lake’s littoral ecosystems . . .” Given that a key objective of the LOWP is 
to reduce damaging high water levels in the Lake itself, it seems critical to correctly 
identify what counts as a high Lake level, and what water levels damages Lake 
Okeechobee’s littoral systems. The current Lake Okeechobee PM fails to identify 
these levels, and thus will also fail to identify the alternative – or TSP – that best 
prevents these harms. 

There are three lake stage PMs used in 
this project that identify high and low 
lake levels which damage the nearshore 
and littoral zones. When lake levels are 
too high or low for long periods, there 
is a reduction in native emergent 
aquatic vegetation species aerial 
coverage in the littoral zone. See also 
Response to Comment CS/SCCF-8 and 
NG02-7. 

NGO2 - 9 6/14/17 Increased water supply should remain an ancillary benefit to avoid a conflict with the 
primary objective of LOWP, which is to improve the health and function of Lake 
Okeechobee. 
A May 17, 2017 presentation proposed that a new objective for the LOWP could be 
added to “[i]ncrease availability of fresh water supply for existing permitted water 
users of Lake Okeechobee.” We recognize that the storage envisioned in LOWP will 
help prevent extreme lows in Lake Okeechobee, which simultaneously will improve 
its health and likely reduce water shortages for users. However, elevating increased 
public water supply for permitted users to the status of a project objective would 
likely undermine the ability to achieve the current goals, which center on improving 
the health and function of the Lake and its watershed. In short, one way to increase 
water supply to existing users is to stack water in Lake Okeechobee, leaving it 
harmfully deep and creating a direct conflict with longstanding project objectives of 
maintaining ecologically desired lake stage ranges. This concern – that Lake 
Okeechobee will be rendered a public water supply reservoir instead of a functioning 
ecosystem – is amplified by the defective RECOVER PM (discussed above) that 
erroneously gives beneficial points to harmfully high Lake levels. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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The very foundation of this project – the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project – is to 
improve the health and function of the Lake Okeechobee watershed, and in turn, the 
Lake. We seek to ensure that this foundational premise stays central to project 
planning and design. To that end, we object to labelling an increase in water supply 
for existing legal users as an objective of the LOWP on par with restoring the Lake 
Okeechobee ecosystem and reducing harmful discharges to the estuaries. We 
recommend instead that increased water supply for the natural system and 
permitted users be recognized as an important, but ancillary, benefit of this project. 

NGO2 - 10 6/14/17 Again, we very much appreciate the opportunity to weigh in on the LOWP planning 
process at this juncture. We look forward to continuing to participate actively in PDT 
meetings and the alternatives analysis process and to move forward expeditiously in 
our long-delayed and much needed Everglades restoration work. 

Thank you for your comment. 

UNITED STATES SUGAR CORPORATION (USSC) 
USSC-1 6/14/17 This firm represents United States Sugar Corporation (USSC), an interested 

stakeholder in issues related to management of Lake Okeechobee (Lake), including 
the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and all of its incremental 
components. USSC previously commented on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Project (LOW Project) scoping and has consistently participated in public meetings in 
this matter. USSC's farming operations in the Everglades Agricultural Area depend 
upon Lake water supply. Therefore, we are substantially affected by all Lake and 
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project (C&SF Project) operations, 
including the LOW Project, as this system operates as a cohesive whole such that 
both the system and the LOW Project affect USSC's interests. All bands of Lake 
operations affect water supply, so the infrastructure features contemplated in this 
planning effort affect our substantial interests. Shortly after the May 2017 Project 
Development Team (PDT) meeting, the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) notified the public of the opportunity to comment on the LOW Project by 
June 14, 2017. On behalf of USSC, please accept the following timely submitted 
comments and add these comments and its attachments to the administrative record 
of the LOW Project. We also incorporate the separately submitted comments of 
Florida Crystals Corporation. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-2 6/14/17 USSC has long supported restoration of the Everglades ecosystem in accordance with 
CERP's goals and objectives, including the protection of user's water rights. USSC 
continues its strong support for prompt completion of the LOW Project. As identified 

Thank you for your comment. 
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in the Integrated Delivery Schedule, the LOW Project is the next step toward 
accomplishing full CERP implementation and presents a critical opp01tunity to meet 
CERP goals and objectives. 

Over the nearly twenty years since Congress authorized CERP, history has shown us 
how time consuming it is to formulate a CERP Project Implementation Report (PIR), 
conduct a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, attain state and federal 
project authorization, and secure project appropriations. Construction design, agency 
agreements, permitting, state rulemaking, construction of authorized and funded 
CERP project components add even more delay. To expedite realization of CERP's 
overarching objectives, USACE and the local sponsor, South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD), successfully "batched" several CERP project 
components into a single PIR for the Central Everglades Planning Project. 
Combination of projects lessens procedural delays and maximize regional restoration 
improvements, advancing one of CERP's Implementation Plan factors - to increase 
system-wide benefits to attain restoration as soon as possible (See e.g.: Yellow Book 
at 10.4.1.4 and WRDA 1996 at s. 528(b)(3)). The on-going development of the LOW 
Project PIR presents another exceptional opportunity to advance CERP's objectives 
into actual implementation. To do so, this project's features must be carefully 
analyzed to include all the above options if we are to take full advantage of this 
opportunity. 

USSC-3 6/14/17 To this end, USSC requests that the final array of LOW Project alternatives to be fully 
analyzed include, deep injection wells (DIW), aquifer storage and recovery, and 
above-ground reservoirs. We understand that the USACE has made what seems to be 
a unilateral decision excluding DIW from consideration in the final alternatives array. 
We respectfully request the USACE to include DIW in its analysis moving forward. We 
also request that water supply continue to be included as a project objective. We 
explain the rationale for both of these requests in Exhibit A. 

DIW technology is uniquely capable of dramatically reducing damaging estuarine 
releases, a key LOW Project objective, and doing so in the near-term at an affordable 
cost. USSC supp01ied inclusion of DIW in this planning study when we previously 
provided comments on the LOW Project's scope. Eliminating this alternative from 
final analysis is contrary to the requirements of NEPA, which mandate that USA CE 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
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analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. DIW is a reasonable alternative, and 
USACE is required to take a "hard look" at use of DIW, which meets the project's 
objective. To do otherwise will cast aside the public's interest in near-term and cost-
effective ecologic improvement, jeopardizing State support for LOW Project 
authorization. USACE's programmatic regulations call for projects to be designed to 
continuously improve the expected performance level of the Plan based on new 
information such as the demonstrated capability of DIW. Flexible operational 
capability of DIW, either alone or in conjunction with other storage facilities, lends 
further support for inclusion of DIW in the final array of alternatives for LOW Project 
analysis. Detailed reasoning for this request is explained in the attached and 
incorporated Exhibit A. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-4 6/14/17 We underscore the fact that CERP implementation has proven to be a time 
consuming and costly endeavor. Nearly twenty years after CERP's congressional 
authorization, USACE and SFWMD are finally analyzing options to add infrastructure 
most capable of adding flexibility to the Lake and C&SF Project operations. By 
including all three of the above-identified features in the final array for analysis, the 
LOW Project can provide an avenue to near-term relief for coastal estuaries via cost-
effective infrastructure that is also capable of providing water supply to users. This is 
the type of analysis that the State and stakeholders, anticipating a full and equal 
partnership with the federal government in CERP project development, expect, and 
respectfully request. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-5 6/14/17 EXHIBIT A 
LOW Project Alternatives Analysis Must Be Consistent with State and Federal Laws 
and Evaluate All Reasonable Management Measures Which Includes DIW 

A. State and Federal Laws Mandate An Analysis of Reasonable Alternatives which 
Include DIW 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 

CERP's Programmatic Regulations require PIRs be developed with an eye toward 
satisfying both state and federal legal standards for project component approval. 
Recognizing Florida's equal partnership in CERP, the Programmatic Regulations 
require CERP PIRs " ...address the factors of relevant State laws, including sections 
373.1501 and 373.470 of the Florida Statutes." Further, this same regulation requires 
that PIRs "(iii) [ c ]omply with all applicable Federal, State, and Tribal laws; (iv) 
contain sufficient info1mation for proceeding to final design of the project, such as: .. 

effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
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. and the preparation of the appropriate [NEPA] documentation." [33 C.F.R. 
§385.26(a)(l) and (3)(iii) and (iv)] In this manner, USACE's legal framework for CERP 
PIRs embeds both state and federal requirements. 

Assuring state ·and local sponsor support for CERP project components is evident in 
Florida's laws. Before a PIR is promoted for congressional authorization or legislative 
funding, Florida Statutes mandate, in part: "In the development of project 
components, the district shall: (a) Analyze and evaluate all needs to be met in a 
comprehensive manner and consider all applicable water resource issues, ... (b) 
Determine with reasonable ce1iainty that all project components are feasible . . . and 
are the most efficient and cost-effective of feasible alternatives or combination of 
alternatives, .... " (s. 373.1501(5)(a) and (b), Fla. Stat. Emphasis added.) 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

Florida statutory and federal NEPA requirements dovetail as they are geared toward 
facilitating public official decision-making on the basis of understanding all 
environmental consequences and evaluating all feasible alternatives. The LOW 
Project is to, among other things, provide better management of Lake levels and 
reduce high-volume discharges to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries 
downstream of the Lake. DIW, at a minimum, should be analyzed in the LOW Project 
alternatives because of its potential to achieve this. NEPA requires federal agencies " 
... to the fullest extent possible . .. ( e) . . . identify and assess the reasonable 
alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these 
actions upon the quality of the human environment." [40 CFR 1500.2(e)] These 
standards must serve as the polestar guiding the subject alternatives analysis and, 
ultimately, PIR and EIS development. To do otherwise risks falling short of meeting 
state and federal legal mandates and failing to analyze all reasonable alternatives. 

USSC-6 6/14/17 B. LOW Project Objectives Merit Commensurate Infrastructure such as DIW 
CERP's LOW Project is the first, long-awaited proposal to provide essential 
infrastructure enabling C&SF Project operations flexibly geared toward recovering 
ecologic resources in both the Lake and Northern Estuaries while also assuring water 
supply requirements are met. The LOW Project's stated objectives are 
comprehensive, addressing the Lake's ecology, high and low estuarine discharges, 
and water supply for human use.1 While lofty, the LOW Project is well poised to 
attain its objectives, producing regional-scale improvement in a cost effective and 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
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timely manner - so long as suitable infrastructure is included and evaluated in the PIR 
and associated EIS. Hence, the choice of LOW Project alternatives requires an 
analysis that considers these objectives fully in each selected alternative. 

potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-7 6/14/17 C. Preliminary Analysis of Aquifer Storage and Recovery, Above-ground 
Reservoirs, and Deep Injection Well Measures Demonstrates Collective Benefits with 
the Inclusion of DIW Yielding The Most Cost Effective Results Review of LOW Project 
analysis performed thus far provides helpful insight into appropriate project 
alternatives to promote for full analysis. The LOW Project screening-level analysis, 
provided as early as the October 5, 2016 Project Development Team (PDT) meeting, 
gave initial results used to focus optional infrastructure alternatives and cost 
estimates. This LOW Project alternatives formulation evaluation indicated 
remarkable progress toward CERP objectives could be accomplished through 
combined infrastructure consisting of: (1) aboveground reservoirs, (2) ASR, and (3) 
DIW facilities - all working in combination to meet performance targets in a cost 
effective manner. Highlighting each component's benefits is helpful. Above-ground 
reservoirs, while very expensive, serve a useful role as a 'surge tank' for diversion of 
high water flows, providing the opportunity to 'bleed off water to other storage and 
wetland restoration features. ASR pilot projects and multiple studies substantiate 
inclusion of this infrastructure as a vital LOW Project component allowing storage 
and recovery of water supplies. Taken alone, these two storage components provide 
some progress toward LOW Project objectives, but at substantial cost. It is not until 
DIW are considered in the array that cost effective and near-term solutions seem 
achievable. SFWMD and initial LOW Project analyses of DIW demonstrate this 
infrastructure component is worthy of inclusion in the final array of project 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 
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alternatives; DIW are capable of removing damaging flows to both the Lake and 
estuaries, averting harmful impacts to both Lake and estuarine ecologies. SFWMD's 
February 2017 WRAC meeting and the February PDT presentation bolster inclusion of 
both DIW and ASR technologies in the LOW Project PIR.2 Reviewing highlights of the 
analysis supports our recommended inclusion of these management measures in the 
final array and, rebuts statements to the contrary, a topic also discussed below. 

USSC-8 6/14/17 D. DIW are the Most Effective Means of Swiftly Remedying Damaging Coastal 
Releases 
DIW are uniquely capable, independently or in conjunction with the other 
infrastructure types, of providing an additional, needed outlet for excess Lake water. 
DIW hold the potential to directly and quickly reduce damaging regulatory releases 
to the coastal estuaries - a significant public interest. This function was originally 
envisioned in the 1999 CERP Feasibility Report in light of the injection capacity of 333 
total ASR wells, recovery rates, and water supply needs. 

Review of the analysis by the LOW Project design team indicates just how 
substantially DIW accomplish LOW Project estuarine and high Lake management 
objectives. Nearly complete elimination of damaging discharges is made possible by 
inclusion of DIW in the LOW Project. Operating alone, just 30 DIW could eliminate 
over 40% of the damaging Lake releases to coastal estuaries at the comparatively low 
cost of $300 million dollars. By just adding more DIW facilities, reduction of 70% of 
damaging flows could be achieved, yielding the lowest cost results - unparalleled by 
any of the other, combined alternatives. Taken together, all three categories of 
infrastructure would stop over 80% of damaging flows at a cost of $3.7 billion dollars. 
In volumetric terms, the DIW capacity ranges between 500,000 to 2,500,000 acre 
feet per year, providing enormous, potential diversion of damaging flows with 
affordable, off the shelf infrastructure costing billions of dollars less than alternatives 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

with only ASR and aboveground reservoirs. Addressing questions regarding the lack 
of water recovery associated with DIW, the design team explained DIW facilities 
would be flexibly operated on an "as needed" basis when excess fresh water would 
otherwise be released to tide causing damage to Lake and estuarine ecology along 
the way. Combining all three categories of infrastructure would yield total storage 
ranges between 985,000 acre feet to 3.3 million acre feet. ("Options for Reducing 
Damaging Discharges to the Estuaries" dated February 2, 2017 WRAC Meeting - B. 
Verrastro Presentation) Substantially the same information is found in USACE's 
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October 2016 LOW Project "Alternative Milestone Report Summary" where Table 6 
summarizes the reduction of estuary high discharge events with the addition of DIW 
and states, for example, that the addition of DIW would reduce months of high 
discharge events in the St. Lucie Estuary from 492 months to just 6 months of high 
discharge events. (at 13) 

USSC-9 6/14/17 E. DIW are Proven Technology Suited to Addressing Multiple Local Sponsor, Water 
Resource, and Stakeholder Concerns 
In addition to the ability to achieve unparalleled, restoration oriented performance, 
DIW are a proven technology. DIW have safely and effectively operated throughout 
Florida, including in the LOW Project's geographic region, for decades. Today, 180 
active Class I wells exist in Florida and hundreds more Class V injection wells, 
including ASR facilities, also exist. Many DIW exist in the LOW Project region and 
throughout south Florida. (February 2017 WRAC Presentation by B. Verrastro and 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/uic/index.htm) If DIW were included in the LOW 
Project, excess surface water would be injected into Florida's cavernous Boulder 
Zone at conservative rates. DIW facilities are made even more attractive because 
such facilities are cost effective, feasible to design and permit, and could be promptly 
constructed and made operational either as stand-alone facilities or in combination 
with other infrastructure. Moreover, vi11ually no land acquisition would be 
necessary, providing yet another benefit to the rural economies of this south Florida 
region. Completing the benefits itemization, meaningful reduction in high nutrient 
flows to Lake Okeechobee would be accomplished via DIW. The opportunity to 
improve many resource conditions and address a critical project objective is at hand, 
a point which technical studies and rep011s collaborate. 

For example, SFWMD's June 2007 "Feasibility Assessment of Deep Well Injection to 
Assist in the Management of Surface Water Releases from Lake Okeechobee to 
Estuaries" provides detailed technical insight into the utility of DIW for the LOW 
Project's objective, lending further support for this technology. Full analysis as a part 
of the LOW Project's final alternatives evaluation would consider these benefits as 
well as assessing region-wide performance measures, including assurance of water 
supply. The University of Florida's report entitled "Options to Reduce High Volume 
Freshwater Flows to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Estuaries and Move More 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 
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Water from Lake Okeechobee to the Southern Everglades" (March 2015) specifically 
recognized the viable nature of DIW as a LOW Project alternative. (p. 107-8) 

USSC-10 6/14/17 II. Local Sponsor Supports DIW in the Final Array of LOW Project Alternatives and 
DIW is a Reasonable Alternative 
It has been communicated to the public that DIW features have been eliminated 
from further LOW Project analysis. (May 17, 2017 PDT meeting) In light of the above 
section, this decision is disconcerting. 

A. Local Sponsor has Expressed Desire and Expectation of DIW Analysis 
The LOW Project's local sponsor, SFWMD, was given a LOW Project update a few 
weeks prior to the May 17, 20 17 PDT meeting at its April 13, 2017 SFWMD 
Governing Board meeting. The Governing Board was advised LOW Project 
components under consideration included DIW, which would be modeled with the 
second array of alternatives. The Governing Board gave clear direction to staff that 
their focus was on attaining maximum C&SF Project operational flexibility via the 
LOW Project infrastructure. USACE did not ale1i SFWMD at this meeting that DIW -
the most cost-effective, near-term means of managing high Lake levels and 
improving estuarine releases, and a critical State interest in the LOW Project - was on 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 

the brink of elimination from further consideration. Thus, we hope the PDT's recent 
pronouncement is not the final word. In light of Florida's statutory requirements, as 
linked to PIR development, State input and assessment of the public's interest is 
justified, if not critical to the project's success. As local sponsor, SFWMD is well 
positioned to serve as a barometer on this topic. Florida must first approve all CERP 
projects, and the State will be responsible for paying half of the LOW Project's costs. 
The SFWMD's Governing Board demonstrated its support for DIW and ASR facilities 
by directing staff at its June meeting to prepare a separate plan including such 
facilities for their consideration by September 1, 2017. 

DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-11 6/14/17 B. Including DIW in the LOW Project Alternatives Analysis is Reasonable and Timely 
and Failure to do so is Arbitrary and Capricious 
This LOW Project planning process is an appropriate setting to evaluate DIW. Given 
the Integrated Delivery Schedule's deliberate sequencing of CERP projects, it is clear 
the LOW Project is the optimally suited CERP project to evaluate DIW as a 
management measure to attain CERP objectives. Foreclosing from full evaluation the 
most cost-effective, high performing infrastructure would be contrary to both Florida 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
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Statutes and NEPA requirements explained above. Federal regulations characterize 
the NEPA alternatives analysis as: " ... the heart of the environmental impact 
statement. ... sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among 
options by the decision maker and public." [40 C.F.R. §1501.14] Preliminary analysis 
clearly indicates removing DIW from the LOW Project will result continued, high 
estuarine discharges as well as high Lake stages since the remaining management 
measures are not nearly as capable at meeting performance objectives, particularly 
in extreme events. 

Moreover, the time needed to authorize, fund, permit, construct, and finally operate 
the LOW Project will be protracted - and on top of the nearly twenty years of waiting 
for CERP project implementation. Experience has shown the advantages of 
"batching" CERP project components to foster achieving CERP's overall objectives as 
soon as possible. DIW provide a feasible, affordable solution that can be constructed 
early and flexibly operated as other CERP infrastructure comes online. Synchronizing 
infrastructure operational manuals is all that would be necessary and is envisioned by 
CERP. Detailed design of DIW and other LOW Project components could address 
these operations. 

effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-12 6/14/17 When asked for explanation as to why DIW would be eliminated, USACE provided its 
PDT presentation materials and its "Draft'' Memorandum, which are inadequate to 
justify the hasty decision. The following set of points presents additional response to 
USACE's materials and further demonstrates why DIW is a reasonable alternative to 
promote for full analysis: 
• As noted above, while the 1999 CERP Final Integrated Feasibility Rep01i and 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (aka CERP Yellow Book) may not 
have specifically named "Deep Injection Wells" as a project feature, it did most 
certainly incorporate the function of removing water from the system via 
underground injection facilities. Vast quantities of water were assumed in the CERP 
modeling to be injected underground by 333 ASR wells. Water supply demands were 
to be supplied by periodically recovering a mere fragment of the water injected. So, it 
is inappropriate to suggest this function was not an integral part of CERP. Moreover, 
one of the foundational principles of CERP's Implementation Plan is to adapt and 
incorporate appropriate technologies to accomplish CERP's overall objectives. CERP 
was explicitly intended as a restoration framework, not a constraint on more detailed 
design to accomplish the overall objectives. New information and future authorized 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1244 



      

        
  

  
 

   

         
       

      
     

       
       

       
       

      

  
    

    
    

 

          
       

  

      
    

      
          

     
       

     

  

      
    

       
    

  

       
     

     
      

  

       
 

     
    

   

  

      
     
    

   
 

  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

changes to the CERP Plan, as would occur through congressional authorization of the 
LOW Project, are to be integrated into CERP implementation. [See e.g.: WRDA 2000 
s. 601(h)(3)(C)(Il) and CERP Final Feasibility Report and PEIS at Section10.] Further, 
USACE's own CERP programmatic regulations call upon USACE and SFWMD to 
implement the Plan in a manner to continuously improve the expected performance 
level of the Plan based on new information resulting from such events as new 
technical information. (See e.g.: 33 C.F.R. §385.8) DIW are proven, feasible tool 
demonstrated throughout Florida to be sound technology.3 Failure to include them 
in LOW Project final array of analysis transgresses these foundational CERP principles. 

DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-13 6/14/17 • The LOW Project analysis, as with other planning efforts, is capable of evaluating 
regional effects and a different regional study is unnecessary. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-14 6/14/17 • Given the extraordinary delay in implementing most CERP infrastructure, 
particularly above-ground storage facilities, any concern about gradually diminished 
use and benefits of DIW is unjustifiable. Time is important to Florida's estuaries, and 
DIW will provide both near-term relief and long-term utility, even after other CERP 
infrastructure eventually comes online. Flexible operational capacity will clearly 
always benefit South Florida. DIW is widely used throughout Florida; it is a proven 
technology capable of adapting to both natural and other infrastructure conditions. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-15 6/14/17 • DIW would provide drought benefits by enabling incrementally higher Lake 
operations. This provides additional water supply ce1iainty. No longer would USACE 
need to operate the Lake so low as to risk dry conditions. DIW would provide another 
Lake stage management tool to enhance regional drought protection. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-16 6/14/17 • DIW can be operated to 'ramp up' and 'ramp down' injection operations, 
preventing risk of preemptive, unnecessary disposal of water. DIW operations would 
be addressed in the LOW Project operating manual, and it certainly should not serve 
as a basis for rejecting DIW from further alternatives analysis. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-17 6/14/17 • Florida's Boulder Zone is a cavernous geologic feature that, in reality, provides 
ample capacity. Further analysis would 'flesh out' whether potential hydrogeologic 
risk concerns are reality-based and provide insight into management options. 
Discarding DIW on the basis of some undefined 'hobgoblin' of hydrogeologic risk is 
contrary to timely accomplishing CERP's objectives. 

Thank you for your comment. 

USSC-18 6/14/17 • Everglades restoration 1st widely recognized as an effort of unparalleled 
magnitude. DIW in and of themselves are not unprecedented and are commonly 
permitted in Florida; their use should be analyzed in this NEPA process. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
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originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. 

USSC-19 6/14/17 • Public support for DIW features is evident. It is reasonable to expect no project will 
receive unanimous support, but Florida is driven by its legislatively expressed intent 
to: "restor[e] the Everglades ecosystem and sustain[n] the environment, economy, 
and social well-being of South Florida .. .. and to facilitate and support [CERP]." And 
Florida is to accomplish this in a way that implements all CERP project components in 
a manner consistent with the State's balanced policies and purposes. (Section 
373.1501(2), Fla. Stat.) SFWMD's Governing Board, comprised of nine members from 
throughout its sixteen county region is responsible for providing its own public 
forums and assessing mainstream public support. SFWMD's support for DIW is 
unwavering, as reflected in the June Governing Board meeting direction described 
above. Thus, engaging full evaluation of well-suited, cost-effective, and easy to 
implement infrastructure is but one step towards meeting the Legislature's intent 
and, thereby, securing the State's financial support. A perceived lack of support from 
some stakeholders is not a reasonable justification to eliminate DIW from 
consideration in the LOW Project. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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USSC-20 6/14/17 Given CERP procedures, the most advantageous path toward restoration brings to 
bear optimal collections of management measures in each PIR and EIS process. All 
three above and below ground components are worthy project alternatives, with 
DIW and ASR facilities being especially promising in the near-term. Working in 
flexible, adaptable combination, these projects would maximize attaining CERP's 
overall objectives. Therefore, these infrastructure components should all be included 
in the final array of alternatives promoted for detailed analysis. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. ASR wells 
and reservoir storage are included in 
the final array of alternatives. 

USSC-21 6/14/17 III. LOW Project Must Be Formulated to Fully Satisfy the Rights of Florida's Water 
Users 
Last summer, during the LOW Project's scoping phase, USSC commented on the need 
for this project to include water supply as an objective, enabling USACE to meet its 
federal and state CERP Savings Clause responsibilities and Congress' C&SF Project 
authorizations as a part of this plan formulation. USSC's comments were made in 
light of USACE's intended use of the Interim LORS08 Lake regulation schedule in the 
LOW Project's existing and future without project model assumptions and the then-
existing failure to include supply as a LOW Project objective. The opportunity to shift 
away from LORS08 in both real-time and project planning is even more apparent 
given the costly, on-going rehabilitation of the Herbert Hoover Dike (HHD) and the 
ability to provide more storage and include the same in federal project planning. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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The LORS08 regulation schedule, approved in April 2008, causes significant and 
unacceptable reduction in the certainty of USSC's existing water rights. Simply put, 
this Lake regulation schedule interferes with USSC's water rights, a condition which 
USACE assured Florida's water users would be temporary, lasting only three years. 
Now, nearly a decade after the Interim LORS08 regulation schedule was approved, it 
remains operational; although given the HHD repairs, development of a long-term 
Lake regulation schedule is nearly upon us. That said, through modeling and plan 
design assumptions which are part of the LOW Project planning process, there is risk 
that the current interference with USSC's existing water lights will be converted to a 
long-term loss in the certainty of our water rights. This possibility exists because 
USACE, as noted in its NEPA Comment Response Matrix dated November 22, 2016, 
sees LORS08 as an "intervening non-CERP event" such that USACE views the federal 
CERP Savings Clause as inapplicable. This position evades clearly established state 
and federal responsibilities; it is an unacceptable conclusion which USSC disputes as 
stated in our August 12, 2016 comment letter. USSC's position is bolstered by state 
and federal laws. For example, Section 373.1501(5)(d), Fla. Stat., requires CERP 
projects provide: " ... reasonable assurances that the quantity of water available to 
existing legal users shall not be diminished by implementation of project components 
so as to adversely impact existing legal users .... " Converting LORS08's performance 
into future, permanent infrastructure via this planning process would transgress 
Florida law. Fortunately, USACE has chosen a favorable, alternative course in the 
LOW Project plan formulation. 

USSC-22 6/14/17 It is positive to emphasize the current posture of the LOW Project which now 
considers water supply for Florida's water users as a project objective. USACE's 
internal management structure, the Vertical Team, concurs with this position. 
Therefore, the LOW Project will be formulated, along with ecologic restoration 
objectives, to meet the objective of "increase[ing] water supply availability for 
existing pern1itted water users of Lake Okeechobee." (See slide 10 of 37 presented 
at the February 2017 PDT meeting, slide 1 of the LOW Project Overview presented at 
the March 15, 2017 PDT meeting, and Slide 4 of the LOW Project Plan Formulation 
Team Meeting on May 17, 2017) 

All alternatives show improvement to 
water supply (a decrease in cutbacks) 
compared to the FWO. 
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The LOW Project's storage features provide a unique oppo1tunity to assure water 
supply performance which should be the central cornerstone of this planning 
process. SFWMD staff presented modeling results from the LOW Project's Initial 
Alternatives Array at the March 15, 2017 PDT meeting. These results are promising as 
they indicate the LOW Project is capable of restoring water right performance to that 
existing per the WSE Lake Regulation Schedule and as conditions existed prior to 
approval of the Interim LORS08. (See slide 31 of 39 of the March 15, 2017 PDT 
Modeling Sub-Team "First Round of Modeling" presentation) USSC supports selection 
of a LOW Project alternative that meets this benchmark in water supply certainty. 
The significance of accomplishing this performance cannot be overstated as Lake 
Okeechobee provides vital water supply, particularly in dry conditions, to all of South 
Florida's water users, natural resources, the storm water treatment areas, and is 
integral to the region's economy. 

USSC is encouraged as to the LOW Project's beneficial impact on water rights. USSC 
will remain closely engaged in the LOW Project planning process as the decision on a 
tentatively selected plan must assure protection of our water rights. 

FLORIDA WILDLIFE FEDERATION (FWF) 
FWF-1 6/16/17 Please note that the Florida Wildlife Federation, which represents conservation-

minded Floridians of all political stripes, is in agreement with the June 14, 2017 letter 
submitted by Cara Capp, National Parks Conservation Association, and others as to 
the USACOE Lake Okeechobee Watershed Project. That said, we want to take the 
opportunity to also submit the following: 

Thank you for your comment. 

FWF-2 6/16/17 1) Whatever is adopted as the LOWP objective must provide benefits to Lake 
Okeechobee itself, especially as to assisting to meet the MFL’s set for the Lake and 
reaching the annual limit on phosphorus of 140 metric-tons (40 ppb of P in open 
water). 

The alternative that is selected will 
provide benefits to Lake Okeechobee. 
Water quality impact of each 
alternative was evaluated as part of the 
NEPA process. While water quality is 
not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, this project will not 
adversely impact water quality. 

FWF-3 6/16/17  2) Water supply is ancillary to restoration, but it is critically important to the 
Seminole Tribe and to local ranchers, some of whom utilize artisan wells. Water 

Water supply is an objective of this 
project. 
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supply cannot be ignored any more than the impact of the project’s features on Lake 
Okeechobee’s water quality can be ignored. 

FWF-4 6/16/17  3) Efforts should be made to maximize the use of land now owned by the state and 
South Florida Water Management District for the proposed reservoirs. The proposed 
reservoirs included in LOWP are remarkably similar to those proposed in 2010 Lake 
Okeechobee watershed plan, which were not funded or implemented. 

The LOWRP PDT analyzed various 
reservoir sites with approximately 30 
conceptual reservoir locations based on 
sites that were provided in the Yellow 
Book and in the 2006 Restudy. Public 
owned lands were considered during 
the screening process of the reservoirs 
and wetlands. Sites with public owned 
lands were scored higher than sites 
with no public owned lands. 

FWF-5 6/16/17 4) Restoration of Paradise Run should be fully incorporated into the LOWP and 
prioritized. Complete restoration of this feature is environmentally sound and clearly 
“restoration.” It will provide additional storage and is less costly. Moreover, it is 
possible that adjacent landowners would be willing to participate in the dispersed 
water management program increasing storage capacity when it is most needed. 

Paradise Run is one of the 
recommended wetland components of 
LOWRP identified in the Tentatively 
Selected Plan. Dispersed water 
management projects are not an effort 
of LOWRP. 

FWF-6 6/16/17 5) While LORS-08 will remain the schedule for lake levels, it is important to evaluate 
the likely impact of the selected suite of projects on Lake Okeechobee’s water levels 
and the Lake’s ability to maintain the littoral zone to sustain a healthy fishery. High 
water levels have repeatedly been proven to be detrimental to fish and wildlife in 
and around the Lake. 

The watershed project alternative 
schedules for lake levels are evaluated 
by calculating the potential habitat 
units, which can help determine if there 
will be improvements or reductions in 
the littoral zone habitat to help sustain 
healthy wildlife and fish. There will also 
be monitoring of each of the ecological 
indicators after the project, as part of 
the adaptive management strategy for 
LOWRP. 

FWF-7 6/16/17 6) Lastly, the Federation strongly supports the USACOE position against adding the 
use of Deep Well Injection (DIW) to LOWP. Emphasis on this technique, which pumps 
polluted water into the karstic subsurface of Florida, would create unknowns as to 
where polluted water could next appear, and possibly cause other environmental 
concerns or degrade potable water supplies. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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FWF-8 6/16/17 We are also concerned that a prolonged battle over DIW or Aquifer Storage and 
Retrieval (ASR) will delay construction of needed reservoirs and the restoration of 
Paradise Run. ASR was recommended in the 2000 Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan and studied by the Congressional Committee on Independent 
Scientific Review of Everglades Restoration Progress. The guidelines of this Plan 
recommended using ASR when/or if above ground and temporary storage 
alternatives prove inadequate. That is not the case here. Moreover, it is clear that a 
system-wide operating strategy (Upper Chain of Lakes, Kissimmee River, and Lake 
Okeechobee) will be needed to achieve the restoration goals of CERP. 

The LOWRP Project includes several 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) components that were 
originally envisioned and evaluated 
within the 1999 CERP PIR/EIS. DIWs 
were not a component of the 1999 
evaluation. Evaluation of the potential 
effects of DIWs within CERP and their 
potential effects on other CERP Projects 
requires a comprehensive regional 
analysis. This comprehensive regional 
analysis cannot be undertaken within 
the constraints of the LOWRP scope, 
schedule, or budget to meet the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
planning milestones. For these reasons 
as well as the need to understand how 
DIWs would perform within the context 
of ecosystem restoration, the USACE 
screened DIWs from further 
consideration within LOWRP. ASRs are a 
component of LOWRP and construction 
delay is not anticipated due to this 
feature. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1251 



      

        
  

  
 

   

 
       

    
    

 
          

        
   

 
          

     
           

      
     

      
     

      
 

         

     
     

   
  

  
 

     
       

       
      

  
 
   

         
         

  

  
   

      
  

   
 

 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

AUDUBON FLORIDA (AF) 
AF-1 6/28/17 This is a follow up to my comments on the Lake O Overall Ecological Score 

performance measure for submerged aquatic plants (SAV) that gives a positive 
ecological point when lake levels are between 16-18 feet. 

The “SAV zone” is usually considered to be between the 9-11 foot contours and cover 
about 50,000 acres, denoted in orange below (an area larger than all the reservoirs 
and wetland restoration projects envisioned in LOWRP combined). 

The potential nearshore SAV zone is 
between the 5.5 and 12 ft contours and 
covers about 100k acres. See also 
Responses to Comments CS/SCCF-8, 
NG02-7, and NG02-8. 

When the Lake rises about 16 feet, these plants start dying from drowning, shading, 
and wave action and if it stays above 16 long enough, or goes much deeper, we stand 
to lose the entire zone (and have several times in the past). This zone cannot recover 
until we get shallow water (~12 feet) for long enough for robust propagules to grow 
(~3 months--so they can survive deepening water), which may not occur for years. 
Once gone, the area is much more vulnerable to harmful algal blooms and nutrient-
enriched water can wash into the littoral zone encouraging cattail expansion. The 
SAV zone also is where most of the fishing occurs. 

Thus, levels above 16 feet can have severe and long-lasting impacts on the lake. 

AF-2 6/28/17 Yes, during harmfully high water events some SAVs can survive as refugees in the 
emergent littoral zone (green) but they grow in holes left by drowned emergent 
plants in what is a deteriorating littoral marsh (due to deep water and nutrient 
inflows). And the total area of rooted vegetation in the lake drops from ~150,000 
acres to ~100,000 acres. 

I think the performance measure is a mistake and the LOWRP should either ask 
RECOVER to amend it (or convene a group to look at it again) or it should be omitted 
from evaluation. As it functions now, it does not score a harmful situation to the lake 
as it should. 

Overall, the Lake Ecological Score is 
lower when lake stages are >16 ft since 
5 of the 6 individual PMs reflect those 
conditions as poor. See also Responses 
to Comments CS/SCCF-8, NG02-7, and 
NG02-8. 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

After all, LOWRP is supposed to help the Lake 
EVERGLADES COALITION (EC) 
EC-1 8/21/17 On behalf of the 61 member organizations of the Everglades Coalition committed to 

the protection and restoration of America’s Everglades, we thank you for your 
decision to discard deep injection wells as potential project features in the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed (LOW) Project. 

Thank you for your comment. 

EC-2 8/21/17 We agree with your thoughtful decision; the use of deep injection wells is 
inconsistent with the goals of Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). In 
fact, the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2000, which authorized CERP, 
included a provision that CERP shall be implemented to ensure “the reduction of the 
loss of fresh water” from the South Florida ecosystem. Deep injection wells would 
dispose of billions of gallons of freshwater from the South Florida ecosystem. 

Thank you for your comment. 

EVERGLADES FOUDATION (EF) 
EF-1 9/25/17 As previously stated, the decision to eliminate Deep Well Injection from this project 

was vital to ensuring that the elements from individual projects do not deviate from 
the overarching goals of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. These 
goals, as laid out in Table 5-1 of the Yellow Book include increasing the availability of 
fresh water and improved habitat quality and spatial extent. 

Thank you for your comment. 

EF-2 9/25/17 While we support fast-track planning efforts to combat ecosystem degradation and 
avoid further delay, we must draw upon the success of the Central Everglades Project 
and acknowledge that increased public engagement need not delay but rather 
improves both project quality and stakeholder support. At each phase of this PDT 
process it has been clear that significant questions remain unanswered. To that end, 
we ask that the PDT clarify their responses to the following concerns at its next 
meeting. 

Comment noted. See below for 
response. 

EF-3 9/25/17 Restoration benefits to be delivered by this project must be easily distinguished from 
ancillary projects included in the future-without (FWO) scenario and the benefits of 
each project feature must also be easily discernible. In order to do this, we strongly 
recommend that every graphic comparing the existing condition baseline (ECB) also 
include the FWO scenario along with each restoration alternative so it is clear we are 
not double-counting improvements achieved from other CERP projects. 

This is performed on the TSP and not on 
the alternatives analysis. 
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LETTER DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

EF-4 9/25/17 Likewise, above ground reservoirs, Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells, and 
other features each deliver a separate type and quantity of benefit. Separating these 
provides more resolution in allowing us to understand where the benefits occur and 
in determining the most optimal cost-benefit alternative. 

The ASR wells and reservoirs were 
modeled together in order to optimize 
their efficiencies. Reservoir assisted ASR 
wells work in conjunction with the 
reservoir which is why they are 
modeled together. 

EF-5 9/25/17 Additionally, it is impossible to evaluate the long-term costs of alternatives when no 
information has been provided regarding operations and maintenance of proposed 
features. 

O&M Costs are not incorporated at this 
phase of the planning process. 

EF-6 9/25/17 Lastly, it was clear at the last in-person meetings that there is a heightened concern 
of landowners and the Seminole Tribe about the location of the aboveground 
reservoir. It is not clear how ownership issues or those concerns are being addressed, 
but it is essential that a path forward be clear to ensure this project can be built and 
provide the benefits prior to making an appeal to Congress to fund this $2 billion or 
more undertaking. 

STOF government-to-government 
consultations have been conducted 
throughout the planning process. The 
team has considered their concerns and 
is modifying the NER Plan from a deep 
to shallow reservoir. SFWMD 
conducted a public meeting for 
landowners in the project footprint in 
July 2017 that discussed the acquisition 
process and estimated timeline. All 
landowners within the project footprint 
have been notified via letter of the 
project and public meetings. 
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Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Table C.3-5. Comment response matrix detailing emails received during the LOWRP planning process and before the Draft PIR/EIS was 
released to the public with USACE responses. 

EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Roseann 
Chambers 
(RC) - 1 

9/6/16 The Kings Highway Community Coalition represents a group of neighborhoods with 
approximately 700 residents living along the eastern shores of Lake Tohopekaliga. 
We are dedicated to preserving the water quality of this valuable natural resource, 
both for our own enjoyment, and for its contribution to the entire watershed 
ecosystem. The health of our waterways is vital to preserve for future generations, 
and we are grateful for your efforts to improve, and then maintain, the quality of 
water entering Lake Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RC - 2 9/6/16 Although we are not within the defined areas identified in the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Project, we respectfully ask that you consider expanding the scope of 
participating members to include Osceola County. Since we live in the area of source 
waters which serve the entire watershed, it is important that we work in tandem to 
achieve a lasting solution to the problems facing our waterways. 

Osceola County is outside the CERP 
boundary and cannot be included in the 
planning effort. 

RC - 3 9/6/16 Decreasing nutrients released in the headwaters of the Okeechobee Water Basin 
represents an important part of the overall solution to the problems that the 
Okeechobee Watershed Protection project is designed to address. We urge you to 
include Osceola County as a partner in this most worthwhile endeavor! 

Osceola County is outside the CERP 
boundary and cannot be included in the 
planning effort. 

Allen 
Stewart -
1 

11/22/16 Responses incomplete and unsatisfactory. Thank you for your comment. 

Joe Sabin 
(JS) - 1 

2/15/17 I live in Port Saint Lucie, FL and have witnessed first-hand the destruction caused by 
the water mismanagement at Okeechobee. As you should know, Okeechobee used 
to expand into the land surrounding it during wet weather. Since then the lake has 
been constrained with levees and the land around it purchased by sugar 
corporations. Years ago Florida passed legislation to purchase land as a natural 
spillway for that water. We need to purchase the land, move forward with projects 
that allow the water to more naturally move into the Everglades from Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

JS-2 2/15/17 I also am strongly against the plan to do the following: 
Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) More specifically: 
* Deep injection and ASR well schemes that threaten underground drinking 
aquifers with pollution. 
* Deep injection and ASR well schemes that will waste billions of gallons of 
water needed for Everglades Restoration. 
* Diverting of millions of dollars needed to buy land and build reservoirs on 
sugar land south of Lake Okeechobee so water can be stored, cleaned and sent south 
to the Everglades. 

Thank you for your comment. 

JS-3 2/15/17 To conclude, the project Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery, is ill 
advised and should not go forward. I am requesting instead that you move the 
Everglades Restoration project forward. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Robert 
Redell 
(RR)-1 

2/15/17 Proposals to use deep injection technique to isolate wastewater are misguided and 
threaten our aquifers. 
Spending tax dollars to remediate the mess made by agriculture and industry is 
wrong. They profited creating the problem, they should pay to solve it. 
Send the water south and restore the river of grass. This has been demanded by an 
overwhelming majority of Florida voters and it's time for action. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RR-2 2/15/17 Finally, the recent appeal to the public to conserve freshwater while we 
simultaneously permit increasing commercial and industrial use and sequestration is 
baffling to say the least. 
Act in the public interest. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Toni 
Willey 

2/15/17 We the Florida Voters passed an Amendment to solve this problem and the 
government agencies in charge of carrying must comply with these wishes are be 
replaced by those who will. Replacement can be pleasant are not, it is their choice. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Bob Doll 2/15/17 Apparently a plan is being considered to inject polluted water from Lake Okeechobee 
into the aquifer. This approach is an attempt to deal with the polluted Lake O 
overflow without building the reservoir proposed in HB 10. I find it deeply troubling 
that the injection plan is being considered since it has the potential to pollute the 
Florida aquifer while wasting billions of gallons of water which could be cleaned and 
used to restore the Everglades. It is evident that the injection plan is being pursued 
to appease the powerful Sugar industry. Please do not proceed with this ridiculous 
plan. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Gerrie 2/15/17 I oppose the use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in Thank you for your comment. 
Biegner, Everglades Restoration because: 
Maretta -- Using fossil-fuels to pump billions of gallons of tainted water into our aquifer is 
Mott, inconsistent with the goals of Everglades Restoration. 
Nicolle 
Brito, 
Beverly 

--- Deep injection and ASR well schemes threaten underground drinking aquifers with 
pollution. 

DeFabio, -- Deep injection and ASR well schemes waste billions of gallons of water needed for 

Priscila Everglades Restoration. 

Noe -- Deep injection and ASR well schemes divert millions of dollars needed to buy land 
Lapuente, and build reservoirs on sugar land south of Lake Okeechobee so water can be stored, 
Jennifer cleaned and sent south to the Everglades. 
Carter, 
Winifred 
Krafton, 
Patricia 
Holt, Kris 
Pagenkop 
f, Suzanne 
Valencia, 
Rebecca 
Clark, 
Daniel 
Huber, 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Tami Doll 2/15/17 Apparently a plan is being considered to inject polluted water from Lake Okeechobee 
into the aquifer. This approach is an attempt to deal with the polluted Lake O 
overflow without building the reservoir proposed in HB 10. I find it deeply troubling 
that the injection plan is being considered since it has the potential to pollute the 
Florida aquifer while wasting billions of gallons of water which could be cleaned and 
used to restore the Everglades. It is evident that the injection plan is being pursued 
to appease the powerful Sugar industry. Please do not proceed with this ridiculous 
plan. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Kenneth 
Helm 

2/15/17 I oppose the use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in 
Everglades Restoration. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Jerry 
Cross 

2/15/17 Do not let this happen....Deep Injection Wells Thank you for your comment. 

Dennis 
Balgeman 
n 

2/15/17 Allowing big oil to contaminate our remaining drinking water resource aquifers is the 
equivalent of destroying the habitability of this part of the State of Florida. Not only 
is it a very greedy and unwise decision, but it should be realized that it is also an 
immoral way to use the power of government. 
PLEASE REALIZE THE CONSEQUENCES. THE EARTH'S RESOURCES ARE NOT FOR THE 
FEW, AND MUST BE KEPT FREE OF CONTAMINANTS REQUIRED BY THE MANY. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Rachel 
Egg 

2/15/17 The citizens of Florida have voted for tax dollars to buy up land to restore the 
Everglades and Rick Scott has not listened to the people. We do not want big 
corporation to benefit for profit at the expense of our environment. Water is 
becoming a precious resource that should not be wasted on sugar plantations. We all 
see what is happening to our ecosystem by allowing these farmers to use fertilizers 
and excessive amounts of water. The algae blooms that we saw last summer will 
return this year. Wildlife is dying and washing up on our beaches, the same beaches 
that tourist come to visit. Fishing is a major draw to Florida and we are seeing more 
people choose not to visit because of the toxic algae. 
How is using fossil-fuels to pump billions of gallons of tainted water into our aquifer 
consistent with the goals of Everglades Restoration? Deep injection and ASR well 
schemes threaten underground drinking aquifers with pollution. Deep injection and 
ASR well schemes waste billions of gallons of water needed for Everglades 
Restoration. Deep injection and ASR well schemes divert millions of dollars needed to 
buy land south of Lake Okeechobee so water can be sent south to the Everglades. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

The government of Florida and the Federal government have allowed our fragile 
ecosystem to reach a tipping point. They have choked the Everglades with 
development and agriculture that does not belong in the area. If they continue to 
choke it, it will die. 
Do not approve Everglades pumping. Leave something for your grandchildren to 
appreciate. 

Sheila 2/15/17 As a Florida resident I am disappointed that the Trump/Scott anti-environment Thank you for your comment. 
Morgan delusion has spilled over to the South Florida Water Management District. I am 

astounded that these methods “Deep Injection” and “ASR wells” are even considered 
when evidence clearly indicates that the Everglades is under stress and needs to be 
restored. 
Deep injection and ASR well schemes waste billions of gallons of water, pollute 
underground drinking aquifers and divert money designated for restoration – as 
Florida voter’s requested by passing the 2014 Amendment 1 (Water and Land 
Legacy) by 75%. 
Clearly, the majority of Floridians do NOT want this anti-environmental activity and 
are still waiting for the state to fulfill its duty to us, the people and to our beautiful 
state. 

Dorothy 2/15/17 There is only one satisfactory method of dealing with the Everglades problem. Sen. Thank you for your comment. 
Cappadon Negron has proposed the best, fairest method, i.e. buying the large parcel of land. 
a Injection is detrimental to the aquifer system of all Floridians. Do not create another 

Flint River catastrophe by allowing the injection to proceed. 
Marian & 2/15/17 We are writing to oppose the use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Thank you for your comment. 
John Ryan Recovery (ASR) wells in Everglades Restoration. 

We oppose these methods because they will divert millions of dollars needed to buy 
land and build reservoirs on sugar land south of Lake Okeechobee so water can be 
stored, cleaned and sent south to the Everglades. The methods also threaten 
underground drinking aquifers with pollution and will waste billions of gallons of 
water needed for Everglades Restoration. 
While the District urges people to conserve water, you plan to waste millions of 
gallons of water by pumping it underground – permanently losing it from the water 
budget. This makes no sense. 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Please stop any plans to utilize Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
(ASR) wells in Everglades Restoration efforts. 

Patricia 
Holt 

2/15/17 We have a broken Everglades system with two big inter-related water problems: 
- Too much Lake O water wasted, sent to tide, harming coastal estuaries; and 
- Not enough going south were it used to flow to replenish aquifers, the Everglades 

and Florida Bay. 
Do NOT waste OUR water and stop blocking or delaying a key CERP project that calls 
for additional storage and treatment in the EAA to convey more clean freshwater to 
the south. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Karen 
Lawrence 

2/15/17 Please buy the diamond sugar land. We had a ballot to vomit the funds to buy the 
land but governor Scott didn't act. When will the water flow again? 

This is not applicable to the project’s 
goals and objectives. 

Wendy 
Wieser 

2/15/17 The people of Florida wish to restore the Everglades, NOT taint the aquifer with 
tainted water! 
That is not restoration. It sounds like the underwater pumping is a scheme to help 
"sugar". I oppose use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery Wells. 
Protect, restore the everglades...."sugar" does not need permission and help to 
further destroy our State. 
Please listen 

Thank you for your comment. 

Lyndsay 
Doll 

2/15/17 I am writing to voice my strong disapproval for the Army Corps of Engineers' plan to 
pump dirty water into Florida's aquifer. This plan is dangerous and irresponsible. It 
undermines Everglades restoration efforts and puts citizen health at risk by 
introducing polluted water into the underground drinking aquifers. It is a wasteful 
and dangerous shortcut that puts Floridians and our environment at risk. I implore 
you to explore safer and more sustainable options, such as a reservoir south of Lake 
Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Loretta 
Holscher, 
Dottie 
Carlson 

2/15/17 I support the Sierra Club's statement: 
Sierra Club’s Statement to SFWMD Governing Board on February 9, 2017 
Yesterday you [SFWMD] sent a news release urging South Florida families and businesses to 
save water, to cut down on irrigation, to get through the dry season. You said “water 
conservation is important all year but especially now to help sustain the regional water 
supply”. You told us of the historic dry month we had this past November, driest since 1932. 
You stated that District water managers are “operating the system to save as much water as 
possible”. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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EMAIL DATE 
RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

Well, we are glad the District feels that conserving water is important. Sierra Club certainly 
agrees. Therefore, we cannot understand why a few days earlier you sent a news release 
about a so-called “historic plan” that includes throwing away billions of gallons of freshwater 
away permanently. That is NOT water conservation and that is certainly NOT leading by 
example. 
Sierra would like to restate its opposition to using high-cost, energy-intensive ASR wells as part 
of Everglades Restoration, as these do not help restore the natural flow of clean water over 
the Everglades ecosystem. And, every dollar spent on ASRs takes away a dollar away from 
restoration of the Everglades. But today, let us delve into the notion of using deep injection 
wells as part of what should be a restoration effort. 
We have a broken Everglades system with two big inter-related water problems: 
- Too much Lake O water wasted, sent to tide, harming coastal estuaries; and 
- Not enough going south were it used to flow to replenish aquifers, the Everglades and Florida 
Bay. 
Algae blooms and seagrass die-offs make easy headlines, but that is not the only water crisis 
we have. Besides a starving Everglades National Park and Florida Bay, we simply do not have 
enough water flowing south to replenish the underground source of water for millions of 
Floridians and tourists and to help them fight saltwater intrusion that pollutes and shuts down 
water wells. This contributes to higher costs for public water utilities forced to look for 
alternative water supplies and treat salt-polluted wells to meet their water demands. These 
costs are passed down to all of us. 
Therefore, we find it appalling that while urging us to conserve water, you seem willing to 
throw valuable freshwater away permanently from the water budget. 
Do NOT waste OUR water and stop blocking or delaying a key CERP project that calls for 
additional storage and treatment in the EAA to convey more clean freshwater to the south. 
It is all about the water!  Waste not want not! 

Gail 2/15/17 Water is very precious thing in Florida. Our state is often in drought conditions. Yet, Thank you for your comment. 
Larkin there is a move towards wasting billions of gallons of water needed for the 

restoration of the Everglades and using that water for deep injection ASR wells that 
will not help the Everglades one bit. 

And what about our drinking water? Deep injection and ASR wells are a threat to our 
underground aquifers. 
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RECEIVED 

AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 

And what about the cost? Spending millions that should be used to buy the land and 
build the reservoirs on sugar land south of Lake O to store water that will get cleaned 
and sent south to Everglades. 

Everglades Restoration? Using fossil-fuels to pump billions of gallons of tainted water 
into our aquifer doesn’t make sense if the Glades are to be restored. The everglades 
is are a true treasure of the state of Florida. Please don’t mess up. Don’t waste our 
water and money on a plan that won’t do any good and most likely will continue to 
harm us all. 

Listen to reason. Buy land from US Sugar, store water, let it get clean and SEND IT 
SOUTH. 

Bernard 2/15/17 I am emailing you to tell you I want you to oppose the use of Deep Injection and Thank you for your comment. 
Berauer Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in Everglades Restoration. I am opposed to 

using fossil-fuels to pump billions of gallons of tainted water into our aquifer is 
inconsistent with the goals of Everglades Restoration. I also oppose deep injection 
and ASR well schemes which threaten underground drinking aquifers with pollution. 
Deep injection and ASR well schemes waste billions of gallons of water needed for 
Everglades Restoration. Instead we need to clean and send water to the Everglades. 
Deep injection and ASR well schemes divert millions of dollars needed to buy land 
and build reservoirs on sugar land south of Lake Okeechobee so water can be stored, 
cleaned and sent south to the Everglades. Do not waste our water, but instead enable 
other methods that convey clean freshwater to the south. 

Diana 2/15/17 As an almost life-long Florida resident, I have a deep love and respect for the Thank you for your comment. 
Cowans Everglades. Not only is it beautiful, it is critical to the health of our environment. I 

understand that the South Florida Water Management District is planning on 
underwater pumping schemes through deep injection and ASR wells. I believe these 
plans will pump billions of gallons of potentially tainted water into our aquifer. This 
will NOT help restore the Everglades but instead will waste water that we desperately 
need. We are already allowing tainted water from Big Sugar and other corporations 
to flow into the Everglades. The funds that would be required for this plan can much 
better be utilized for a proper restoration of the Everglades. 
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It is incumbent upon all of us to work to preserve our environment, especially with 
regard to water, our most precious resource. I request that you reject the 
underground Everglades pumping schemes. 

Charles 
Frank 
Cash 

2/15/17 We have a broken Everglades system with two big inter-related water problems: 
- Too much Lake O water wasted, sent to tide, harming coastal estuaries; and 
- Not enough going south were it used to flow to replenish aquifers, the Everglades 
and Florida Bay. 

Please work together with the FL State Senate to resolve these issues in a way that 
actually benefits the tourists and locals of Florida, not Big Sugar. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Debbie 
Moore 

2/15/17 Tell Scott and Trump to take a hike. The Everglades is not a bargaining chip for Big 
Sugar. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Jon 
Brainard 

2/15/17 Please oppose the deep water injection of tainted water into the aquifer ---it's very 
important. In the Everglades restoration we need to conserve and protect water and 
protect our aquifer. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Andrea 
Willer 

2/15/17 Please do not implement ASR wells in Florida. Our aquifer is our source of water and 
must remain undisturbed. The money for this project would be better spent on true 
protections for the Everglades, including land purchases and restoration efforts. 
As a long-time Floridians, I implore you to abandon these plans. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Cat Dillard 2/16/17 Earlier this week you [SFWMD] sent a news release urging South Florida families and 
businesses to save water, to cut down on irrigation, to get through the dry season. 
You said “water conservation is important all year but especially now to help sustain 
the regional water supply”. You told us of the historic dry month we had this past 
November, driest since 1932. You stated that District water managers are “operating 
the system to save as much water as possible”. 

Well, we are glad the District feels that conserving water is important. Sierra Club 
certainly agrees. Therefore, we cannot understand why a few days earlier you sent a 
news release about a so-called “historic plan” that includes throwing away billions of 
gallons of freshwater away permanently. That is NOT water conservation and that is 
certainly NOT leading by example. 

Sierra would like to restate its opposition to using high-cost, energy-intensive ASR 
wells as part of Everglades Restoration, as these do not help restore the natural flow 
of clean water over the Everglades ecosystem. And, every dollar spent on ASRs takes 

Thank you for your comment. 
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away a dollar away from restoration of the Everglades. But today, let us delve into 
the notion of using deep injection wells as part of what should be a restoration effort. 

We have a broken Everglades system with two big inter-related water problems: 
- Too much Lake O water wasted, sent to tide, harming coastal estuaries; and 
- Not enough going south were it used to flow to replenish aquifers, the Everglades 
and Florida Bay. 

Algae blooms and seagrass die-offs make easy headlines, but that is not the only 
water crisis we have. Besides a starving Everglades National Park and Florida Bay, we 
simply do not have enough water flowing south to replenish the underground source 
of water for millions of Floridians and tourists and to help them fight saltwater 
intrusion that pollutes and shuts down water wells. This contributes to higher costs 
for public water utilities forced to look for alternative water supplies and treat salt-
polluted wells to meet their water demands. These costs are passed down to all of us. 

Therefore, we find it appalling that while urging us to conserve water, you seem 
willing to throw valuable freshwater away permanently from the water budget. 

Do NOT waste OUR water and stop blocking or delaying a key CERP project that calls 
for additional storage and treatment in the EAA to convey more clean freshwater to 
the south. 

Sally 
Caskey 

2/16/17 Haven't we done enough damage to this world. Leave nature alone. Thank you for your comment. 

Nancy 
Miller 

2/16/17 This approach, while it might be the easiest way to dispose of waste water, it does 
not solve the problem of the failing Everglades. Please support building a dam for 
purification before water is released. It seems like this might be some good public 
relations for the Army Corps and Sugar companies....much needed for the ACE after 
the DAPl fiasco. Thank you. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Merry Sue 
Smoller 

2/16/17 As a Floridian concerned about projects to benefit Big Sugar at the expense of the 
Everglades. 
I oppose the use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in 
Everglades Restoration. Please do not approve this pumping scheme. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Luis 
Garcia 

2/16/17 I am Luis Garcia Falcon, a concerned citizen in Miami-Dade County. That is concerned 
about, the proposed Aquifer Storage wells in the Everglades. Not only is the 
possibility of the deep injections of the ASR wells may have a potential to pollute our 
underground drinking aquifers due to the porous nature of the geological 
composition of Florida but also that these wells will divert million of gallons that 

Thank you for your comment. 
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would be of better use going downstream to the everglades to restore natural flow 
but also the money that could be spent on that. Thus, not only are these wells 
potentially harmful for our well being but also will extend the long due proper 
restoration of the Everglades. 

Vicki 2/17/17 Please do not approve the plans for Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery Thank you for your comment. 
Carlie (ASR) wells proposed for Everglades Restoration in South Florida. 

* These ASR wells will not help restore the natural flow of clean water over 
the Everglades ecosystem. It is essentially just throwing away valuable fresh water 
that is needed above ground for restoration of the Everglades. 
* The ASR wells are not only a relatively high-cost project, but every dollar 
spent on ASRs takes away a dollar away from restoration of the Everglades. 

Besides a starving Everglades National Park and Florida Bay, we simply do not have 
enough water flowing south to replenish the underground source of water for 
millions of Floridians and tourists and to help them fight saltwater intrusion that 
pollutes and shuts down water wells. This contributes to higher costs for public water 
utilities forced to look for alternative water supplies and treat salt-polluted wells to 
meet their water demands. These costs are passed down to all of us. Do NOT waste 
OUR water on ASR wells! 

PLEASE DO support the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), and plans 
for additional storage and treatment to convey more clean freshwater to the south, 
where valuable freshwater can be used to both restore the Everglades AND replenish 
the aquifer naturally. 

Marion 3/3/17 We seem to have a contradiction of terms here! Deep drilling and placing waste Thank you for your comment. 
Mendelso materials in our aquifers creates poisonous water for our citizens. Keep our citizens 
n safe, please, and abide by decent and humane practices. Not everyone can afford to 

buy and drink bottled water, nor should anyone have to bathe and wash clothing in 
the polluted water you will produce. 

Marcella 3/4/17 I oppose the use of Deep Injection and Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in Thank you for your comment. 
Murphy Everglades Restoration. It is a dangerous practice which will potentially poison the 

citizens of Florida and only benefit the sugar moguls. Please do not let this happen. 
Protect our future water supply for health and the tourism upon which our state 
depends. 
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Sam 3/4/17 Are you serious!  Pumping tainted water into the aquifer is a solutions to what Thank you for your comment. 
Caudle problem?  Poisoning the aquifer will not help the Everglades. That is, unless the only 

residents you want in south Florida are sugar companies. This will poison our water 
supply. The cost of making water potable for people will become prohibitive. 

Christine 
Knupp 

3/4/17 I strongly oppose any plans to pump water out of the Everglades watershed. We need 
to expand the watershed for the Everglades not diminish it. 

Thank you for your comment. 

David 
Ulrich Life 
Member 
of the 
Responsib 
le Growth 
Managem 
ent 
Coalition, 
Inc. and 
member 
of 
Captains 
for Clean 
Water, 
Inc. as 
well as 
the SWFL 
Clean 
Water 
Movemen 
t, Inc 

5/31/17 Folks - I am still totally opposed to Deep Injection Well disposal of potable water into 
the Boulder Zone! 

Attached is a recent article in the Fort Myers' News-Press on this topic. Especially due 
to our current DROUGHT - there is no justification for DIW! 

Now that SB 10 has been passed by the Legislature and signed by the Governor - The 
potable water considered for the Boulder Zone can be conveyed SOUTH and be 
treated prior to discharge from the WCAs (Water Conservation Areas) into the 
Everglades and Fla Bay! 

Please ELIMINATE any further discussion of the DIW (Deep Well Injection) of potable 
water by a VERY expensive and destructive process! 

Thank you for your comment. 

David 6/7/17 PLEASE do not approve DIW (Deep Injection Wells) at tomorrow's SFWMD meeting! I Thank you for your comment. 
Ulrich have been in facebook communication with Newton Cook on this topic, and I am sure 

that he will be addressing the group, tomorrow. Sorry, but I am not up to that long 
trip - so am sending this ahead of time to stress my position against such DIW plans. 

Attached is a May 26th News-Press article: "Army Corps: No deep injection wells" as 
well as two pages I have sent before on the topic. Actually, Newton Cook and I share 
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a lot of common ground on this issue and share the same goal, while we disagree on 
the specific DIW proposal. WE BOTH want to see much more water going into Fla Bay, 
ASAP! But the constraints on this issue need to be addressed, NOW! 

DIW will DESTROY potable water by injecting it down to the Boulder Zone, where it 
will basically become sea water!  While the original 150 well DIW plans have been 
scaled back to less than 50 - I continue to have SERIOUS concerns about the long-
term effects of so many wells and damage to the whole system potential! 

The high cost of the DIW system could much better be spent on removing the 
CURRENT constraints to restoring some of the NATURAL flow to Fla Bay! 

Newton 6/7/17 David, I appreciate your concern but there are some facts that need clarification. The Thank you for your comment. 
Cook Deep Well Injection pumps would only be used during large rain events. Most years 

they would not be needed. They would take water out of the Kissimmee north of the 
Lake that is now being sent out the C 43 and C 44 doing major damage to the St. Lucie 
and Caloosahatchee. None of this water would go to Florida Bay, today nor in the 
foreseeable future. If you want to reduce or stop the damaging discharges to the 
estuaries this proposal presents a relatively inexpensive method that has proven 
technology in Florida and requires a low level of "permitting" and can be in place and 
working in a short time. Why would anyone oppose keeping the excess water out of 
the Lake that forces the USACE to destroy the estuaries? 

David 6/7/17 Newton - Thanks for your response. Glad we agree that the REAL goal is to restore Thank you for your comment. 
Ulrich flow to Everglades and Fla Bay!  In the meantime, I think we shall agree to disagree 

on the DIW issue, you like such temporary measures, and I feel they are too costly 
and with long-term danger issues. However, I do thank you for the time you have 
taken to rationally discuss these issues. 

Edward 
Dickey 

6/8/17 As a former HQUSACE Chief of Planning, and a principal author of the 1983 Principles 
and Guidelines,  I viewed your presentation on May 17, 2017 with interest. 

Proper evaluation and presentation of the impacts of alternatives are essential steps 
in the Corps’ iterative planning process. With regard to your slides,  I would point out 
that slide #20 is incorrect. There is no Ecosystem Restoration Account. Any monetized 
benefits and the economic costs of ecosystem restoration plans are to be reported in 
the National Economic Development Account; non-monetized benefits and costs 
(positive and adverse effects)  are to be reported in the Environmental Quality 
Account. 

Thank you for your comment. Concur 
with the comment that monetized 
benefits and economic costs will be 
reported in the National Economic 
Development Account; non-monetized 
benefits and costs (positive and adverse 
effects) are to be reported in the 
Environmental Quality Account. The 
National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) 
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See Reference below: 
P 2-6, ER 1105-2-100, 22 APR 2000 
(3) Four accounts are established in the P&G to facilitate the evaluation and display of 
effects of alternative plans. 

(a) The national economic development account displays changes in the economic 
value of the national output of goods and services. 

(b) The environmental quality account displays non-monetary effects on ecological, 
cultural, and aesthetic resources including the positive and adverse effects of 
ecosystem restoration plans. 

(c) The regional economic development account displays changes in the distribution 
of regional economic activity (e.g., income and employment). 

Plan referenced in the presentation is the 
alternative plan that reasonably 
maximizes ecosystem restoration 
benefits compared to costs, consistent 
with the Federal objectives. Selecting the 
NER plan requires careful consideration 
of the plan that meets planning 
objectives and constraints and 
reasonably maximizes environmental 
benefits while passing tests of cost 
effectiveness and incremental cost 
analyses, significance of outputs, 
acceptability, completeness, efficiency, 

(d) The other social effects account displays plan effects on social aspects such as 
community impacts, health and safety, displacement, energy conservation and 
others. 

(4) Display of the national economic development and environmental quality 
accounts is required. Display of the regional economic development and other social 
effects accounts is discretionary. Evaluation of the beneficial and adverse effects of 

and effectiveness. In accordance with 
USACE guidance, the selected plan must 
be shown to be cost effective and 
justified to achieve the desired level of 
output (ER-1105-2-100 Appendix E, 
paragraph E-41). 

the alternatives will provide a basis to determine which plans should be considered 
further, dropped or reformulated. Procedures to evaluate national economic 
development benefits for each project purpose (i.e., navigation, flood damage 
reduction, recreation, etc.) are provided in Chapter 3. Additional procedures and 
requirements are provided in Appendix E. 

Julie 6/13/17 My concern:  CLEAN Cleaning the waterways is not an 
Bjornson 

I would like your definition of the word CLEAN. 

According to my research you are CLEANING THE WATERWAYS of aquatic weeds with 
herbicides. 
I would like to know what herbicides are being used, the amounts and treatment 
schedule. 

objective of the LOWRP.. Current 
herbicide application of the existing 
aquatic vegetation in the District’s 
waterways is not applicable to this 
project. 
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Will you continue to CLEAN the water and waterways in the Watershed Project areas 
in the same manner? 

TL, LS, BA 7/13/17 Thank you for making the right decision and not agreeing to wasting our federal tax 
dollars on deep injection wells. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Linda 
Mahamud 

7/13/17 As a resident of this great state , I commend you for not agreeing to the deep water 
wells proposed by Gov Scott. Please continue the fight to keep true restoration of the 
Everglades a top priority!!! 

Thank you for your comment. 

Eleanor 
Tierney 

7/13/17 Thank you for all you do to restore the Everglades. This unique land is so vital for our 
survival. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Mary 
Shabbott 

7/13/17 I thank you Tim Gysan, USACE Project Manager and Colonel Jason A. Kirk, 
Commander of USACE Jacksonville District for making the right decision and not 
agreeing to wasting our federal tax dollars on deep injection wells that do not help 
restore the Everglades. I encourage you to seek project alternatives that are closer to 
true restoration of wetlands and other natural surface water storage and flows that 
benefit people and wildlife. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Alan Zube 7/13/17 I would personally like to thank the Army Corp of Engineers for recognizing lack of 
hydrogeologic data for the so-called Deep Injection Wells. I am glad you are 
recommending a comprehensive study to evaluate potential system-wide impacts to 
the Everglades ecosystem. I support this science and feel like this system is too 
important to the ecology of the everglades and the aquifer to be ignored. 

Thank you for your comment. 

AZ, LK, 
KQs, DS, 
FJ, WJ, HL, 
GC, JS, 
DK, JO, 
VO, TO, 
BL, NM, 
JB, MM, 
LvG, CO 

7/13/17 Thank you for making the right decision and not agreeing to wasting our federal tax 
dollars on deep injection wells that do not help restore the Everglades. I encourage 
you to seek project alternatives that are closer to true restoration of wetlands and 
other natural surface water storage and flows that benefit people and wildlife. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Marilyn 
Burnette 

7/13/17 Please keep up the fight against Rick Scott for depleting our water supply in our 
everglades. I stand with you on this action. We have to put out foot down and stop 
this madness before they destroy our precious waterways! 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Lindsay 
Tolton 

7/13/17 Thank you for rejecting deep injection wells in the Everglades. Please help Florida 
discover alternative projects that truly restore our precious wetlands. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Dorothy 
Carlson 

7/13/17 Thanks you for not allowing these wells which waste water and damage the 
environment. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Susan 
Martin 

7/13/17 As a resident of Florida for almost fifty years, I have observed much degradation to 
this beautiful environment. The restoration of the everglades and attention to the 
problems of Lake Okeechobee are especially significant. I applaud your rejection of 
the Deep Injection Well project pushed by the South Florida Water Management 
District which could do much harm. Further study is definitely required. Your cool-
headed approach, the recommendation of area-wide study is a wiser course. Thank 
you. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Bruce 
Athey 

7/13/17 Please keep helping to restore not harm our Water Supply. Thank you for your comment. 

Melissa 
Buhler 

7/13/17 Thank you for speaking sense to Florida Governor Rick Scott so as not to waste more 
of Florida’s money by digging storage wells for fresh water. For so many obvious 
reasons, this was a bad idea. If you have any other reasons to shock the political wing 
of the water utility determined to carry this project through, please don’t be shy 
about stating them. Hopefully people pressure will defeat bad politics. It’s been 
known to happen. 

And please stay close to keeping the Everglades Restoration on track. Thank you. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Lauren 
Seltzer 

7/13/17 You did the right thing and the BRAVE thing by protecting our state from the water 
pollution crises we are facing. 

I applaud you, thank you, and value your actions greatly!! Please continue to 
advocate for the protection of our clean water in our state we live in and call home. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Paul Pena 7/13/17 Hi and thank you for making the right decision and not agreeing to wasting our 
federal tax dollars on deep injection wells that do not help restore the Everglades. 
Please find an alternative to this problem and i really believe that big sugar should be 
paying to clean up their dirty water. 

Thank you for your comment. 

SL 7/13/17 Thank you for blocking, at least temporarily, SFWMD plans to create and use deep 
water injection wells in its area of responsibility. SFWMD and its parent, the Scott 

Thank you for your comment. 
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administration of Florida, are science deniers, and are taking unilateral steps to 
spend up to $1Billion USD to essentially waste a huge, and continuous supply of fresh 
water at the obvious behest of sugar and other agricultural interests. Implementation 
of this policy will result in further wholesale diversion of free-flowing fresh water 
from the Everglades, which is (supposedly) being restored with US and Florida tax 
dollars under the law. So our science-denying governor and his equally stupid cronies 
at SFWMD are simultaneously spending huge amounts of money to restore the 
Everglades to something approaching sustainable health and now huge amounts of 
money to further line the pockets of corporate farmers who are not Florida 
taxpayers, by and large. 
Please do whatever you can to block our insane state government from thwarting 
science, the Corps of Engineers, and the will of Florida voters. 
Thanks again, but please stay vigilant. The ruinous RepublicanTeaParty will never 
stop trying to reduce the Everglades, and all of Florida, to a sterile land with no 
wildlife or free-flowing fresh water in a longstanding effort to further enrich 
developers, real estate, industrial and agricultural interests at the expense of citizens, 
wildlife, fresh water, ecotourism, and the will of the people. 

Judith 7/13/17 I thank you for not allowing deep injection wells in the Florida Everglades area. We Thank you for your comment. 
Wilson need to rely on the scientist's information and not the politicians and large 

agriculture companies' opinions. 
I hope to see the Everglades restored in my lifetime. 

Sheree 7/13/17 Hello, this is to thank the Corps of Engineers for making the right decision in Thank you for your comment. 
McFarlan removing the use of deep injection wells as a tool for managing the Lake O water 
d system. Please continue to explore alternative methods to manage the Everglades 

ecosystem. Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter. 
Susan 7/13/17 I want to express my gratitude to you for deciding to drop deep injection wells from Thank you for your comment. 
Ghosh further consideration and instead to have a comprehensive study to evaluate their 

potential system-wide impacts to the Everglades ecosystem. We live in an age where 
corporate power and greed are huge forces that are endangering our natural water 
supplies. Right now the USACE is one of the few entities entrusted to look after the 
public good, and empowered to make decisions that will affect the availability of 
fresh water for generations to come. 
Thank you for doing your jobs conscientiously! 
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Linda 
Campbell 

7/14/17 I want to Thank Tim Gysan, USACE Project Manager Colonel Jason A. Kirk, 
Commander of USACE Jacksonville District for rejecting Gov Scott’s idea of deep 
injection wells to be used by big sugar that do not help the everglades. Please seek 
methods to restore the natural flow of the wetlands to restore a natural flow of 
water to help our environment's wetlands and our wildlife. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Teri 
Charm 

7/14/17 Thank you for making The right decision and disallowing deep injection wells. 
Water is a precious commodity we cannot afford to waste. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Jared 
Shapiro 

7/14/17 I want to express my appreciation for your recent actions in requesting a more 
comprehensive study of the potential impact from the proposed deep injection wells 
project. Too many times I have read of big corporations and their lobbyists swaying 
government in their favor without a proper and transparent analysis to their public. 

As a constituent within South West Florida, my connection to nature is very strong 
and I am extremely worried at the pace we continue to extract resources from the 
earth- mostly in the name of profit or 'growth' but at an unsustainable level. I hope 
you will continue to consider your impact on creating a more sustainable future by 
examining the costs of our actions/proposals and determining its long term impacts. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Barbara 
Adair 

7/14/17 Thank you! Thank you for considering the negative impact the deep injection wells 
that were proposed for South Florida. Water conservation is vital so that future 
generations will have safe water to drink. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Eileen 
Brown 

7/14/17 Thank you for the good decision to stop further consideration of Deep Injection 
Wells. We need to recharge our aquifers, not decimate them and to seek 
environmentally sound projects to protect our wetlands. The possible future 
contamination of our drinking water is scary. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Carol 
DiFazio 

7/14/17 Thank you for making the right decision of not allowing the deep water injection wells 
that would be so harmful to the Everglades restoration and our future supply of 
drinking water. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Anthony 
DeCarlo 

7/15/17 This communication is to applaud you for your stance on the injection of untreated 
fresh water deep into the earth. Having owned property in Florida for 24 years and 
lived here full time for 11 years, any wasting of water is not acceptable. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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I live near Shingle Creek , which is the headwaters of the Everglades, and any water 
Florida receives is sorely needed. This state has loads of inland waterways, marshes, 
swamps, retention ponds and lakes and they are all connected not only here in 
Central Florida but also all the way to the Florida keys. 

SFWMD seems to be pandering to the large sugar companies and we cannot afford to 
do that going forward anymore. 

Carol 
Lewis 

7/25/17 I just read about the possibility of deep injection wells being pursued by the state. 
Very disturbing to think of the waste of tax dollars and possible negative outcomes on 
environment and our need for that water. 

Thank you, Mr Tim Gysan and Colonel Jason A. Kirk for your work towards seeking 
project alternatives that will benefit wetlands and other natural surface water 
storage for the sake of wildlife and humans. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Bryan 
Bexley 

7/25/17 This e-mail is meant to advise that there is no interest of the ownership of the Bexley 
Ranch Partnership to participate in the Okeechobee Watershed Restoration project 
and said ownership would like to formally request that any lands owned by the 
Bexley Ranch Partnership be excluded from further study. It is our belief that our 
property would be irreparably harmed by the construction of the K-05 North 
reservoir. Please confirm that this e-mail has been received and thank you for your 
time and consideration. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Liza Ryan 7/26/17 Thank You for choosing NOT to inject waste water underground as a disposal option 
for Lake Okeechobee pollution. Mother Nature has been perfecting the work of 
natural systems since the beginning of life on our planet. Let’s work with nature and 
science, and choose rational options. It might not be perfect. We may suffer negative 
consequences. We are all aware of this and prepared. Waste and pollution are the 
cost of current United States of America human life. Let’s my government be honest 
with me the people. Sweeping todays excessive waste out of sight and underground 
is not the best choice for humans or the planet. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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C.3.2.4 Agency and Public Letters 
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C.3.3 Draft Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement Notice 
of Availability 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the LOWRP Draft PIR/EIS was published in the Federal Register (83 FR 
130; 83 FR 31535) on 6 July 2018 and mailed to interested stakeholders to begin the 45-day review period. 
The review period closed on 20 August 2018.  The Draft PIR/EIS was filed in accordance with ER-FRL-8994-
7, Amended Environmental Impact Statement Filing System Guidance for Implementing 40 CFR 1506.9 
and 1506.10 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations Implementing the NEPA, and made 
available for public and agency review. The draft EIS was published on the following websites: 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/EnvironmentalBranch/EnvironmentalDocuments.aspx 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-
Project/ 

The comment response matrix is included in Section C.3.3.3. 

C.3.3.1 Statement Recipients 

The 28 June 2016 scoping letter was mailed to the parties listed in Table C.3-6. The 6 July 2018 NOA of 
the draft EIS letter was mailed to the same list of stakeholders. Recipients include federal, state, and local 
agencies, affected Native American tribes, and other interested private organizations and individuals. A 
complete mailing list is available upon request. 

Table C.3-6. List of recipients. 

AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
Federal 7th Coast Guard District 
Federal Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Federal Council on Environmental Quality 
Federal Department of Energy 
Federal Department of the Interior 
Federal Everglades National Park 
Federal Federal Emergency Management Admin 
Federal Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Federal Maritime Commission 

Federal 
FEMA Insurance & Mitigation Division, Region 
IV 

Federal FEMA Region IV 
Federal Florida Integrated Science Center 

Federal 
National Marine Fisheries Service/Habitat Cons 
Div 

Federal National Park Service 
Federal NOAA/National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
Federal U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Federal U.S. Department of Commerce/NOAA 
Federal U.S. Department of HUD 
Federal U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal 
U.S. DOI Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

Federal U.S. EPA 
Federal U.S. EPA, Region 4 
Federal U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Federal U.S. Geological Survey 
Federal U.S. House of Representatives 
Federal U.S. Senate 
Federal U.S. Senate 
Federal USDA Forest Service 
Tribe Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Tribe Mucogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma 
Tribe Poarch Band of Creek Indians 
Tribe Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Tribe Seminole Tribe of Florida 
State Division of Historic Resources 
State FL Department of Environmental Protection 
State FL Dept of Agriculture & Consumer Services 
State FL Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission 
State Florida Department of Transportation 
State Florida Department of Transportation, District 4 
State Florida Power and Light 
State Florida State Clearinghouse / FDEP 
State Government Responsibility Council 
State Governor's Office 
State House Environmental Protection Committee 
State Intergovernmental Affairs Policy Unit 
State Legislative Library 
State Office of the Governor 
State Okeechobee Field Station / SFWMD 
State South Florida Conservancy District 
State South Florida Water Management District 
Congressional Florida House of Representatives, 17th Dist. 
Congressional Florida House of Representatives, 19th Dist. 
Congressional Florida House of Representatives, 20th Dist. 
Congressional Florida State Senate, Dist. 21 
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AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
Congressional Florida State Senate, Dist. 25 
Congressional Florida State Senate, Dist. 26 
County Agency East Beach Water Control 
County Agency Economic Council of Okeechobee County, Inc. 
County Agency Pahokee Water Control District 
County Agency University of Florida IFAS Research Center 

County Agency 
University of Florida Institute of Food & Agr. 
Sciences / Center for Aquatic Plants 

County 
Government Glades City Board of County Commissioners 
County 
Government Glades County Administration 
County 
Government Hendry County Administration 
County 
Government Hendry County Board of County Commissioners 
County 
Government Hendry County Building Department 
County 
Government Highlands Glades Drainage District 
County 
Government Lee County 
County 
Government Martin County Administration 
County 
Government Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
County 
Government 

Miami-Dade County / Office of the County 
Manager 

County 
Government Okeechobee Board of County Commissioners 
County 
Government Okeechobee County Administration 
County 
Government Osceola County Administration 
County 
Government Palm Beach Board of County Commissioners 
County 
Government Palm Beach County 
County 
Government Palm Beach County Administration 
County 
Government 

Palm Beach County Economic Development 
Office 

County 
Government Palm Beach County Water Utilities 
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AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
County 
Government Polk County Administration 
County 
Government South FL Regional Planning Council 
County 
Government Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
County 
Government St. Lucie County Administration 
County 
Government SW Florida Watershed Council 
County 
Government Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 
County 
Government Water Utilities Department/Palm Beach County 
Municipalities City of Belle Glade 
Municipalities City of Clewiston 
Municipalities City of Pahokee 
Municipalities City of South Bay 
Municipalities Pahoke Chamber of Commerce 
Municipalities Town of Palm Beach 
Library Glades County Library 
Library Hendry County Barron Library 
Library Hendry County Harry T. Vaughn 
Library Martin County Elisabeth Lahti Library 
Library Okeechobee County Public Library 
Library Palm Beach County Library, Belle Glade Branch 

Library 
Palm Beach County Library, Clarence E. 
Anthony Branch 

Library 
Palm Beach County Library, Loula V. York 
Branch 

Library Palm Beach County Library, Main Branch 
Group Audubon Florida 
Group Audubon Society of the Everglades 
Group Central Florida Regional Planning Council 
Group Conservation Alliance of St. Lucie County 

Group 
Environmental Policy and Culture Program 
Northwestern University 

Group Everglades Coordinating Council 
Group Florida Rural Area Construction Coop. 
Group Florida Sugar Cane League, Inc. 
Group Florida Wildlife Federation 
Group Friends of Lake Okeechobee 
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AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
Group Ladies of the Lake, U.S.A. 
Group Lake Point Restoration 
Group Lake Region Audubon Society 
Group League of Women Voters, Broward 
Group National Resources Defense Council 
Group Okeechobee Waterway Association 
Group Rivers Coalition Defense Fund 
Group Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative 
Group The Florida Biodiversity Project 
Group The Nature Conservancy 
Group Tropical Audubon Society 
Business AIM Engineering 
Business Angler's Guide Service 
Business Atlanta Sugar Association, Inc. 
Business Bauer Foundation Corp. 
Business BC Property Investments 
Business BCI Engineers & Scientists Inc. 
Business Berry Grove Corporation 
Business Canal Point Community Development, Inc. 
Business Comm. Fishing Lake Okee. 
Business Everglades Foliage Inc. 
Business Fast Break 
Business Frierson Farm 
Business Garrard's Bait & Tackle 
Business Gaylord Merlin Ludovici Diaz & Bain 
Business Gunster 
Business Gutwein Groves, Inc. 
Business J & S Fish Camp 
Business Landers & Parsons 
Business Larson Dairy, Inc. 
Business Little Big Man's 
Business Lykes Bros. Inc. 
Business MacVicar, Frederico & Lamb, Inc. 
Business McArthur Farms Inc. 
Business National Public Radio 
Business Okeelanta Corporation 
Business Palm Beach County Public Affairs 
Business Palm Beach Post 
Business Roland Martin Marina 
Business South Central Florida Express, Inc. 
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AGENCY/GROUP RECIPIENTS 
Business South FL Watershed Council Inc. 
Business Sun Sentinel 
Business Taylor Creek Lodge 
Business The Ball Family Partnership, LTD. 
Business Twin Palm Resort 
Business U.S. Sugar Corporation 
Business William Kennedy Farm Inc. 
Business Zywicki Brothers 
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C.3.3.2 Notice of Availability and Federal Register Announcement 
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C.3.3.3 Draft PIR/EIS Comments and Responses 
A Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (PIR/EIS) Notice of Availability (NOA) letter dated 6 July 
2018 was mailed to stakeholders soliciting comments for this action. The NOA letter was used to invite comments from Federal, State, and local 
agencies, affected Indian Tribes, and other interested private organizations and individuals. Comments were accepted through 20 August 2018. 
Public meetings were held 31 July 2018 in Lehigh Acres, FL, 1 August 2018 in Stuart, FL and 2 August 2018 in Okeechobee, FL.  A NOA for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the LOWRP was published in the Federal Register (83 FR 31535) 6 July 2018. Table C.3-7 addresses 
comments received via letters and emails. Table C.3-8 addresses comments received at the public meetings. 

Table C.3-7. Draft PIR/EIS Comment Response Matrix for letters and emails received. 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
Federal 
United States Department of the Interior (DOI) 
DOI-1 8/18/18 The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project. We offer the 
following comments. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DOI-2 8/18/18 The Department recognizes the expertise and diligence of the 
Army Corps’ and South Florida Water Management District’s staff 
in this accelerated planning process. We recognize the complexity 
in siting a large above-ground water storage feature upstream of 
Lake Okeechobee and applaud the team’s ability to come to 
consensus with stakeholders including the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida.  We recognize this project as another important step 
towards balancing water resource use around Lake Okeechobee 
and the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Estuaries.  The Department 
appreciates the potential for the creation or restoration of 
approximately 18,000 acres of wetland habitat upstream of the 
lake, and the sensitivity to site the Wetland Attenuation Feature 
(WAF) in an area that has the lowest ecological quality habitat. 
However, we caution that there are still potential adverse effects 
that will need additional evaluation. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DOI-3 8/18/18 These include the effects of this project on federally listed species 
and a likelihood for remediation of existing chemical 

Thank you for your comments. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
contamination in the WAF footprint and possibly other project 
components. We are optimistic that the agencies can come to 
consensus regarding remediation of any adverse effects of Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery (ASR) on the local fisheries and commit to 
our continued involvement in that process.  The Department 
provides the following recommendations in our Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act report regarding our most substantial concerns 
to make the project more environmentally compatible and to 
further enhance the diversity and abundance of fish and wildlife 
resources in the project area: 

DOI-4 8/18/18 (1) The period of record for model simulations should be 
extended to include the water years beyond 2005. This is 
important because it would include the severe drought of 2007-
2008 (with the lowest recorded water stage in Lake Okeechobee) 
and the very wet winter and spring of 2016. Including these 
weather patterns in the model allows the agencies to expand their 
understanding of ecological consequences for future planning 
efforts. 

The Interagency Modeling Center is currently working on extending 
the period of record to 2016. Since this information was not 
available during the initial LOWRP modeling effort, the available 
period of record was used. 

DOI-5 8/18/18 (2) The WAF is likely to displace nesting pairs of the federally 
threatened crested caracara. In the upcoming Biological Opinion, 
the Department is likely to recommend monitoring of the birds 
that are expected to be displaced to determine their survival and 
reproductive fate post-operation of the WAF. 

In the Biological Assessment we discussed the displacement of 
nesting pairs of crested caracara. We will continue to work with 
USFWS to monitor the displaced birds when we receive the 
Biological Opinion. 

DOI-6 8/18/18 (3) Additional sampling of larval fishes is needed in the C-38 
(Pool E of the Kissimmee River) or other similar areas where either 
ASR or WAF surface water pumps are to be operated. These data 
will guide the placement of pumps into the areas representing the 
least risk to the local fisheries or will allow managers to design the 
pumps to minimize the risk. 

ASR intakes at the WAF are likely to be in the seepage canal 
surrounding the WAF.  This design was proposed specifically to avoid 
impacts to larval fisheries in the Kissimmee River.  ASR intakes in 
watershed ASR systems will be evaluated in more detail during PED 
where merited. At a minimum, intake screens to exclude larval fish 
will be incorporated into the design. 

DOI-7 8/18/18 (4) Additional operation and monitoring of the existing 
Kissimmee River ASR well would be prudent to determine longer-
term performance for both storage efficiency and water quality 
changes (as identified in the Corps’ Environmental Risk Assessment 
[2014]). 

The Kiss River ASR system will have a role to play in monitoring, and 
also providing additional storage to the LOWRP in the future. 
Integration of this facility with operations in LOWRP will be 
developed more fully in PED. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
EPA-1 8/16/18 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the above 

referenced document in accordance with Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act and Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). The Jacksonville District of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) is the lead Federal agency and the non-federal 
cost sharing partner is the South Florida Water Management 
District (SFWMD). The purpose of the project is to increase water 
storage capacity in the watershed resulting in improved Lake 
Okeechobee water levels, improved quantity timing, and 
distribution of water to the Northern Estuaries, increased 
accessibility of water supply for existing legal Lake Okeechobee 
Service Area users, and to restore wetlands within the project area. 

Thank you for your comments. 

EPA-2 8/16/18 Three action alternatives, Alternative 1Bshlw, Alternative 1BW, 
and Alternative 2Cr, and the no action alternative were evaluated 
using hydrologic simulation model output, hydrologic 
performance, and ecological improvements. The EPA notes that 
USACFs Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) includes a shallow 
(approximately 4 feet) wetland attenuation feature (WAF) with a 
storage volume of approximately 43,000 acre-feet (ac-11.): 80 
aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells (including watershed ASR 
wells and wetland attenuation ASR wells) with a storage volume of 
approximately 448.000 ac-ft. per year: and wetland restoration 
sites Paradise Run (approximately 4.100 acres) and Kissimmee 
River-Center (approximately 1.200 acres). The USACE states that 
the TSP would store water in the WAF and ASR wells which would 
provide more operational flexibility in the timing and distribution 
of water in Lake Okeechobee. Staff of the EPA have participated in 
numerous public meetings and agency coordination meetings for 
the proposed restoration project. 

Thank you for your comments. 

EPA-3 8/16/18 Overall, the EPA is supportive of the TSP and rates the DEIS as a 
Lack of Objections ('LO'). Enclosed are the EPA’s detailed technical 
recommendations regarding the DEIS. The EPA requests that the 
technical recommendations be addressed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you for your comments. 

EPA-4 8/16/18 Detailed Technical Recommendations Thank you for your comments. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
EPA-5 8/16/18 Water Quality: 

Although water quality is not a primary objective of plan 
formulation, the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 
(LOWRP) language in the DEIS page C-272 states that "…the USACE 
and SFWMD are committed to ensuring that project feature 
implementation will not result in violations of water quality 
standards." In addition, the DEIS states that the present actions 
include ongoing efforts to improve water quality from agricultural 
areas and that this proposed action "is not expected to significantly 
affect the water quality of Lake Okeechobee or the northern 
estuaries. There will be minor improvements to water quality." 
Implementation of this project, in conjunction with the 
implementation of the Lake Okeechobee Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) and Basin Management Action Plan should improve 
water quality throughout the sub-watersheds over time by 
reducing pollutant loadings. The EPA recognizes that 
implementation of LOW RP will have ancillary water quality 
benefits to Lake Okeechobee and subsequently to the northern 
estuaries through the reduction of freshwater releases. 
Recommendation: The EPA acknowledges that water quality is not 
a primary objective of the project. However, the EPA recommends 
that the USACE better describe any anticipated water quality 
benefits in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and have been 
evaluated in this PIR/EIS. The implementation of the TSP may reduce 
the phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C of this PIR/EIS. Additionally, the current and proposed 
state actions, including the adoption of total maximum daily loads 
(TMDL) and the Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan 
(BMAP) are anticipated to achieve applicable water quality 
requirements for existing flows in the northern estuaries and 
hydrologic restoration objectives.  The data analysis has been 
included in the report. 

EPA-6 8/16/18 Water Quality: 
With this project the USACE has introduced a new Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) ecosystem restoration feature 
called the Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF). The USACE does 
briefly discuss the WAF throughout the DEIS. However, there are 
no conceptual designs displayed or other detailed information that 
describes how the WAF will work especially in conjunction with 
other project features. Additionally, there is no discussion in the 
DEIS regarding any regulatory or compliance permitting that might 
be required for the WAF. 
Recommendations: The EPA recommends that the USACE provide 
more detailed information including conceptual design graphics, 

A WAF is a flow-through wetland primarily used for surface water 
storage to attenuate peak flows. Although a WAF allows for above-
ground storage like a reservoir, it would be operated differently to 
encourage wetland vegetation growth by maintaining water levels 
suitable for wetland vegetation growth during non-flow attenuation 
periods. The WAF was formulated for it’s ability to both store water 
and also to provide emergent wetland growth during non-flow 
attenuation features. Since the WAF will be designed to be a shallow 
reservoir, engineering and environmental standards for a shallow 
reservoir will be used. Additional information on conceptual design 
will be available in the Engineering Appendix and environmental 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
information from academic papers or case studies that 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the WAF in the FEIS. The EPA also 
recommends that the USACE discuss any environmental 
permitting requirements of the WAF in the FEIS. 

permitting requirements are located in the Environmental Appendix 
of the final report. 

EPA-7 8/16/18 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Wells: 
The ASR wells are featured as one of the main technologies in the 
TSP and in several of the alternative options. All ASR wells located 
on non-Tribal Lands in Florida will need to be permitted by the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), while any 
located on Tribal Lands will need to be permitted by the EPA 
Region 4 Office. Given the need for permits, the anticipated 
timelines associated with the permits should be reflected in the 
schedule for this project. Federal and state laws and regulations 
which regulate the operations of Class V ASR wells, 40 CFR 
144.12(a), as well as state laws require that any injection activity 
must be conducted in a manner that does not allow the movement 
of fluid containing any contaminant into underground sources of 
drinking water, if the presence of that contaminant may cause a 
violation of any primary drinking water regulation or may 
otherwise adversely affect the health of persons. In addition, 
injection activities may not cause contaminants (such as Arsenic 
through geochemical liberation (page C-78)) to violate standards 
or endanger the health of persons beyond their administrative 
control areas as established in any enabling permits. The EPA is 
aware that turbidity has affected the reliability of ultra violet based 
treatment techniques in other ASR systems such as the Kissimmee 
River ASR (pages 4-41 & 4-42). 
Recommendations: The EPA recommends that the USACE work 
with the appropriate permitting authorities to ensure that the 
design, operation, and monitoring of ASR wells meet regulatory 
and permitting requirements. Furthermore, the EPA recommends 
that the USACE fully explore any water treatment concerns to 
ensure that the ASR injectate meets the regulatory requirements 
and relevant permit conditions. 

USACE concurs with USEPA recommendation with one small 
clarification.  There are no ASR systems proposed for construction 
on tribal lands, so permitting through USEPA Region IV will not be 
necessary. All Underground Injection Control permitting is expected 
to be submitted through FDEP. 

EPA-8 8/16/18 Tribal: Concur. Thank you for your comment. 
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LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
The EPA recognizes that the USACE is currently consulting with 
both the Seminole Tribe of Florida and the Miccosukee Tribe of 
Indians of Florida to try to resolve tribal water quality and water 
management concerns. 
Recommendation: The EPA encourages ongoing consultation. The 
EPA notes that it works closely with both the Miccosukee Tribe of 
Indians of Florida and the Seminole Tribe of Florida on 
environmental matters and is committed to working with other 
federal partners to prioritize the Tribes water quality and water 
management concerns. The EPA encourages continued 
consultation and coordination by the USACE with the Tribes at all 
levels of decision-making. 

EPA-9 8/16/18 Environmental Justice (EJ): 
The EPA acknowledges the EJ evaluation in the DEIS. However, in 
the DEIS, minority and Iow-income populations are identified by 
comparing a combination of all geographic units of analysis in the 
affected area against each county in the study area (Glades, 
Highlands, Okeechobee, and Martin Counties) (Appendix C, C-102). 
Combining all the units of analysis in the affected environment 
could potentially 'dilute' the minority and low-income populations 
concentrated in pockets within the counties. Using larger 
geographic units of analysis (census tracts rather than block 
groups) can also potentially dilute the presence of minority and 
low-income populations. The Council on Environmental Quality's 
(CEQ's) EJ Guidance additionally states, "the selection of the 
appropriate unit of geographic analysis may be a governing body's 
jurisdiction, a neighborhood, census tract, or other similar unit that 
is to be chosen so as to not artificially dilute or inflate the affected 
minority population” (CEQ's EJ Guidance: page 26). 
Recommendations: The EPA recommends that the USACE refer to 
CEQ's EJ Guidance when updating the EJ analysis for the FEIS. The 
EPA further recommends that the USACE consider analyzing the 
existence of minority and low-income populations using block 
groups as the appropriate geographic unit of analysis. The 
percentage of minority and low-income populations in each block 

Concur. Thank you for your comment. 
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group in the affected environment should then be compared 
against county and state data. If any block group exceeds 50% 
minority population or is meaningfully greater than the county or 
state data, a minority or low-income population should be 
identified. If additional units of analysis are used in the 
demographic table (e.g. national data) then the information should 
be provided consistently for both low-income and minority 
populations, where available. Should the updated analysis indicate 
that EJ communities exist within the study area, then the EPA 
recommends that the USACE provide meaningful and targeted 
outreach to these communities. 

EPA-10 8/16/18 Environmental Justice (EJ): 
On page C-96, the USACE discusses socioeconomic impacts and 
states. ·”Hendry, Glades, and Okeechobee counties all have median 
household incomes that are less than the state average. They also 
have relatively high proportion of households below the poverty 
line (Table C-5).”  However, there is no discussion regarding low-
income populations in the subsequent EJ sections of the DEIS. 
Recommendations: The EPA recommends that the USACE discuss 
the project's impacts to low-income communities in the EJ section 
of the FEIS. The EPA also recommends that the USACE identify low 
income communities using the same methodology as described in 
the previous comment and meaningfully engage these 
communities, as appropriate. 

Concur. Thank you for your comment. 

Tribes 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma (SNOO) 
SNOO-1 7/11/18 In keeping with  the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)d, 

and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
36 CFR Part 800, this letter is to acknowledge that the Seminole 
Nation of Oklahoma has received notice of the proposed project at 
the above mentioned location. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SNOO-2 7/11/18 Based on the information provided and because the potential for 
buried cultural resources, the proposed project has a probability 
of affecting archaeological resources, some of which may be 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

The USACE is committed to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
impacts to cultural sites. Due to the timeline of the study, limited 
access to private property, and funding constraints during this phase 
of the study, the USACE is currently unable to identify and evaluate 
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cultural resources and determine effects of the Modified TSP on 
historic properties prior to completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 
U.S.C. 306108 and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is developing a 
programmatic agreement deferring final cultural resource surveys 
and evaluations of historic properties until after project approval. 

SNOO-3 7/11/18 The Seminole Nation of Oklahoma asks for a listing of the flora in 
the impact area. 

This information is available in the NEPA analysis in Section 5 of the 
PIR/EIS. 

SNOO-4 7/11/18 The Seminole Nation of Oklahoma further request that in the 
restoration of the wetlands areas, that culturally significant 
plantings be utilized where possible. Further consultation is also 
requested. 

At the time of this response, no plantings are anticipated for the 
wetland restoration sites. Concur that additional consultation will 
occur. 

SNOO-5 7/11/18 Furthermore, due to the historic presence of our people in the 
project area, inadvertent discoveries of human remains and 
related NAGPRA items may occur, even in areas of existing or prior 
development. Should this occur we request all work cease and the 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma and other appropriate agencies be 
immediately notified. 

Partial concur. If encountered, human skeletal remains and the 
artifacts found in association with human remains, whether in 
association with marked graves or unmarked burials, will be left in situ 
and all work within 20 meters will cease. The Contractor will contact 
the USACE immediately and follow guidelines pursuant to Florida 
Statutes §872.02. Project is located on state owned land and NAGPRA 
only applies to discoveries on Federal property and tribal lands. 

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida (MTIF) 
MTIF-1 8/10/18 The Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida (Tribe) appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the LOWRP PIR and EIS. First, we'd like 
to congratulate the Corps decision to eliminate Deep Well Injection 
from further consideration. We agree with the Corps that the 
South Florida Ecosystem cannot afford to simply waste water. 
Florida needs more above ground shallow storage in order to deal 
with its hydrologic variability. 

Thank you for your comment. 

MTIF-2 8/10/18 The proposed 43,000 acre feet Wetland Attenuation Feature 
(WAF) is exactly the kind of solution that is needed to improve the 
quantity, timing and distribution of flows entering Lake 
Okeechobee. The Tribe agrees that the WAF should help manage 
Lake Okeechobee water levels and reduce undesirable regulatory 
discharges to the coastal estuaries. The Tribe encourages the Corps 
to incorporate even more of these WAF's in other areas around the 
north end of the lake. 

Concur with your comment. One of the recommendations in the 
LOWRP PIR/EIS is to expand the study and look at additional storage 
opportunities throughout the watershed. 
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MTIF-3 8/10/18 The Tribe also is encouraged by the two restoration sites: (1) the 

Paradise Run Wetland Restoration of 4,100 acres and (2) the 
Kissimmee River Center Wetland Restoration of 1,200 acres. 
Restoration of the historic Kissimmee River channel and floodplain 
will increase the spatial extent of wetlands and help to improve 
water quality before flows are routed into Lake Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comment. 

MTIF-4 8/10/18 Unfortunately, rather than increase the number of wetland 
restoration sites or increase the number of WAF sites, the Corps 
has chosen to build 80 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells. 
The Miccosukee Tribe adamantly disagrees with this decision. 

ASR wells give a unique opportunity to provide dynamic storage 
without additional land acquisition and have been retained. 

MTIF-5 8/10/18 In September 2014, your agency in coordination with the South 
Florida Water Management District, produced a report entitled, 
"Regional Ecological Risk Assessment of CERP Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery Implementation in South Florida". The following are a 
few selected excerpts from your own study: 

MTIF-6 8/10/18 • "An effect on reproduction of Ceriodaphnia dubia (water flea) 
was observed during Cycle 1 in two of the tests using recovered 
water. The March 10, 2009 test showed a 1 statistically significant 
difference between the 12.5 percent recovered water and the 
controls. This data point is considered a test anomaly since no 
effects on reproduction were observed at higher recovered water 
concentrations up to 100%. The March 24, 2009 sample of 
recovered water showed an IC25 of 95.52 percent, indicating a 
minor but measurable reduction in reproduction of the water flea 
in 95.52 percent recovered water. Cycle 2 showed an effect on 
reproduction on two tests. The November sample showed a 
decrease in reproduction in 100 percent recovered water and the 
last sample near the completion of the cycle showed an IC25 of 
76.4 percent. Cycle 3 had one sampling event (May 2011) that 
showed effects on the survival (96 hour LC50 of 83.92%) and 
reduced reproduction (IC25 of 7.2%), also near the end of the 
cycle. Two of the mid-cycle samples during Cycle 4 also showed 
chronic effects on C. dubia reproduction with IC25 of 83.9 and 
76.2 percent." 

The findings of the ASR Regional Study Ecological Risk Assessment 
were critically reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences and 
published by the National Research Council (NRC) in 2015.  The 
Ceriodaphnia dubia findings were identified during the review, 
however it was concluded that the intermittent observed effects on 
water flea reproduction were insufficient to definitively link the 
patterns to ASR recovery water.   The permitting process will identify 
surface water monitoring requirements. 
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MTIF-7 8/10/18 • "Cycle 1 recharge water: Mussels: The only statistically 

significant change over the 28 day study period was depuration of 
Radium 226 (p=0.015). Fish: Arsenic accumulated in all fish tissues 
to an average concentration of 0.46 mg/kg which was a statistically 
significant increase (p=<0.001) from background tissue 
concentrations (pre-exposure). Cycle 1 recovered water: Mussels: 
Arsenic increased in all three treatment groups (p<0.001 for all 
treatments) and was statistically higher in the RCV treatment (2.17 
mg/kg) than the BSW (1.07 mg/kg, p=0.005) and MIX (1.40 mg/kg, 
p=0.04). Nickel was accumulated in all three treatment groups 
from a baseline concentration of 0.05 mg/kg to a level of 0.19 
mg/kg for BSW (p=0.001), 0.25 mg/kg for MIX (p<0.001) and 0.40 
mg/kg for RCV (P<0.001). The ending concentration of 0.40 mg/kg 
for the RCV treatment was statistically higher than that for BSW 
(p=0.002) and MIX (p=0.011). Mercury accumulated in mussels in 
both the BSW and MIX treatments (p=0.011 and p=0.037 
respectively) but not in the RCV treatment. Arsenic (2.17 mg/kg) 
and Nickel (40 mg/kg) showed a significant bioaccumulation in 
mussel tissues exposed to recovered water for 28 days. 
Molybdenum increased in the MIX (p=0.016) and RCV treatments 
(p=0.002)." 

The National Research Council (NRC) identified these findings during 
the 2015 review.  The patterns of bioaccumulation were insufficient 
to definitely link concentrations to recovery water. However, 
despite the limitations of the data collected, the NRC supported the 
recommendation that ASR systems should be ideally located 
adjacent to large flowing water bodies to allow for sufficient mixing 
zones in compliance with discharge permits. Furthermore, ASR 
operations can be managed to minimize the concentration of 
constituents of interest (pH, alkalinity, hardness, metals, sulfate, 
etc.) in recovered water, including development of a buffer zone 
within the aquifer and/or limiting recovery to pre-set 
concentrations. 

MTIF-8 8/10/18 • "The preliminary stressor-response hypothesis stated in the PMP 
was: If the water quality characteristics of the recovered water 
affect surface water quality at the Pilot ASR projects, in the near 
field environment, and the Everglades, there is a potential for 
various effects on flora and fauna in these receiving waters. In 
order to address this preliminary hypothesis, the ERA team re-
worded the initial PMP hypothesis as this initial hypothesis, 
followed by a series of secondary stressor-effect hypotheses 
statements and questions. Water quality of the recovered water 
does not negatively affect surface water quality downstream of 
a point of discharge to the level where negative effects on native 
flora and fauna are measurable at the local or regional level (Lake 
Okeechobee and Greater Everglades)." 

The NRC supported the recommendation that ASR systems should 
be ideally located adjacent to large flowing water bodies to allow for 
sufficient mixing zones in compliance with discharge permits. 
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MTIF-9 8/10/18 • "Exposure Characterization and the ASR pilot data results 

showed that the recovered water quality did change during the 
period of storage. These water quality changes and the exposure 
pathways modeled indicate that these changes could be 
promulgated throughout the canals, Lake Okeechobee, and 
possibly the Greater Everglades." 

Please see response to MTIF-8 above 

MTIF-10 8/10/18 • "The pH, alkalinity and hardness of the recovered water are likely 
to be greater than the surface water, especially in certain areas of 
the Greater Everglades." 

ASR operations can be managed to minimize the concentration of 
constituents of interest (pH, alkalinity, hardness, metals, sulfate, 
etc.) in recovered water, including development of a buffer zone 
within the aquifer and/or limiting recovery to pre-set 
concentrations. 

MTIF-11 8/10/18 • "Increased trace metal concentrations could impact algae and 
diatom primary production, and these stressors could 
bioaccumulate in fish and invertebrates." 

Please see response to MTIF-10 above 

MTIF-12 8/10/18 • "Acute or chronic effects are observed on representative aquatic 
vertebrate and invertebrate species at various life stages." 

These findings were identified during the NRC review, however it was 
concluded that the intermittent observed effects were insufficient to 
definitively link the patterns to ASR recovery water. The permitting 
process will identify surface water monitoring requirements. 

MTIF-13 8/10/18 • "The C. dubia chronic test did show a response to recovered 
water in all cycles, near the end of the cycle {6 out of 17 tests 
showed a reduction in reproduction)." 

The Ceriodaphnia dubia findings were identified during the review, 
however it was concluded that the intermittent observed effects on 
water flea reproduction were insufficient to definitively link the 
patterns to ASR recovery water.  

MTIF-14 8/10/18 • "Localized ASR sulfate loading near discharge points during 
certain time periods could produce critical tipping points with 
regard to stimulation/inhabitation of MeHg production." 

ASR operations can be managed to minimize the concentration of 
constituents of interest (pH, alkalinity, hardness, metals, sulfate, 
etc.) in recovered water, including development of a buffer zone 
within the aquifer and/or limiting recovery to pre-set 
concentrations.  The modeling that was conducted in the CERP ASR 
Regional Study indicated that in a worst-case scenario, sulfate 
loading during ASR recovery would be fairly low and that the Sulfate-
HeHg relationship is complex. 

MTIF-15 8/10/18 The numerous adverse impacts of recovered ASR water on the 
ecosystem have been studied, are well known to both the Corps 
and the SFWMD, and based on the PMP's admitted change in 
hypothesis, are intentionally being downplayed. For these reasons, 
the Miccosukee Tribe opposes the widespread application of ASR 

The findings of the CERP ASR Regional Ecological Risk Assessment 
were critically reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences and 
published by the National Research Council (NRC) in 2015.   While 
recognizing the limitations of the data collected, the NRC supported 
the recommendation that ASR systems should be ideally located 
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technology in the Everglades Ecosystem. Based on your own 
analysis, the usage of widespread ASR technology will be 
detrimental to Lake Okeechobee and downstream receiving 
waters, including the Tribal Everglades. 

adjacent to large flowing water bodies to allow for sufficient mixing 
zones in compliance with discharge permits. 

MTIF-16 8/10/18 As with all projects, the presence of cultural resources inside the 
project footprint is of particular concern to the Miccosukee 
people. Relocation of these sensitive resources is not an option 
and inundation is forbidden. Publically available documentation 
should never indicate locations of these cultural resources to 
prevent vandalism. If there is a plan to preserve cultural resources 
in situ the documentation should indicate that. 

Concur with your comment. Information about the locations of 
cultural resources will be limited to prevent vandalism. 

MTIF-17 8/10/18 In conclusion, the Tribe agrees with the restoration of the Indian 
Prairie Sub-Basin and believes those same storage options should 
be employed in other areas around Lake Okeechobee. 
Additionally, the over-reliance on the EAA Storage Reservoir, south 
of Lake Okeechobee, has caused the Corps to greatly 
underestimate the amount of storage needed north of the lake. 

Concur with your comment. More storage is necessary north of the 
lake to improve Lake Okeechobee stage levels and reduce lake 
flows. The LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends expanding the study area to 
identify additional storage opportunities. 

Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) 
STOF-1 8/20/18 The USACE has identified Alternative 1BW as the TSP and the least-

cost plan that reasonably maximizes environmental benefits. The 
Seminole Tribe would like to reiterate its opposition to the TSP. 
The location and design of the 
Wetland Attenuation Feature ("WAF"1), also called K-05 Reservoir, 
continues to cause great concern to the Seminole Tribe and its 
people living on the Brighton Reservation due to the potential for 
flooding, the potential impacts to cultural resources of importance 
to Tribal Members and the potential for dispersal of threatened 
and endangered species due to land use changes in correlation 
with the TSP. 
As previously commented, the Seminole Tribe was not a part of the 
initial screening for the LOWRP planning alternatives and therefore 
the Tribe's concerns regarding the location of large water storage 
features in close proximity to the Brighton Reservation were not 
considered at the outset. Despite the ongoing efforts by the USACE 
and the South Florida Water Management District ("SFWMD") to 

Flooding: Over the course of government to government 
consultation meetings, results of planning-level dam breach 
assessment along with geotechnical investigations were discussed 
to assess the potential for flooding and seepage to Brighton 
Reservation. USACE has an obligation to avoid degradation of 
existing levels of flood protection to areas outside the project. The 
results of the full qualitative risk assessment are located in Appendix 
A. Due to topography and the current footprint, Brighton 
Reservation will have no flooding in the unlikely event of a breach 
and no incremental life loss risk. The topography in the area slopes 
from the northwest to the southeast.  Any water from a breach 
would flow in this direction away from the reservation. Also, the 
project is separated from Brighton Reservation by the L-59 Canal. 
The C-40 Canal also prevents water from moving to the west 
towards the reservation.   A primary project constraint is to maintain 
flood protection as per the Assurances Provisions in the Water 
Resources Development Act 2000 Sec 601(h). Detailed modeling 
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change the alternative, the Seminole Tribe's concerns regarding 
locating the proposed water storage features next to the Brighton 
Reservation, the potential for flooding and seepage, the likelihood 
for impacts to cultural resources, the risk for displacement of 
threatened and endangered species, and the underlying 
environmental justice issues remain. 

1Although the feature is referred to as a "Wetland Attenuation 
Feature,", the term "reservoir" is more appropriate to describe the 
feature as the feature does not meet the requirements of USACE 
ER 1110·2·1156. See Daniel Report, pg. 2. 

during PED and monitoring during construction will confirm that 
current levels of flood protection are maintained. The project will be 
designed so there are no changes to flood protection caused by the 
project. Overland flow to the southeast towards the project will be 
captured by the L-59 Canal as it currently operates.  Any flow to the 
north in the L-59 canal will be diverted into the project seepage 
canal and then released into L-48 through an existing unnamed 
canal.  Flow to the south in the L-59 canal will release into the C-40 
canal as it does currently. Overland flow between the L-59 canal and 
the project will be captured by the seepage canal. 

Cultural resources: The USACE is committed to avoiding, 
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to cultural sites. Due to the 
timeline of the study, limited access to private property, and funding 
constraints, the USACE is currently unable to identify and evaluate 
cultural resources and determine effects of the TSP on historic 
properties prior to completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 
306108 and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring final cultural 
resource surveys and evaluations of historic properties until after 
project approval via development of a Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement. 

Dispersal of threatened and endangered species: According to 
USFWS, some upland threatened and endangered species, 
specifically, Northern crested caracara and Eastern indigo snake, 
could potentially move onto Tribal lands as a result of the 
construction of the WAF.  All northern crested caracara territories 
on Tribal lands are currently occupied and unless the existing 
Northern crested caracara allow their territories to be reduced in 
size, the Tribal lands are currently at carrying capacity for this 
species.  There is also potential that Eastern indigo snakes could 
potentially immigrate to Tribal lands as their preferred habitat of 
pine flatwoods, moist hammocks and cypress swamps also exist on 
the Brighton Reservation. The USFWS will provide a Biological 
Opinion for the Final PIR/EIS that will address the fate of displaced 
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threatened and endangered species.  Species surveys in the project 
footprint will be done during the PED phase. 

Involvement of STOF in initial screening: A robust outreach effort 
has been conducted for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project (LOWRP), beginning with a letter dated 24 June 
2016 inviting the STOF to participate in Government to Government 
consultation and following shortly after with a letter dated 28 June 
2016 inviting the STOF to be a Cooperating Agency under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).) STOF accepted the NEPA 
Cooperating Agency invitation via a letter dated 13 September 2016. 
STOF staff attended and presented at the 25 July 2016 LOWRP kick-
off charrette. After the initial kick-off charrette, the Project Delivery 
Team (PDT) held weekly public plan formulation sub-team meetings 
to discuss project siting and initial screening with regular attendance 
and representation from STOF legal staff. Additionally, STOF legal 
staff participated in weekly meetings with SFWMD to discuss various 
project issues. Numerous modifications were made to surface 
storage features in direct proximity to Brighton Reservation to avoid 
cultural sites, provide a ½ mile buffer from LOWRP features and the 
Brighton Reservation, and to reduce the footprint of the surface 
storage component directly north of Brighton Reservation. 
Modifications were also made to the STOF ‘least objectionable’ 
alternative (Alternative 2Cr with the K-42 reservoir) based on STOF 
feedback to make this alternative perform better, including 
improving water conveyance to the K-42 reservoir and expanding 
the footprint to increase storage capacity. Additionally, the USACE 
considered STOF suggested alternatives earlier on in the planning 
process. Storage in Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough and in Fisheating 
Creek was considered but not carried forward due to the nature of 
the watershed and the lack of consistent water availability for a 
reservoir in these sub-watersheds 

Environmental Justice: The environmental justice analysis included 
feedback from the Environmental Protection Agency. Special 
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consideration was given to assessing intensity of impacts to the 
STOF Brighton Reservation. According to the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulation (40 CFR §1508.27), unique 
characteristics of the geographic area could include proximity to 
distinctive features such as historic or cultural resources, prime 
farmlands, wetlands, ecologically critical areas. The STOF Brighton 
Reservation falls under this category.  This analysis concluded that 
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts or benefits are 
imparted upon the STOF and/or lower income communities. The full 
analysis is located in Appendix C. 

STOF-2 8/20/18 The NEPA process is intended to identify and evaluate alternatives 
in an impartial manner; however, the Seminole Tribe does not 
believe that the alternatives in the LOWRP were assessed equally. 
For example, the Draft PIR/EIS states that a number of different 
locations were identified and evaluated for shallow storage; 
however, the Draft PIR/EIS fails to identify any locations or provide 
an analysis of the evaluations that are alleged to have been 
conducted. (Appendix E, Section E.1.2.1.2- Shallow Storage Siting 
Analysis). The Draft PIR/EIS states that reservoir footprints were 
revised in each iteration to increase efficiencies; however, the 
nature of the revisions and the net increases in efficiencies for each 
of the alternatives has not been accounted for. (Appendix E, 
Section E.1.2.3). Additionally, it appears that the prioritization of 
alternatives is primarily based upon where the State already owns 
land. This selection criteria is inappropriate pursuant to NEPA. 

Analysis of shallow storage: The analysis of shallow storage 
locations has been updated and is located in Appendix E in the Final 
PIR/EIS. 

Land Ownership Criteria: Land ownership considerations were one 
aspect of the ‘Acceptability’ evaluation, which also included STOF 
acceptability, Miccosukee Tribe of Florida acceptability, and capital 
costs. The percentage of public and private land ownership within 
the project footprint was considered as a screening criteria. Public 
lands within the study are owned by the non-Federal sponsor have 
already been acquired for the purposes of environmental 
restoration. The use of public lands to the extent practicable 
minimizes impacts to local tax rolls, avoids risks of unwilling sellers, 
and implementation of eminent domain authority, reducing overall 
real estate acquisition costs and timelines. With private land, access 
may be delayed or not granted for surveys, leading to higher cost 
contingencies and potential schedule delays. It is also preferable to 
have public land in a project footprint due to ease of access for 
geotechnical, cultural, and environmental surveys to reduce overall 
project contingency costs and the risk of an unanticipated cultural 
or environmental discovery. 

STOF-3 8/20/18 Furthermore, when the Seminole Tribe engaged the USACE and 
the SFWMD to make plan formulation improvements to another 
reservoir alternative, the poorly formulated Alternative 2Cr, the 
USACE and the SFWMD made great efforts to improve Alternative 

Alternative Refinements: Four different rounds (iterations) of 
alternatives were analyzed prior to the selection of the TSP. In each 
round, optimizations were made to all project alternatives to either 
improve efficiency/effectiveness, to increase acceptability to 
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1BW to edge-out the Tribe's preferred plan. For example, stakeholders, to avoid/minimize impacts to wetlands and/or listed 
Alternative 1BW included the added benefit of reservoir-assisted species, and to provide a buffer zone to the Brighton Reservation 
ASRs in order to reduce costs and improve performance. This and local communities. The full description of alternative 
assured that Alternative 1BW would edge out Alternative 2Cr in optimization is provided in Appendix E, Plan Formulation Screening. 
performance. The other alternatives; however, were not afforded The final array of alternatives includes 2 alternatives with storage 
the same added benefit. The USACE's rationale for not including within the K05 footprint (Alternative 1Bshlw and Alternative 1BW) 
reservoir-assisted ASRs in Alternative 2Cr appears to be based on and one alternative with storage within the K42 footprint 
faulty assumptions, namely, lack of geotechnical data in the area (Alternative 2Cr, the STOF ‘least objectionable alternative’). 
to the depth that would be required, and greater potential for 
impacts to Floridan wells north of Alternative 2Cr. In reaching this Selection of the TSP: 
conclusion, it appears that the USACE failed to conduct any • Although Alternative 2Cr provides more overall benefits than 
analysis of the impact, and simply looked at the SFWMD's database the TSP, the cost is nearly $400 million dollars more than 
and assumed above-ground reservoir-assisted wells would be a Alternative 1BW. Alternative 2Cr provides more Lake 
problem. Subsequent reformulations to make Alternative 1BW Okeechobee benefits but less overall estuary benefits. The 
more acceptable greatly reduced K-OS's overall performance, but TSP reasonably maximizes ecosystem restoration benefits 
no further alternative comparisons were made between K-05 and compared to costs. 
K-42. The last version of Alternative 2Cr significantly outperforms 
the current TSP; however, the Draft PIR/EIS does not acknowledge 
this fact. In NEPA planning protocol, it is not appropriate to 
continue to optimize the preferred alternative and not allow the 
other alternatives to have equivalent refinements. This was due to 
the tight planning timeline, but still not appropriate for NEPA. 

• The TSP co-locates ASR with the WAF, providing synergistic 
facility attributes, improving operational flexibility, 
maximizing ecological performance for the northern 
estuaries, minimizing the need for additional infrastructure, 
thereby saving capital construction costs and long-term 
operations and maintenance requirements. Alternative 2Cr 
would not allow for co-location of the K-42 reservoir site and 
ASR wells because this would cause adverse impacts to 
existing water users. 

• The Restoration Coordination and Verification (RECOVER) 
System-Wide Evaluation concluded that there is little 
evidence of ecologically significant differences between 
alternatives as determined in the evaluation of the northern 
estuaries and Lake Okeechobee benefits. 

• The TSP proposes a shallow WAF rather than a deep 
reservoir as was proposed in Alternative 2Cr. Selecting a 
shallow WAF rather than a deep reservoir reduces overall 
dam safety concerns and seepage losses. 
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• The TSP would provide for over 10,000 acres of emergent 
wetland habitat within the WAF due to the shallow depth. 
This emergent wetland habitat would provide for more 
aesthetic value and additional recreational opportunities. 
The average depths of Alternative 2Cr may be too deep to 
support the growth of wetland habitat and may have 
reduced aesthetic values.  

• This plan maximizes use of public lands within the project 
area, reducing Regional Economic Development (RED) 
impacts and to local communities. 

• The TAP completely avoids critically endangered Florida 
grasshopper sparrow habitat, while the entire footprint of 
Alternative 2Cr contains potential grasshopper sparrow 
habitat. 

• The TSP avoids high quality wetlands to the greatest extent 
when compared to the other two alternatives 

STOF-4 8/20/18 The SMART Planning process currently utilized by the USACE works 
at odds with the ability of the USACE to address many of the 
Seminole Tribe's concerns. While intending to improve and 
streamline feasibility studies, reduce costs, and expedite 
completion, the SMART Planning process has resulted in no 
traditional analysis for feasibility level design for the TSP, no 
detailed flood routing and dam safety information, little to no 
cultural resource and habitat surveys, and incomplete annexes to 
the Draft PIR/EIS. Given the scope of the project and the potential 
impacts to the Seminole Tribe, the Tribe initially requested that the 
USACE request an exemption under the SMART Planning process 
to allow for more study time; however, the USACE declined to 
make this request. The Tribe believes it is unacceptable to move 
ahead on a proposal for which limited information prevents 
meaningful analysis of alternatives, impacts or the means to 
mitigate impacts. This approach undermines the integrity of the 

The level of design of project features during the planning phase is 
insufficient for numerous engineering analysis, including a full dam 
breach analysis, which will be performed in a later phase. A 
qualitative risk assessment was performed to identify potential 
failure modes and assess project risks. This analysis is located in the 
Engineering Appendix (Appendix A) of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. 
Most of the cultural resources and environmental surveys will be 
completed during the Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design 
(PED) phase once property has been acquired. Standard avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation procedures will be followed if there 
are any discoveries of significant resources or listed species. 
Uncertainties related to the level of detail in data used for analyses 
in the feasibility study are in Section 6 and contingencies for project 
costs are included as part of the certified project cost estimate. 
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entire LOWRP effort and fails to accurately account for any alleged 
benefits, harms or costs associated with the Project. 

STOF-5 8/20/18 II. Flood and/or Seepage Impacts 
As noted in prior comments, the TSP's proximity to the Brighton 
Reservation continues to cause great concern to the Seminole 
Tribe due to the potential for seepage impacts and flood risks 
associated with the WAF (K-05 Reservoir). Design Engineering 
Regulation ER 1110-2-1150 states that for feasibility-level designs 
"[e]ngineering data and analyses in the feasibility phase shall be 
sufficient to develop the complete project schedule and baseline 
cost estimate with reasonable contingency factors for each cost 
item or group of cost items." The Draft PIR/EIS; however, 
acknowledges that limited geotechnical data is available and 
detailed flood routing studies have not been done and will not be 
done until after project authorization as part of the Planning, 
Engineering and Design phase. Despite this acknowledgment, the 
USACE has concluded that the implementation of any of the 
alternatives will not degrade the existing level of flood protection, 
and that "the incremental life loss risk is within the tolerable 
limits." These findings are unacceptable to the Seminole Tribe. 

Groundwater monitoring will be performed before, during and after 
construction to ensure that there are no seepage impacts to the 
Brighton Reservation or any local communities.  USACE has an 
obligation to avoid degradation of existing levels of flood protection 
to areas outside the project.  Due to topography and the current 
footprint, Brighton Reservation will have little flooding in the 
unlikely event of a breach and no incremental life loss risk. Initial 
modeling data shows very small/no impact to groundwater levels. A 
primary project constraint is to maintain current levels of flood 
protection and detailed modeling during PED and monitoring during 
construction will confirm this. The project will be designed so there 
are no changes to flood protection outside the project area. 

STOF-6 8/20/18 The Seminole Tribe feels that their sovereign rights include 
defining an acceptable level of risk to their lands and their people. 
There are similar reservoir projects surrounding Brighton 
Reservation, including Thistle Pen Pond, Brighton Valley, 
Nicodemus Slough and West Waterhole Marsh, and the 
incremental addition of the TSP will create a higher risk to the 
Tribe. Instead of effectively communicating about the risks that 
informed the decision-making process, the USACE has chosen to 
dictate the risk to the Tribe. The Tribe does not ascribe to the 
USACE's standards for acceptable risk. The risk of dam failure 
associated with the TSP is an added risk to everyday life on the 
Brighton Reservation that increases the risk profile of tribal 
members to an unacceptable degree. The Draft PIR/EIS fails to 
provide an explanation or information on the assumptions that 
went into determining that "the incremental life loss risk is within 

USACE defines tolerable risk limits in ER 1110-2-1156. The 
Engineering Appendix describes in detail how dam safety risks were 
assessed and how tolerable risk limits were defined for this study 
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the tolerable limits. The Seminole Tribe is therefore forced to rely 
upon a skeletal solution without any details and trust that harm 
will not come their way as a result of this Project. Without a 
detailed description of engineering risks, an explanation of how 
local residents were consulted in assessing the risks and how the 
conclusion was reached that the risks are within tolerable limits, 
along with an explanation of how risk informed the decision 
making process, the Seminole Tribe will continue to voice its 
objections to this Project. See Daniel Report, pgs. 3-4. 

STOF-7 8/20/18 In reviewing the Draft PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe also noted that 
the nearsurface soils in the TSP WAF (K-05 Reservoir) footprint are 
poorly graded sands and silty sands. The Seminole Tribe is 
concerned that the fine sands comprising the WAF (K-05 Reservoir) 
embankment could potentially be eroded on the landward side of 
the levees, especially during periods of heavy rain. See Daniel 
Report, pg. 4. If the levee materials are eroded, gullies could form, 
and if significant enough, the levees could be breached. Id. The 
Tribe recommends that a thorough investigation of the risk of soil 
erosion from levee slopes be performed, sufficiently detailed to 
establish the credibility of basic engineering assumptions about 
levee materials, side slopes and long-term maintenance. Id. 

On the landward side of the WAF embankment, vegetation will 
serve as the primary means for erosion protection. If, however, 
during PED, it is found that in addition to a vegetative cover some 
form of hard armoring (i.e. turf reinforcement mat) or soil 
amendment is needed, it will be added to the design of the 
embankment. 

STOF-8 8/20/18 The USACE also anticipates that 12 to 18 inches of soil-cement will 
be required to armor the embankment crown and interior slope; 
however to date no testing has been performed. The Tribe is 
concerned that it appears to be unknown whether the soil-cement 
is sufficiently durable with regard to long-term performance over 
many decades. Id. at pg. 5. Elements that could degrade the soil-
cement include amongst other things, growth of plants with 
significant root systems, insects, burrowing animals, and the 
actions of people that might penetrate the soil-cement. Id. A 
thorough assessment of long-term durability and performance of 
soil cement used for similar purposes under similar climatic 
conditions should be conducted prior to determining that 26.8 
miles of levee can successfully perform with soil-cement armoring 
for many decades. Id. 

Geotechnical analyses will be completed during PED to determine 
the required soil-cement thickness. There has been much research 
and many successful projects using soil-cement for erosion 
protection going back decades.  There are projects 60 years old in 
which the soil-cement is still functional for its intended use. 
Although the reduced permeability of soil-cement is accounted for 
in seepage calculations, its primary function is erosion protection 
and not seepage. 
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STOF-9 8/20/18 The design of the TSP also does not appear to include subsurface 

cut-off walls or other strategies for reducing the quantity of water 
seeping through soils beneath the levees. Id. at pg. 6. Although 
there is a seepage canal just outside the levee, the construction of 
a perimeter seepage canal potentially shortens the seepage 
pathway by bringing the exit point for seepage closer to water in 
the reservoir. Id. at pgs. 6-7. The PIR does not include any test for 
soil permeability nor any detailed information on groundwater 
conditions within the reservoir area or nearby properties. 
Therefore impacts of seepage in the Draft PIR/EIS are highly 
speculative and the impacts of the canal on groundwater levels 
and groundwater quality could possibly be detrimental. Id. at pg. 
7. The Seminole Tribe recommends that soil testing be completed 
to determine permeability, along with a more detailed analysis of 
the proposed seepage canal. Id. Additionally, the Tribe 
recommends an assessment be conducted of the impacts to 
groundwater levels and water quality in nearby areas. Id. 

The Revised draft Engineering Appendix includes seepage modeling. 
Additional groundwater modeling and monitoring will be performed 
during PED and monitoring will continue during and after 
construction. 

STOF-10 8/20/18 The Seminole Tribe is also concerned that the USACE has failed to 
address the risk of overtopping. If the levee is overtopped due in 
part to extreme winds during a hurricane, erosion could occur 
rapidly and result in sudden breaching. Id. at pgs. 5-6. An 
assessment of the risk of overtopping should be included as part 
of the engineering analysis of feasibility. Id. at pg. 6. If the levees 
are constructed of the fine sands with no armoring on landside 
slopes, as indicated in the Draft PIR/EIS, overtopping could 
potentially result in rapid breaching of the levee. Id. 

The embankment heights have been determined based on 
overtopping calculations. Direction can be found in DCM-2.  
Required modeling includes 4 separate combinations of wind and 
rainfall including a Probable Maximum Precipitation event 
combined with a 100-year wind speed. This modeling is 
documented in the Revised Draft Engineering Appendix (Appendix 
A). 

STOF-11 8/20/18 Lastly, given the potential for wells to clog over time and lack of 
experience, the risk that the ASR wells might not be able to deliver 
as much storage capacity as desired is significant. Id. at pg. 7. If the 
ASR wells do not or cannot deliver the desired water storage 
capacity, there may be pressure to increase the storage capacity of 
the WAF. /d. What may start out as a planned shallow-water WAF 
could morph into something much larger. Id. The Seminole Tribe 
recommends that a significant field testing program, to verify basic 

Pilot testing along the Kissimmee River and the Hillsboro Canal, 
along with current projects, show proof of concept. ASR wells could 
be moved based on testing of individual well locations. 
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assumptions about ASR wells, be conducted to verify the credibility 
of the overall plan. Id. at pg. 8. 

STOF-12 8/20/18 Given the USACE's lack of consideration of failure modes and 
impact on safety, Alt 1BW should not have been allowed to move 
forward as the preferred alternative until flood risk studies could 
be done to show no risk to Seminole Tribe members, and other 
people living in the communities adjacent to the WAF. 

A qualitative risks assessment will be performed during the planning 
phase to identify potential failure modes and further assess risks. 
The results of this assessment are included in Appendix A of the 
Revised Draft PIR/EIS and were presented to the STOF technical staff 
on 30 April, 2019. 

STOF-13 8/20/18 III. Cultural Resource Impacts 
During the consultation process, the Seminole Tribe expressed 
concerns about the numerous unknowns regarding cultural 
resources within the area of potential effect, as the USACE's 
cultural resource investigations for known archaeological sites 
have been limited to a literature search and records review. The 
Seminole Tribe's interests; however, are broader than just "historic 
properties," as defined under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. Although the boundaries of the Brighton 
Reservation are today noted as static lines on a map, for thousands 
of years, these lines did not exist. According to the archaeological 
record, written documentation, and the Tribe's oral histories, 
ancestral populations continuously crossed through the various 
areas that are today delineated by private property boundaries 
surrounding our ancestral homeland. Many Seminole families 
intimately knew their landscape through generations of traditions 
that resulted in a cultural landscape made of camp locations, burial 
sites, resource clusters, trading sites and more. Therefore, the 
Seminole Tribe's interests include any culturally significant site, 
including burial sites. This is why the protection of the sacred 
ancestral landscape surrounding the Brighton Reservation is so 
important to the Tribe. 

A Programmatic Agreement, pursuant to 54 U.S.C 306108 and § 
800.4(b)(2), is being developed to outline the path forward to 
perform cultural resource surveys to identify resources within the 
project footprint during PED.  This will include consultation with the 
tribes to identify and protect burial sites. 

STOF-14 8/20/18 While the Draft PIR/EIS recognizes that there is a high potential for 
burial resources within the TSP footprint, the Draft PIR/EIS 
acknowledges that few of the cultural resource surveys have 
focused on the area of the proposed alternatives. The Seminole 
Tribe suspects that there are likely other unrecorded sites within 
the overall footprint that have not yet been identified. Of 

The USACE's cultural resources investigations have included a 
literature search and records review, and a Phase I cultural 
resources assessment survey of portions of the TSP. This survey was 
coordinated with the STOF’s THPO office. The USACE agrees that, in 
addition to the Mulberry Mound Site, there are likely unrecorded 
sites within the TSP footprint. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 and § 
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particular concern is the Mulberry Mound Site {8GL77), which has 
a high potential for containing burial resources, and is located 
within the TSP footprint. See Exhibit B, a map identifying the 
Mulberry Mound Site that the Seminole Tribe requests be avoided 
by USACE planning. The Seminole Tribe opposes any impacts to 
sites that contain burial resources. The TSP should be modified to 
avoid the Mulberry Mound site. The Seminole Tribe's Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office ("THPO") has presented to the USACE 
two possible alternatives to the Alternative 1BW TSP footprint that 
would avoid the Mulberry Mound site. These sites, especially the 
burial sites, hold significant cultural/religious importance to the 
Seminole Tribe. The tree island landscape, which usually host these 
sites, form the fabric of the Seminole Tribe's cultural identity. The 
Seminole Tribe appreciates the USACE's commitment to act 
consistently with the Burial Resources Agreement but advises that 
avoidance is the primary objective. 

800.4(b)(2), the USACE is developing a programmatic agreement 
deferring final cultural resource surveys and evaluations of historic 
properties until after project approval. During the preconstruction, 
engineering, and design (PED) phase of the project, all areas that 
have the potential to be adversely affected by the project will be 
subject to cultural resources surveys and evaluations.  The USACE is 
committed to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts to 
historic properties and burial resources.  Avoidance of the Mulberry 
Mound site will be considered in PED along with other historic 
properties and burial resources which are identified.  The results of 
the additional cultural resource investigations will require additional 
consultation with the STOF pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA and 
the Burial Resources Agreement. 

STOF-15 8/20/18 Despite Alternative 1BW being identified as having a higher 
probability to contain additional historic properties/cultural 
resources within the WAF than any of the other alternatives, 
Alternative 1BW has been selected as the LOWRP TSP. The 
Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE has selected 
Alternative 1BW as its TSP without the benefit of an archaeological 
survey to determine the significance of additional cultural resource 
sites. The cost estimate for surveying and avoiding unknown sites 
is significant and has not been included in the cost benefit analysis 
for the project alternative. The Seminole Tribe believes that had 
there been sufficient time and funding to perform the required 
analysis that these issues would have affected the feasibility of 
Alternative 1BW and its selection as the TSP. 

It is difficult to determine if any of the alternatives have a higher 
percentage of containing cultural resources without additional 
surveys. All alternatives have the potential to contain cultural 
resources and based on the size of the project, each alternative has 
a high probability of containing significant cultural resources. A 
survey of all of the alternatives within the final array would require 
considerable amount of additional funding and time than is 
available in the current scope of this study. Approximately 13% of 
the WAF feature of the TSP has been surveyed. Costs for conducting 
cultural resources surveys for the rest of the project features, 
consultation, and mitigation within the TSP was included within in 
Section 6.4.6 (Cultural Resources Preservation Costs) of the Draft 
PIR/EIS. Costs for avoidance and additional engineering are 
captured in PED and contingency costs. All additional Phase I cultural 
resources surveys, Phase II NRHP evaluations, or Phase III data 
recoveries will be coordinated with the STOF-THPO consistent with 
Section 106 of the NHPA and the Burial Resources Agreement; 
however, avoidance is still the USACE's preferred option. 
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STOF-16 8/20/18 In order to prevent impacts to cultural resources, it is critical that 

the USACE also complete a comprehensive ethnographic survey as 
part of the USACE's overall planning efforts in order to identify 
those areas that need protection from human disturbance before 
moving forward with the LOWRP. It is equally important that all 
the necessary surveys are conducted before the final design and 
implementation of the LOWRP in order to assess and avoid any 
potential impacts to cultural resources. THPO should be consulted 
and allowed to comment on any Phase II proposal, methodologies 
that might be developed, and on any corresponding scope of 
work/work performance standards. It should be noted; however, 
that THPO has not agreed to the necessity of Phase II investigations 
on any specific site. Additional detailed comments from THPO in 
reference to specific sections of the Draft PIR/EIS are attached as 
Exhibit C. 

In accordance with Section 106 and the Burial Resources Agreement 
all areas that have the potential to be adversely effected by the 
project will be subject to a cultural resources assessment survey 
during the initial design phase. USACE will continue to consult with 
the STOF pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA and the Burial 
Resources Agreement to identify, evaluate, and avoid impacting 
historic properties; in addition, the USACE cultural resources staff 
continues to work with the STOF-THPO in developing an 
ethnographic survey. 

STOF-17 8/20/18 The Seminole Tribe appreciates the USACE's efforts to respect the 
history and cultural landscape of the Seminole Tribe and its people 
in the Lake Okeechobee watershed and looks forward to 
continuing to work with the USACE on LOWRP. 

Thank you for your comment. 

STOF-18 8/20/18 IV. Water Rights Impacts 
The Seminole Tribe's water rights have been formalized in The 
Water Rights Compact of 1987, and ratified by both the United 
States Congress and the Florida Legislature. The Compact sets 
forth specific surface water entitlements to the Seminole Tribe for 
both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. As noted in prior 
comments to the USACE, the Seminole Tribe remains concerned 
about impacts to the delivery of the water rights entitlement 
during drought to both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. 

Please see response to STOF-19 below: 

STOF-19 8/20/18 The Draft PIR/EIS concludes that there will be no elimination or 
transfer of existing legal sources of water for the Seminole Tribe as 
a result of LOWRP and that there will be an improvement of overall 
water supply conditions to the Seminole Tribe and other Lake 
Okeechobee water users. However, the Seminole Tribe believes 
that the analysis is flawed. Lake Okeechobee is the back-up water 
supply for both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations, 

• The RECOVER WS-1 Frequency and Severity of Water 
Restrictions for Lake Okeechobee Service Area performance 
measure was used to calculate improvements in water supply 
performance. Model results indicate that the Modified TSP shows a 
24% reduction in water supply cutbacks for Lake Okeechobee 
Service Area users, which includes the Brighton and Seminole Big 
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especially in drought conditions. The LOWRP diverts water to 
wetland attenuation features, wetland restoration features and 
Aquifer, Storage and Recovery Wells prior to entering Lake 
Okeechobee with the primary goal to reduce discharges to the 
estuaries from the Lake. With an additional goal to supplement the 
Lake with water when conditions are dry in order to benefit the 
Lake. The analysis for the amount of storage needed north of the 
Lake is based on the assumption that the current Interim 2008 Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule will still be in place at time of 
project operation. However, the LORS is an interim schedule which 
significantly reduced the storage capacity of the Lake, and in turn 
reduced the Seminole Tribe's access to Lake Okeechobee water 
during times of drought for both the Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations. LOWRP as modeled shows an improvement to the 
Tribe but not as compared to the quantity of water it had available 
in 2000 when the Savings Clause was made law. In addition, due to 
a reliance on the interim LORS as the assumed Schedule for project 
operations many of the proposed benefits of the project may not 
have been as great or even needed if and when LORS is updated to 
take advantage of the benefit of the improvements to the Herbert 
Hoover Dike. 

Cypress Reservations, when compared to the future without project 
condition. 
• The current Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule, LORS 
2008, replaced the Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule known as 
WSE (Water Supply/Environmental), which had been in effect since 
July 2000. One of the primary objectives of LORS 2008 is to manage 
lower lake elevations to reduce risk to the Herbert Hoover Dike and 
to lessen the likelihood of flows to the Northern Estuaries.  LORS 
2008 also provided in-lake environmental benefits and provided for 
low flows to the Caloosahatchee Estuary during the dry season. 
LORS 2008 is identified by the USACE as an “intervening non-CERP 
activity”, therefore, the requirements of the Savings Clause did not 
apply to LORS 2008.  The non-federal sponsor, along with numerous 
stakeholders, requested that LOWRP considers the loss of water 
supply from the transition of WSE to LORS 2008 as a target for the 
LOWRP water supply benefits. Although a comparison of water 
supply benefits from the TSP to WSE conditions was identified to 
address stakeholder concerns, there is no legal obligation under 
CERP to make up for the loss of water supply between WSE and LORS 
2008. 
• The LOWRP assumes LORS optimizations to take advantage 
of both Herbert Hoover Dike repairs and new infrastructure 
proposed by LOWRP. To confirm that stand-alone project benefits 
will occur without reliance on a LORS update, the Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS provides a summary of project benefits with the FWO lake 
schedule (2008 LORS + modifications proposed by the authorized 
Central Everglades Planning Project) in Section 6. 

STOF-20 8/20/18 V. Displaced Endangered and Threatened Species Impacts 
The Seminole Tribe remains concerned that the proposed land use 
changes in the LOWRP, particularly the TSP footprint, will result in 
habitat loss of threatened and endangered species, such as the 
northern crested caracara, surrounding the Brighton Reservation 
and ultimately displacement of these species onto Tribal lands. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act Report, included in the Draft PIR/EIS, reiterated this concern, 

The Draft PIR/EIS includes the Biological Assessment where the 
USACE has determined that the conversion of the restoration of the 
Paradise Run wetlands, the Kissimmee wetlands, conversion of 
uplands to a wetland attenuation feature, and addition of Aquifer 
Storage Reservoirs may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, 
Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociablis plumbeus) and its critical 
habitat, Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi), Florida grasshopper 
sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum floridanus), Florida manatee 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1702 



      

        
  

       
  

   
  

  

   
  

    
  

  
  

   
     

 
 

     
 

    
   

  
  

  
 

  
   

     
  
    
   

      
   

  
 

  
 

   
     

     
   

  

  
  

  
 

    
   

  
   

 
   

   
     

 
 
 

    

  
  

  
    

   
  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
indicating that within the WAF conversion to wetland-type habitat 
is likely to force upland species to move off the site (e.g. sandhill 
cranes, crested caracaras, eastern indigo snakes). However, the 
assessment of displacement of these species is lacking from the 
analysis completed thus far. 

(Trichechus manatus) and its critical habitat, Okeechobee gourd 
(Cucurbita okeechobeensis), and wood stork (Mycteria americana). 
The USACE also determined that the proposed project may affect 
Northern crested caracara (Caracara cheriway), Eastern indigo 
snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), and Florida bonneted bat 
(Eumops floridanus).  The USFWS will address project effects on 
listed species in the Biological Opinion, which will be included in the 
Final PIR/EIS. The USACE will coordinate the BO with the Seminole 
Tribe once received. Any requirements of the BO in the form of 
reasonable and prudent measures, terms and conditions, and/or 
agreed to conservation measures will be incorporated into the Final 
PIR/EIS. 

STOF-21 8/20/18 Secretarial Order 3206: American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-
Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act 
clarifies the responsibilities of agencies, bureaus and offices of the 
Department of the Interior and the Department of Commerce 
when actions taken under authority of the Endangered Species Act 
and associated implementing regulations affect, or may affect 
Indian Lands, tribal trust resources, or the exercise of American 
Indian Tribal rights. Secretarial Order 3206 is intended to ensure 
Indian Tribes do not bear a disproportionate burden for the 
conservation of listed species, so as to avoid or minimize the 
potential for conflict and confrontation. The Draft PIR/EIS 
acknowledges that known caracara gathering areas and foraging 
habitats are known to exist within the TSP, and that approximately 
13,913 acres of potential habitat for the northern caracara will be 
removed by the project. However, the Draft PIR/EIS concludes that 
it is unlikely that any displaced caracaras will successfully nest on 
the Brighton Reservation unless it displaces a current pair or new 
caracara habitat is created. The Seminole Tribe believes that 
analysis is flawed. The Draft PIR/EIS also identifies the potential for 
impacts to the Eastern Indigo Snake, Florida Bonneted Bat and the 
Florida Panther. The Tribe is concerned that these species impacts 
could have the potential to disproportionately impact Tribal lands 
due to the loss of habitat. In addition, the USFWS Biological 

USFWS has a Programmatic BO with the STOF that addresses how 
threatened and endangered species are treated on Tribal lands, as 
well as BOs for specific actions on the Brighton Reservation.  In 
accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended, the USACE initiated formal 
consultation with the USFWS concerning the LOWRP.  The USACE 
prepared a Biological Assessment that identified potential effects on 
listed species.  Some upland threatened and endangered species, 
specifically, Northern crested caracara and Eastern indigo snake, 
could potentially move onto Tribal lands as a result of the 
construction of the WAF. However, previous coordination with 
USFWS has revealed that for Northern crested caracara in particular, 
all territories on Tribal lands are currently occupied.  Unless, the 
existing Northern crested caracara allow their territories to be 
reduced in size, the Tribal lands are currently at carrying capacity for 
this species.  There is also potential that Eastern indigo snakes could 
potentially immigrate to Tribal lands as their preferred habitat of 
pine flatwoods, moist hammocks and cypress swamps also exist on 
the Brighton Reservation.  Their range may encompass as much as 
224 hectares during summer months (FWS, 1999), however, the 0.5 
mile distance between the WAF and the Brighton Reservation may 
limit the movement of Eastern indigo snake onto Tribal lands.  The 
USFWS will provide a BO that will be included in the Final PIR/EIS 
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Opinion is not yet complete, and will not be until after comments 
are due on the Draft PIR/EIS. Due to the expedited timing of the 
project, costs and access issues, the planning process has not 
allowed for sufficient surveys to fully understand the scope of 
impacts to threatened and endangered species within the LOWRP 
footprint. Hence, the LOWRP could potentially result in a 
disproportionate burden on the Seminole Tribe for additional 
conservation measures associated with these displaced 
endangered and threatened species, and possible restrictions on 
the use of Tribal lands. 

that will address the potential effects of construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the LOWRP TSP on threatened and endangered 
species. The USACE will coordinate the BO with the Seminole Tribe 
once received. Any requirements of the BO in the form of 
reasonable and prudent measures, terms and conditions, and/or 
agreed to conservation measures will be incorporated into the Final 
PIR/EIS. The USACE will continue to coordinate with USFWS and the 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission throughout the 
PED phase and construction. 

STOF-22 8/20/18 VI. Aquifer Storage and Recovery Wells 
The Seminole Tribe remains concerned with the extensive use of 
ASR wells that are being proposed for implementation under the 
TSP (total of 80 wells). The ASR Regional Study team, the ASR Pilot 
Studies and the National Academy of Sciences, U.S. Geological 
Services (USGS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission have identified a number of issues with ASR wells, 
including impacts from clustering of wells, the impacts to ecology, 
water quality in the underlying aquifer and in the water when it 
comes back up for use in the Everglades surface water system. 
While the Seminole Tribe recognizes that ASR technology could be 
very beneficial to Everglades restoration, ASR wells are a new 
technology with limited information regarding their use, 
effectiveness, and impacts. Due to concerns about the impact of 
ASR well clusters on the quality of the underlying aquifer, and the 
quality of the water when it is returned to surface water systems 
for the Everglades, the Seminole Tribe prefers that the ASR wells 
and well clusters are located as far away from reservation lands so 
as not to affect their groundwater resources. 

ASR well clusters will be located along the southern embankment of 
the WAF, where water levels are deepest and where the WAF is 
most likely to be hydrated.  Underground Injection Control permit 
for an ASR system requires that there are no impacts to adjacent 
users. 
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STOF-23 8/20/18 The pumping of surface water into ASRs and during ASR recharge 

also has the potential to severely impact aquatic resources within 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. The overall impacts to the 
aquatic resources due to fishery impingement and entrainment 
are currently unknown and have the potential to adversely affect 
aquatic resource population dynamics including tribal trust 
resources. Additionally, temperature and dissolved oxygen 
changes during ASR well discharge events could cause detrimental 
effects to fisheries. 

Fisheries resources in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed could be 
affected if recovered water was released directly into flowing 
surface waters.  For this reason, the conceptual ASR system design 
at the WAF will use seepage canal water for recharge, and recovery 
will occur within the WAF only, not directly into the Kissimmee 
River.  For watershed ASR systems, it is possible that mixing zones 
will be required through the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit, depending on system location. 
Establishment of a mixing zone in surface water requires evaluation 
of physical and chemical changes in the surface water as a result of 
release of recovered water. Additionally, screens and mesh curtain 
fabrics can be considered at ASR intake and release locations to 
minimize the potential for impingement and disperse/diffuse 
recovered water quality.  These features will be evaluated during 
the pre-construction engineering design phase and designed 
appropriately. 

STOF-24 8/20/18 Adverse impacts to wildlife and human health may be further 
compromised by the potential production of methylmercury from 
increased sulfate loads, thereby decreasing the overall water 
quality. The relationship between sulfate loading and 
methylmercury production was analyzed in the USGS Scientific 
Investigation Report 2007-5240 An Assessment of Potential Effects 
of Aquifer Storage and Recovery on Mercury Cycling in South 
Florida. The results of the study concluded that sulfate added from 
the release of recovered ASR water can contribute to additional 
methylmercury formation within the receiving waters. The Tribe 
has significant concerns pertaining to the potential 
bioaccumulation of methylmercury within the aquatic food chain 
and the adverse effects on the Tribe and its members who 
continue to exercise their customary and traditional hunting, 
fishing, trapping and frogging rights on millions of acres of lands 
and waters across South and Central Florida. 

This report concluded that sulfate added from release of recovered 
ASR water MIGHT contribute to methyl mercury formation IN 
SEDIMENTS.  In order to minimize the risk of water quality changes 
in receiving waters, all ASR recovered water will be released into the 
WAF.  In watershed ASR systems, sulfate concentrations  in 
recovered water are limited to that which exists at chloride 
concentration of 250 mg/L. 

STOF-25 8/20/18 The 2014 Regional Ecological Risk Assessment of CERP Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery Implementation in South Florida has also 
looked at the intermittent chronic toxicity within ASR discharge 

More detailed operational scenarios to integrate WAF and ASR 
system operations will be performed during the PED phase.  These 
studies will focus specifically on maintaining a range of water levels 
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waters. Based on current ASR standards, in order to reduce the 
level of chronic toxicity sufficient dilution, water must be available 
within a mixing zone. The Seminole Tribe has concerns that the 
quantity of dilution water required for discharge may not be 
available when operation of ASR wells for water supply is most 
critical during drought and the dry season. Furthermore, ASR is a 
relatively new water resource technology that has not been 
previously installed on such a scale that is proposed under LOWRP. 
Further analysis of the proposed impacts associated with the use 
of ASR for both restoration and water supply purposes is required 
to ensure detrimental effects to aquatic resources do not result as 
a component of this project. 

in the WAF particularly during dry seasons, and maximizing 
subsurface storage during wet seasons. 

STOF-26 8/20/18 Finally, the Seminole Tribe remains concerned that due to the 
unreliability of the ASR wells on this scale that the USACE could 
repurpose the project later to store more water in the WAF, 
turning it back into a reservoir feature. Federal funding could be 
reduced, causing changes to critical safety design features. There 
is no language in the Draft PIR/EIS that gives the Seminole Tribe 
any security that the project features will remain as proposed and 
could not be changed in the future. The Tribe is very much aware 
that such repurposing is a possibility due to the proposed changes 
to the Central Everglades Planning Project to include the 
Everglades Agricultural Area Storage Reservoir. The Seminole Tribe 
recommends that should the recommended TSP move forward, 
that binding language be included in the Chief's Report and 
Congressional authorization for LOWRP that prohibits the use of a 
Reservoir feature in the footprint of the WAF. 

The USACE cannot guarantee that there will not be any changes to 
the plan post-authorization. If there are major changes to the plan 
then an additional NEPA analysis will be performed on the new plan, 
along with continued Government to Government consultation with 
Federally-recognized Tribes. However, the USACE and the non-
Federal sponsor do not recommend deep storage in the K05 
location. Please see Section 8, LOWRP Recommendations. 

STOF-27 8/20/18 VII. Environmental Justice Concerns 
The Seminole Tribe remains concerned about the USACE's 
compliance with Executive Order 12898 ("EO") and the CERP 
Guidance Memorandum 24 ("GM") regarding Environmental 
Justice in Everglades Restoration Planning for LOWRP. The Draft 
PIR/EIS has concluded that no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts will be placed upon the Tribe as a result of LOW RP. 
However, the Seminole Tribe respectfully disagrees. 

A robust environmental justice analysis was undertaken with 
feedback from the Environmental Protection Agency. Special 
consideration was given to assessing intensity of impacts to the 
STOF Brighton Reservation. According to the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulation (40 CFR §1508.27), unique 
characteristics of the geographic area could include proximity to 
distinctive features such as historic or cultural resources, prime 
farmlands, wetlands, ecologically critical areas. The STOF Brighton 
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Reservation falls under this category. Impact categories considered 
included aesthetics, noise, light pollution, wetlands, cultural/historic 
resources, economic impacts (including displacement of listed 
species and potential compliance costs and restriction of economic 
activities, water supply, ranching impacts, drainage impacts to 
Brighton Reservation), health impacts (water supply wells, fish and 
wildlife (food) contamination, dam breach impacting property and 
safety), and cultural practices (access to sacred/ceremonial sites, 
hunting and fishing,). The analysis concluded that LOWRP would 
provide benefits to quality of life by improving Lake Okeechobee 
ecology, improving the estuarine environment and contribute to 
hydrological improvements in the historic Everglades. Several EJ 
communities were identified in the project area as having a 
potential to be affected. Low income communities located west of 
the Kissimmee River and surrounding Lake Okeechobee have 
income significantly lower than state/national averages and 
unemployment rates that are also higher than the state and national 
averages. Another EJ community that could be affected by the 
project is the STOF’s Brighton Reservation, which represents Tribal 
National lands that are geographically fixed in position. However, no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts or benefits are 
imparted upon the STOF and/or lower income communities. Any 
remaining minimal impacts will be further avoided, minimized, 
and/or mitigated. The full environmental justice analysis is located 
in Appendix C.2. 

STOF-28 8/20/18 The Council on Environmental Quality, as the lead federal agency 
for ensuring government compliance with Executive Order 12898, 
adopted Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National 
Environmental Protection Act ("EJ Guidance") to provide advice to 
agencies about how they should implement the Executive Order. 
The EJ Guidance lists six (6) principles to assist agencies in 
identifying whether an agency action raises environmental justice 
issues, namely, consideration of the composition of the affected 
area, public health and industry data, including the historical 
patterns of exposure to environmental hazards, and interrelated 

Please see response to STOF-30.  In addition, the USACE followed 
the EJ Guidance and included the six principles as part of the 
analysis.  Major categories of analysis include: unique characteristics 
of the geographic area, aesthetics, noise, light pollution, air quality, 
cultural and historic resources, economic impacts, and human 
health and safety. The full analysis is provided in Appendix C. 
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cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that 
may amplify the natural and physical environmental effects of the 
proposed agency action. Likewise, the CERP Guidance lays out 
screening measures to be used to avoid siting project features such 
as reservoirs or stormwater treatment areas in such a way to 
divide or otherwise create high and adverse effects. Pursuant to 
the CERP Guidance, alternatives with unacceptably adverse 
environmental consequences (including adverse environmental 
justice consequences) should be eliminated or modified. 

STOF-29 8/20/18 The location of the Brighton Reservation is not optional, it is a part 
of the ancestral homeland of the Tribe, narrowed and constricted 
into a reservation by the federal government. This Reservation is 
already impacted by its location to other federal projects and/or 
federally operated systems such as the Central and Southern 
Florida Flood Control Project, the Herbert Hoover Dike project, the 
Kissimmee River and Lake lstokpoga. The USACE was unwilling to 
consider the Tribe's environmental justice concerns at a level 
equivalent to the State's preference to site the project without 
buying additional lands, so as not to take lands out of tax rolls in 
the area. While this is an important goal for the State, the Tribe 
believes that the health, safety and environment of the Tribal 
members that live on the Brighton Reservation should have been 
given as much importance in the screening of alternatives. 

The STOF has expressed concerns regarding the health, safety, and 
emotional well-being of Tribal members and other people who live 
at Brighton Reservation. These effects are difficult to quantify. The 
Environmental Justice evaluation has focused on the following 
aspects of human health and safety: 

• Drinking water quality: FDEP Underground Injection 
Control (UIC) permitting process requires that ASR 
systems will not impact existing users. Drinking water for 
many residents in the project area is obtained from the 
surficial aquifer (land surface to 170 ft. below land 
surface). The ASR storage zone is 550–1100 ft. below land 
surface in the project area. The surficial aquifer and ASR 
storage zone are separated by approximately 330 ft. of 
Hawthorn Group sands and clays, which form the 
intermediate confining unit. It is unlikely that the 
groundwater in the ASR storage zone will contaminate the 
surficial aquifer during normal ASR operations. 
Additionally, surface water quality in the Kissimmee Basin 
is sufficient to meet drinking water standards with 
minimal treatment. Successful operation of the Kissimmee 
River ASR (KRASR) System, located approximately 7.5 
miles from the K-05 reservoir footprint, required minimal 
filtration to remove particulates, and ultraviolet 
disinfection to inactivate coliforms prior to recharge in the 
UFA. It is expected that surface water quality 
characteristics in the LOWRP area are similar to those 
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observed at KRASR, and that pre-treatment options will be 
similar (if not more technologically advanced) to those 
operated successfully at KRASR. 

• Subsistence fishing and hunting: It is anticipated that 
restoring wetland habitat along the historic Kissimmee 
River channel will improve fishing and hunting. Converting 
this land from private to public will increase access for 
fishers and hunters for all alternatives. 

• Life safety. Planning-level breach analyses have been 
performed for each of the surface storage configurations in 
the focused array and have confirmed that the probability of 
a breach is extremely low due to robust design criteria of 
modern design standards. A qualitative risk analysis has been 
performed for the selected plan and documented in Appendix 
A. 

STOF-30 8/20/18 The USACE has instead offered a bare-bones conclusion that the 
Seminole Tribe would not be disproportionately harmed by the 
LOWRP, and the Alternative 1BW in particular. This conclusion 
stems from the fact that the USACE failed to take a hard look at the 
environmental justice considerations. In part, this is due to the lack 
of information that the USACE has in its possession. The Draft 
PIR/EIS recognizes that additional investigations will be needed to 
identify archaeological sites within areas that have not been 
surveyed. Additionally, formal dam safety risk assessments have 
not been performed to determine what type of effect the LOWRP 
would have on the Seminole Tribe. Further, the USACE has not 
conducted the necessary surveys to determine the effect of listed 
species displacement to the Seminole Tribe's Brighton Reservation 
as a result of the LOWRP project. Without this critical information, 
the USACE is unable to make a convincing case that no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts will be imparted 
upon the Seminole Tribe. 

The USACE has determined that none of the alternatives result in 
disproportionate and adverse impacts upon one demographic over 
another. 

• Cultural resources: A Programmatic Agreement is being 
developed to outline the path forward to perform 
cultural resource surveys to identify resources within the 
project footprint during PED.  This will include 
consultation with the tribes to identify and protect 
known burial sites. 

• Dam safety risk assessment: USACE has an obligation to 
avoid degradation of existing levels of flood protection to 
areas outside the project. Due to topography and the 
current footprint, Brighton Reservation will have little 
flooding in the unlikely event of a breach and no 
incremental life loss risk. The qualitative risk assessment 
was presented to STOF technical staff on 30 April, 2019 
and is available in Appendix A. 
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• Listed species displacement: The USFWS will be providing 

a draft BO prior to the Final PIR/EIS that will address the 
potential effects of construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the LOWRP TSP on threatened and 
endangered species.  The USACE will coordinate the draft 
BO with the Seminole Tribe once received. Any 
requirements of the BO in the form of reasonable and 
prudent measures, terms and conditions, and/or agreed 
to conservation measures will be incorporated into the 
Final PIR/EIS. 

STOF-31 8/20/18 The Seminole Tribe is committed to its lands inextricably and 
legally and cannot choose to move the Reservation or its people 
due to the risk of flooding from the project. If this project moves 
forward the Seminole Tribe, its lands, people and resources will be 
at greater risk culturally, socially and economically due to the 
location of the preferred alternative adjacent to the Brighton 
Reservation. This alternative should have been screened out due 
to the unacceptable adverse environmental justice consequences 
to the Seminole Tribe and others in this region. 

According to the Council on Environmental Quality regulation (40 
CFR §1508.27), unique characteristics of the geographic area could 
include proximity to distinctive features such as historic or cultural 
resources, prime farmlands, wetlands, and ecologically critical 
areas. The STOF Brighton Reservation falls under this category and 
has been given special consideration when assessing the intensity of 
impacts listed below. No disproportionate or adverse impacts to the 
Brighton Reservation have been identified. 

STOF-32 8/20/18 In accordance with the USACE Tribal Consultation Policy, Executive 
Order 13175, and other related guidance documents, the USACE 
has certain trust responsibilities to the Seminole Tribe. This trust 
obligation requires that the USACE act in a fiduciary manner with 
regard to the Seminole Tribe's interests, which includes the 
consideration and protection of the Seminole Tribe's water rights, 
environmental, wildlife and cultural resources in your agency's 
decisions to the fullest extent possible. The Seminole Tribe 
believes the Jacksonville USACE has not complied with these 
obligations and their own planning process policies which requires 
them to engage other Federal, tribal, state and governmental 
agencies, stakeholder groups and the general public, and may also 
involve engineering firms or other contractors in the development 
of the project. The Jacksonville USACE did not involve the Tribe in 
the development of this project until after selection of the first set 

The USACE sent a letter dated 24 June 2016 inviting the STOF to 
participate in Government to Government consultation and 
following shortly after with a letter dated 28 June 2016 inviting the 
STOF to be a Cooperating Agency under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).) STOF accepted the NEPA Cooperating Agency 
invitation via a letter dated 13 September 2016. STOF staff attended 
and presented at the 25 July 2016 LOWRP kick-off meeting. After the 
initial kick-off meeting, the Project Delivery Team (PDT) held weekly 
public plan formulation sub-team meetings to discuss project siting 
and screening of the initial sites under consideration for the first 3 
months of formulation. Numerous agencies and members of the 
public participated and STOF staff was invited to participate in these 
meetings. 
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of alternatives. The Seminole Tribe was not asked to be involved in 
the screening of the original 20 sites under consideration. 

STOF-33 8/20/18 The Seminole Tribe remains concerned that the potential threats 
to the Brighton Reservation and its natural resources have not 
been resolved to the Tribe's satisfaction, as confirmed by the 
Tribe's staff and its consultants. The highly abbreviated planning 
process, the studies and analyses not done, that should have been 
completed before selecting a TSP, have all contributed to this 
issue. Therefore, in the absence of compelling evidence and 
analysis to the contrary, the Seminole Tribe must conclude that the 
TSP remains a threat to the Seminole Tribal residents and property 
located at the Brighton Reservation, and hereby reiterates its 
objections to the TSP. 

The USACE has considered the STOF concerns and has worked 
diligently to address each of these concerns through the alternative 
evaluation process and through the optimization of the TSP. In order 
to reduce dam safety risks, the most efficient reservoir was revised 
to modify the surface storage footprint to avoid direct northern 
proximity to Brighton Reservation, avoid a known significant cultural 
site, reduce the depth of the surface storage pool, and provide a 
buffer between the surface storage feature and Brighton 
Reservation and Tribal lands. The USACE recognizes that the 
modifications to the plan may not address all STOF concerns and 
hopes to come to a resolution that will address critical concerns 
while also meeting the goals of the restoration effort and 
maximizing benefits to all stakeholders. 

STOF-34 8/20/18 Attached Below – Exhibit A - Evaluation of Risks and Information 
Gaps for Proposed K-05 Reservoir, Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project Prepared by David E. Daniel 

Received, view responses below: 

STOF-35 8/20/18 Attached Below – Exhibit B – Lake Okeechobee Mulberry Mound 
Site Location Map 

Received 

STOF-36 8/20/18 Attached Below – Exhibit C - This EXHIBIT “C” contains more 
detailed cultural resource comments on the Draft PIR/EIS by the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida’s Tribal Historic Preservation Office. 

Received, view responses below. 

STOF-37 8/20/18 General Engineering Risks. The PIR (2018, p. A-12 and A-13) states 
the following: " Early during the LOWRP project scoping, risks were 
identified that accompanied the expedited planning process. The 
risks were presented in a project risk register. Detailed flood 
routing was not performed. Other items on the risk register were 
not specific to engineering, but involved releasing a draft report 
without TSP refinements and development of the typical level of 
deta il." The author could not identify a risk register in PIR (2018). 

The comments are based on the Draft Engineering Appendix. The 
Supplemental Draft Engineering Appendix contains information on 
the development of the description of engineering risks.  A 
qualitative risk assessment with dam breach analysis has been 
performed.  The risk assessment judged that the WAF would likely 
be below the societal tolerable risk guideline (defined in ER 1110-2-
1156) assuming further refinement of the design concepts and 
construction of the WAF is completed in accordance with current 
dam safety industry standards.  Although the risk assessment details 
are For Official Use Only and cannot be released as part of the PIR, 
USACE has presented the risk assessment to STOF technical staff on 
20 April 2019. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1711 



      

        
  

       
    

     
   

       
         

  

  

  
  

  
  

  
 

   
  

     
   

   
   

   

 
   

  
     

 
  

       
 
 

   
    

  
   

 

  
  

  
   

    
    

      
 

       
    

 
 

    
  

  
   

  
      

      
     

    

     
  

 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
STOF-38 8/20/18 Risk of Erosion of Levee Materials. The near-surface soils are 

poorly-graded sands (SP) and silty sands (SM). The PIR (2018) does 
not provide information on grain-size distribution of these sands, 
but Appendix A states that, "Soils are mapped as lmmokalee sand, 
Pineda fine sand, and Boca fine sand" (p. A-25) . Erosion charts for 
soils, such as those published by Briaud (2008)1, indicate that the 
most readily erodible of all soil types are "fine sand" and " non-
plastic silt." 

On the landward side of the WAF embankment, a turf reinforcement 
mat will serve as the primary means for erosion protection. Turf 
reinforcement mats have been used on similar projects and are a 
proven technology.  If, however, during PED, it is found that, in 
addition to a turf reinforcement mat, some form of hard armoring 
or soil amendment is needed, it will be added to the design of the 
embankment.  This item along with all other cost items in the cost 
risk analysis. 

STOF-39 8/20/18 Uncertainties about Soil Cement Armor. The reservoir-side of the 
levee and crown of the levee will be armored with 12 to 18 inches 
of soil cement constructed in layers parallel to the surface of the 
levee. The PIR indicates probable soil types and cement contents 
typical of soil cement. No testing has been performed. 

There has been much research and many successful projects using 
soil-cement for erosion protection going back decades. There are 
projects 60 years old in which the soil-cement is still functional for 
its intended use. Although the reduced permeability of soil-cement 
is accounted for in seepage calculations, its primary function is 
erosion protection and not seepage. 

STOF-40 8/20/18 Risk of Overtopping. The only source of water inflow to the WAF is 
through pumps. During high water , pumps would presumably be 
turned off to shut off inflow, except from rain. Given the 
vulnerability of Florida to hurricanes, it is prudent to assume that 
the reservoir is full when an extreme rainfall event occurs, and that 
winds are also extreme. The author did not find in the report any 
significant assessment of the risk of overtopping from such 
extreme events. 

An overtopping assessment was performed in general accordance 
with the Acceler8 Design Criteria Manual 2, Wind and Precipitation 
Design Criteria for Freeboard.  Case 3; a 100-year wind combined 
with the Probable Maximum Precipitation for the location.  This is 
an extreme rainfall event combined with an unlikely wind event. 
The embankment heights were based on this analysis to prevent 
overtopping. The Supplemental Draft Engineering Appendix 
contains this analysis. 

STOF-41 8/20/18 Risks from Seepage through the Levee. There are two elements of 
erosion to be concerned about: (1) internal seepage through the 
levee, and (2) seepage beneath the levee. The former is considered 
here, and the latter in No. 6 below. The levee contains several 
elements that are designed to protect from internal seepage. The 
soil cement is intended to impede water infiltration into the levee, 
although the author questions the long-term integrity of the soil-
cement (particularly as a low- permeability barrier, for reasons 
noted in No. 3 above). A drainage layer will be constructed below 
the soil-cement layer to capture seepage passing through the soil-
cement armor. A vertical chimney drain is planned for the interior 
of the levee. A horizontal blanket drain will connect to the chimney 
drain. These are all common elements for earthen dams. 

USACE agrees with your assessment that the risks posed by internal 
seepage are low provided that the embankments are properly 
designed and constructed. 
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STOF-42 8/20/18 Risks from Seepage through the Levee. The design includes no 

subsurface cut-off walls or other strategies for reducing the 
quantity of water seeping through soils beneath the levees. A 
seepage canal just outside the levee is intended to collect seepage 
occurring beneath the levee. However, the construction of a 
perimeter seepage canal potentially shortens the seepage 
pathway by bringing the exit point for seepage closer to water in 
the reservoir (the entry point for seepage). The PIR includes 
guesses for soil permeability (no actual test data) and, therefore, 
impacts of seepage are highly speculative. The PIR contained no 
detailed information on groundwater conditions within the 
reservoir area or nearby properties. The report includes no flow 
nets or computer modelling of seepage, nor any assessment of 
alternative engineering approaches for seepage control other than 
the seepage canal. 

We concur with your recommendations for soil testing for 
permeability. Extensive soil testing will be performed during Pre-
Construction Engineering and Design (PED). 

STOF-43 8/20/18 Importance of ASR Wells. The proposed ASR well system is the 
dominant water- storage element in the TSP, comprising >90% of 
water storage capacity. The USACE ' s RECOVER team made the 
following comment (PIR, p. 4-29): " Wh il e a number of sources for 
uncertainty exist within LOWRP, the use of the number of ASR 
wells at the scale envisioned for this project is a significant source 
of uncertainty. ASRs are a new technology with limited information 
regarding their use , effectiveness , and impacts. " The proposed 
ASR system, at this location and at this scale, is unprecedented. 
The ASR system might work as planned, but given the potential for 
wells to clog over time and lack of experience, the risk that the ASR 
wells might not be able to deliver as much storage capacity as 
desired is significant. 

Field testing is planned during PED for each ASR site prior to full 
development of the site. Adaptive Management may mean that 
locations are moved from their current planned configuration.  The 
assumptions used for ASR storage capacity are conservative when 
accounting for past testing in the area. 

STOF-44 8/20/18 Long-Term Maintenance. Maintenance is discussed in the PIR 
(2018), but the author could not identify a maintenance plan 
devoted to assuring safety and integrity of the levees. The soil-
cement is particularly important, as is vegetation or lack thereof 
on the surface of the levees. 

An Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and 
Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) Manual is required to be completed 
before the project is complete. 

STOF-45 8/20/18 Level of Definition of Key Engineering Parameters. The PIR (2018) 
notes limitations in available data . For example , the PIR states, 

Cost estimates have appropriate contingencies for the project phase 
and have been reviewed by the USACE Cost Engineering Center of 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
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"Due to an expedited schedule, limited data, and the absence of 
site-specific data, the design for alternative development 
employed best professional  judgment  and prior knowledge ". The 
PIR further states, "Design Engineering Regulation ER l l 10-2- 1150, 
Engineering and Design for Civil Works Projects, provides guidance 
for feasibility-level design to accompany decision documents " (p. 
A-12). The guidance provided in ER 1110-2-1150 for feasibility-
level designs states on p. 7 that, "Typical studies are completed in 
3 to 4 years " and states on p. 9 that, " Engineering data and 
analyses in the feasibility phase shall be sufficient to develop the 
complete project schedule and baseline cost estimate with 
reasonable contingency factors for each cost item or group of cost 
it ems." The PIR (2018) notes that, "Due to the expedited schedule 
to execute and the limited ability to acquire site-specific data, 
traditional analyses typical for feasibility- level design are not 
included in the draft PIR report" and that "The up-front project 
risks recognized the potential for these design activities to 
significantly affect project costs." 

Expertise in Walla Walla.  A Cost Certification is required to finish 
the PIR.  This project has also undergone many levels of review at 
each stage, including District Quality Control, Agency Technical 
Review, and an Independent External Peer Review. 

STOF-46 8/20/18 Proposed Geotechnical Investigation. The PIR describes proposed 
additional field investigations and laboratory testing to support 
final design (p. A-22 to A-24). The plan is for borings every 500 to 
1,000 feet along the proposed embankment alignment. In addition 
, constant-head gravity, field hydraulic tests, and a possible aquifer 
pump test will likely be performed. 

The proposed geotechnical investigation program appears to be 
under-scoped. For example, the USACE manual on Design and 
Construction of Levees, EM 1110-2- 1913 (2000) states that initial 
spacing of borings usually varies from 200 to 1,000 ft. Boring 
spacing should take into consideration local geology. Borings 
should be spaced more closely in potential problem areas. The 
proposed investigation program appears to space borings close to 
the maximum recommended spacing without explanation or 
justification. The PIR makes no mention of geophysical explo ration 
, but geophysics could provide valuable information on potential 

Geophysical tools could indeed provide valuable information. A full 
geotechnical plan will be developed during PED and will be reviewed 
before implementation.  A full exploration plan is not necessary for 
a planning-level exercise.  The proposed boring plan spacing of 500 
to 1,000 feet is appropriate for this embankment.  Note that the 
embankment is a dam, not a levee, so the USACE Manual referenced 
does not apply.  However, the proposed boring plan spacing does 
match the recommendations of 200 to 1,000 feet in the referenced 
Manual. 
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subsurface anomalies that warrant further investigation. That the 
PIR proposes only one potential aquifer pump test strikes the 
author as inadequate for such a large facility, especially 
considering the importance of ASR wells. The description of soil 
cement testing does not mention durability testing or the potential 
for field trials. Overall, the investigation program appears to be 
more of a minimalist program rather than a state-of-the-art 
program. 

STOF-47 8/20/18 The estimated costs are highly approximate, particularly given a 
construction schedule that stretches over years or even decades. 

The cost estimate complies with ER 1110-2-1302 Civil Works Cost 
Engineering and is being certified by the USACE Cost Engineering 
Center of Expertise in Walla Walla.  The 36% contingency is 
appropriate for this stage of project development. 

STOF-48 8/20/18 External Peer Review. The PIR (2018 , p. A-13) states that "all 
engineering design work would be completed by USACE with in-
house resources." It appears that all the engineering work 
associated with the PIR was completed by personnel from the 
USACE or SFWMD (PIR, p. 9-1 to 9.5). Although a RECOVER team, 
which is said to be an interagency science group (PIR, p. 4-29), 
evaluated ecological effects of the final array of alternatives, the 
author found no indication of external peer review of the 
engineering information used to select the TSP. 

An Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) has been completed for 
this project and its recommendations implemented as appropriate. 
This IEPR included an engineering review. 

STOF-49 8/20/18 1. In the Draft PIR/EIS, under the Section entitled 
“Environmental Considerations”, pg. ES-11, it states that “[f]uture 
mitigation measures will be developed during the preconstruction, 
engineering, and design phase in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office, tribal groups, and other interested 
parties as established in implementing regulations for Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act.”  There does not appear 
to be any direct mention of the “Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office.”  This entity should be inserted within this section of the 
Draft PIR/EIS, as THPO has a unique status and consultation role 
that is different than either interested parties or other tribal 
groups. 

Reference to the THPO has been added to the PIR/EIS. . 

STOF-50 8/20/18 2. In the Draft PIR/EIS, Section 6.3.6, entitled “Unavoidable 
Adverse Environmental Effects,” it states that [a]s consulted on 

Reference to the THPO has been added to Section 6.3.6. 
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throughout LOWRP, mitigation measures will be developed 
during the PED phase in consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), tribal groups and other interested 
parties as established in implementing regulations for Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (see Appendix 
C). Again there does not appear to be any direct mention of the 
“Tribal Historic Preservation Office.” This entity should be 
inserted within this section of the Draft PIR/EIS, as THPO has a 
unique status and consultation role that is different than either 
interested parties or other tribal groups. 

State 
Florida State Clearing House (FSCH) 
FSCH-1 9/4/18 Florida State Clearinghouse staff has reviewed the proposal under 

the following authorities: Presidential Executive Order 12372; § 
403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management Act, 
16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended; and the National 
Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347, as amended. 

Thank you for your comments. 

FSCH-2 9/4/18 Federal water releases from Lake Okeechobee have resulted in 
widespread algal blooms that continue to impact Florida’s 
environment and ecosystems. The health of Florida’s coastal 
estuaries and waterways are vital to the State’s environment, 
economy and communities. The Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project is a critical component of Florida’s 
multifaceted approach for addressing the damaging discharges 
from Lake Okeechobee. The project, when combined with current 
and future efforts of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan, will provide much needed relief to Florida’s coastal 
communities and natural resources. The project presents an 
opportunity to achieve additional benefits in the water quality of 
Lake Okeechobee by implementing an adaptive management 
strategy as part of the project operations plan. 

Thank you for your comments. 

FSCH-3 9/4/18 Agencies of the State of Florida have reviewed the proposed 
action. The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Florida 
Department of State, Florida Department of Transportation and 

Thank you for your comments. 
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the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission have 
submitted comments as well as providing comments from a 
preapplication webinar. As a courtesy, these have been attached 
to this letter and are incorporated hereto. 

FSCH-4 9/4/18 Based on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, 
the state has no objections to the subject project and, therefore, 
it is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program. 
Furthermore, the state supports and stands ready to assist the 
federal government to ensure the project is completed as soon as 
possible. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
FDEP-1 9/4/18 The purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 

Project (LOWRP) is to increase water storage capacity in the 
watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, 
improved quantity, timing, and distribution of water to the 
Northern Estuaries, increased accessibility of water supply for 
existing legal Lake Okeechobee Service Area users, and to restore 
wetlands within the project area. The Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP) would achieve these goals and objectives by reducing the 
large pulses of regulatory flood control releases sent from Lake 
Okeechobee by redirecting these flows to an aboveground 
wetland attenuation feature (WAF) and aquifer storage and 
recovery (ASR) wells. Additionally, the TSP restores approximately 
5,300 acres of wetlands along the historic Kissimmee River 
channel. 

Thank you for your comments. 

FDEP-2 9/4/18 By creating additional water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, 
the TSP can facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and 
distribution of water in the lake to the northern estuaries and 
throughout the Lake Okeechobee watershed. Water can be 
stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake stages and 
later be released into the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages 
during dry times. The storage proposed by the TSP increases the 
amount of time that the lake stage levels are within the 
ecologically preferred stage envelope (31.9% as compared to 
27.7% for the Future Without [FWO] condition) when modeled 

Thank you for your comments. 
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over the 41-year period of record (1965-2005). The TSP provides 
a 57% reduction in discharge volumes from Lake Okeechobee to 
the Northern Estuaries, in conjunction with other authorized 
projects. The TSP will restore approximately 5,300 acres of high 
quality wetlands in the watershed and will provide approximately 
10,000 acres of emergent marsh habitat within the WAF 
footprint. The TSP, Alternative 1BW, includes a flow through 
WAF, 80 total ASR wells (55 watershed ASR wells, 25 wetland 
attenuation ASR wells), and the Paradise Run and Kissimmee 
River Center wetland restoration sites. The TSP was chosen based 
on detailed estimates of hydrology generated by the Regional 
Simulation Model for Basins (RSM-BN) for the Northern Estuaries. 

FDEP-3 9/4/18 The construction and operation of the proposed features of the 
TSP-Alternative 1BW will require water quality certification from 
the State. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
and/or the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 
will need to apply to the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (Department) for a Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan Regulation Act (CERPRA) permit to construct and 
operate the wetland attenuation feature and the wetland 
restoration sites. The ASR wells will need to be authorized by 
Underground Injection Control and National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permits. 

Water quality certification and all required permits will be obtained 
prior to construction. 

FDEP-4 9/4/18 The scheduled contract phasing illustrated in Tables 6-17 and 6-
18 will allow for the wetland restoration at Paradise Run and 
Kissimmee River Center to be one of the first completed 
components. Please note that for the permitting process, 
additional assessment will need to occur beyond the Habitat 
Quality Scoring used for planning purposes by using a Uniform 
Mitigation Assessment Method evaluation to illustrate that 
project benefits will offset the impacts associated with the 
construction of the different project components. 

A UMAM will be done on the wetland sites in order to get the permit 
to construct the wetland restoration sites. 

FDEP-5 9/4/18 Although water quality improvement is not a LOWRP objective, 
the TSP is not expected to adversely affect water quality of Lake 
Okeechobee, the Lake Okeechobee watershed, or the northern 

Thank you for your comment, the revisions have been made. 
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estuaries. In December 2014, the Department adopted the Lake 
Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) to 
implement water quality improvement projects to satisfy State 
water quality requirements within a 20-year timeframe (i.e., by 
December 2034) for the watershed. Per Table 4-1, the percentage 
of time that the stage of Lake Okeechobee is inside the 
ecologically preferred stage envelope is 31.9% for the TSP (Alt 
lBW) and 27.7% for the FWO condition. Thus, please revise the 
third paragraph of Section 8 (page 8-1) to state that the LOWRP 
TSP will increase the amount of time that Lake Okeechobee 
stages are within the ecologically preferred stage envelope by 
about 4% (not 14%) when compared to the FWO condition. Per 
Figure 6-1, the LOWRP TSP proposes an ASR well cluster along 
the. C-43 Canal in Moore Haven that can discharge to Lake 
Okeechobee or the Caloosahatchee River. Although this ASR well 
cluster is located outside the LOWRP planning project boundary 
shown in Figure 2-2, it is within the LOWRP study area shown in 
Figure 2-4 and consistent with the ASR wells planned for CERP. 

FDEP-6 9/4/18 The Department is aware of an ongoing effort by the District to 
revise the text of Section 8.2 for concepts regarding water quality 
that are intended to govern the cost share for water quality 
treatment at ASR wells. This effort is consistent with Section 
6.5.5, which states that the USACE and the District working 
together to develop specific details of water quality cost-sharing 
based on potential scenarios for each source water location 
included in the TSP. 

Concur, thank you for your comment. 

FDEP-7 9/4/18 • On page vii of the Table of Contents, please revise the title of 
Annex G from "Hazard, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste" to 
"Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste." 

Revised 

FDEP-8 9/4/18 • On page ES-4 of the Executive Summary, please revise the first 
paragraph to state " ... USA CE Principles and Guidelines Criteria 
... " instead of" ... USA CE Principals and Guidelines Criteria ... ". 

Revised 

FDEP-9 9/4/18 • On page ES-11 of the Executive Summary, please revise the text 
to correctly reference Tables ES-2, ES-3 and ES-4. 

Revised 
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FDEP-10 9/4/18 • Please revise the first paragraph of Section 1.6 (page 1-13) to 

state "The LOWRP PIR will be submitted ... " instead of "The CEPP 
PIR will be submitted ... ". On page 4-13, please revise the first 
sentence to reference Table 4-3 (not Table 4-4). 

CEPP was replaced with LOWRP. 

FDEP-11 9/4/18 • Throughout this Draft PIR it is stated that Alternative 1BW 
provides over 10,000 acres of emergent wetland habitat within 
the WAF, however, Section 5.3.1 states "Alternative 1BW will 
remove the least amount of uplands and wetlands, and create an 
additional 5,417 acres of wetlands within the WAF feature 
footprint." Please note that the 5,417 mentioned appears to be 
referring to wetland quality through the Habitat Quality Scoring 
depicted in Table 5-3 and not the acreage of wetlands being 
created within the WAF. 

Rewritten to read “Alternative 1BW will remove the least amount of 
uplands and wetlands, and create an additional 10,834 acres of 
wetlands within the WAF feature footprint that will have a habitat 
quality of 0.5” 

FDEP-12 9/4/18 • Based on the attached notice of proposed rule, "staff proposes 
to amend Rule 40E-8.221, F.A.C., to increase the MFL flow criteria 
at the S-79 structure from 300 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 400 
cfs and to revise the duration and return frequency components 
of the MFL criteria." The performance measures discussed in 
Appendix G are inconsistent with both the existing and proposed 
rules. 

The performance measure used in Appendix G is the RECOVER 
approved Northern Estuaries Salinity Envelope Performance 
Measure.  This performance measure is science-based and not 
based on the MFL.  This PM has been approved for use for LOWRP 
by the ECO-PCX and the MFL will not be used for this performance 
measure or this project. 

FDEP-13 9/4/18 • On Page ES-14 and 15, the language included is incorrect in 
referring to "the development of' a TMDL, since it has already 
been developed and adopted. The same goes for the BMAP that 
was developed prior to December 2014. Additionally, statements 
should not be made that the BMAP and TMDL are sufficient and 
anticipated to achieve water quality requirements. 

Concur, these statements have been revised. 

FDEP-14 9/4/18 The Department sincerely appreciates the opportunity to 
comment, is supportive of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project, and looks forward to continuing our 
partnership with USACE and SFWMD. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) 
FDACS-1 9/4/18 Our review focused on aspects of the Draft Integrated PIR and EIS 

for the LOWRP which may impact private agricultural lands and 
agricultural operations. The comments provided are specific to 

Thank you for your comments. 
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the topics addressed below and do not constitute a review of the 
entire Draft Integrated PIR and EIS and its supporting appendices. 

FDACS-2 9/4/18 The work associated with development of the preliminary 
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), Alternative 1BW, and its progress 
towards achieving the benefits identified in the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) is appreciated. Our comments 
below reflect support for the preliminary TSP and recognition 
that additional future work is needed to complete many aspects 
of the LOWRP and make more progress towards the goals of 
CERP. 

Thank you for your comments. 

FDACS-3 9/4/18 1) Water Supply - We are pleased to see increased availability of 
water supply included in the LOWRP purposes and objectives as 
described in the authorized CERP. It is important to maintain 
CERP as a comprehensive water resource plan that includes 
projects intended to increase regional water supply for both 
ecosystem restoration and other water related needs. The 
preliminary TSP is a good first step in this direction by reducing 
the water supply cutbacks for existing legal users in the Lake 
Okeechobee Service Area (LOSA) and for the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida. (STOF). However, the CERP components associated with 
the LOWRP identified considerably more storage capacity 
throughout the Lake Okeechobee watershed to meet the CERP 
goals and objectives to improve Lake Okeechobee ecological 
conditions, increase regional water supply for agricultural uses 
and the Lower East Coast (LEC) urban areas, improve Everglades 
hydropatterns, and reduce damaging regulatory discharges to the 
St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Estuaries. The preliminary TSP falls 
far short of achieving the previous Water Supply and 
Environmental (WSE) LORS performance during the eight worse 
drought years in the Period of Record (POR). This was the 
performance target during the evaluation of earlier LOWRP 
alternatives. Meeting additional regional ecosystem restoration 
and water supply needs in keeping with CERP has been identified 
as an unresolved issue but not meaningfully addressed by the 

Concur that LOWRP does not meet the north of Lake Okeechobee 
storage as identified in the original CERP plan and does not provide 
equivalent water supply benefits to the previous WSE lake schedule. 
The LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends expanding the study area in a 
future effort to identify additional storage opportunities to meet 
environmental and water supply goals. 
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draft LOWRP Integrated PIR and EIS or identified as a next phase 
for this project. 

FDACS-4 9/4/18 2) Future Modifications and Updates to Preliminary TSP 
Assurances - Annex B I Analyses required by WRDA 2000 and 
Florida State Law states that "The proposed modifications 
developed in LOWRP are meant as recommendations to inform 
this future LORS study" referring to the study that will be 
conducted under NEPA for a regulation schedule to replace the 
current LORS08 schedule when the Herbert Hoover Dike (HHD) 
rehabilitation is complete or other projects require system-wide 
operations modifications. A different schedule than LORS08 is 
anticipated to be in place before the LOWRP is implemented. To 
address this uncertainty, B.3 notes that " ... updates to the Future 
Without (FWO) will be needed to establish the Initial Operating 
Regime (IOR) baseline, consistent with the approach established 
for CEPP. After the optimization of TSP and FWO runs are 
performed, the new information will be applied to update the 
Assurance analysis for the Final PIR." A LOWRP Project Delivery 
Team should be reconstituted to provide support for the update 
of the PIR and project Assurances. 

The upcoming LORS study will evaluate currently authorized 
projects. Any operations assumed under the LOWRP planning study 
are not indicative of the outcome, but may be evaluated in the 
future LORS study. The LORS study will be an independent process. 
The revision of LORS has started with the Lake Okeechobee System 
Operating Manual (LOSOM) effort 

FDACS-5 9/4/18 3) Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) Unknowns -The 
performance of the WAF is based on planning assumptions 
regarding its seepage characteristics. Local knowledge suggests 
that seepage rates in the WAF footprint will exceed those 
assumptions. If future site specific geotechnical information 
results in reduced or problematic WAF performance, a new 
evaluation of that component regarding cost effectiveness and its 
ability to be self-sustaining during dry times through use of the 
associated Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells will be 
needed. 

Seepage will be re-evaluated during PED based on the geotechnical 
exploration performed at that time. 

FDACS-6 9/4/18 4) Impacts to Private Agricultural Lands - The LOWRP plan 
includes a footprint encompassing 11, 729 acres of private land. 
Private land owners face many strategic and financial challenges 
when a CERP project identifies their property as part of the 
project. An effort should be made to minimize the time these 

The LOWRP team maximized the use of public lands to the extent 
practicable. Land ownership was used as both a screening criteria 
and a plan selection criteria, consistent with CERP Guidance 
Memoranda No. 2, which states, “For projects where the non-
Federal sponsor has already acquired lands, formulation of plans 
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landowners are in limbo. A policy of land acquisition from only 
willing sellers is encouraged even if modifications to the project 
footprint are needed to accommodate the landowners who want 
to retain their property. 

using other sites should not be required if the intended project 
purposes can be achieved cost-effectively on those lands.” 
Additionally, the use of public lands reduces the overall Regional 
Economic Effects to the local counties, including the loss of ad 
valorem tax revenue to county governments where land acquisition 
will take place. For these reasons, percentage of public land 
ownership was considered as a screening criteria.  It is also more 
preferable to have public land in a project footprint due to ease of 
access for geotechnical, cultural, and environmental surveys to 
reduce overall project contingency costs and the risk of an 
unanticipated cultural/environmental discovery 

FDACS-7 9/4/18 5) Future work needed to complete the Final PIR - Overall, the 
Draft EIS Integrated PIR and EIS for the LOWRP describes a 
preliminary TSP that will be implemented over many years and 
anticipates multiple phases and Project Partnership Agreements 
(PPA) based on maximizing benefits to the extent practicable 
consistent with a revised FWO, updated Assurances and project 
dependencies. The future planning processes will benefit by the 
continued involvement of all agencies, stakeholders, and 
interested parties engaged in the development of the LOWRP. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
FDOT-1 9/4/18 This document presents the comments of District 1. For 

confirmation, please contact: 
Martin Markovich 
FDOT Office of Policy Planning 

Thank you for your comments. 

FDOT-2 9/4/18 FDOT District 1 facilities, which include major highways/roadways 
and bridges in the project study area, begin at the Okeechobee 
County / Martin County line, just east of SE 126th Boulevard, and 
travels west along Lake Okeechobee to the Okeechobee County / 
Glades County line, and continues south along Lake Okeechobee 
to the Glades County / Hendry County line. Due to the proximity 
and the type of improvements proposed, and based on the 
information provided, the improvements identified in the 
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) could impact major state 

Thank you for your comments. 
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roadways and bridges in District 1. The TSP includes three major 
improvement types: 

• A wetland attenuation feature (WAF) with a storage 
volume of approximately 43,000 acre-feet (ac-ft.); 
• 80 aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells (including 
watershed ASR wells and wetland attenuation ASR wells) with 
a storage volume of approximately 448,000 ac-ft per year; 
• Two wetland restoration sites including Paradise Run 
(approximately 4,100 acres) and Kissimmee River–Center 
(approximately 1,200 acres). 

The District offers the following comments based on the 
information provided in the draft LOWRP PIR and EIS regarding 
the TSP: 

FDOT-3 9/4/18 1. The WAF is in the K-05 WAF footprint within the Indian 
Prairie sub-watershed west of the C-38 canal, north of SR 78, 
east of the STOF Brighton Reservation, and south of the C-
41A canal; the Paradise Run wetland restoration area is 
located downstream of S-65E on the west bank of the C-38 
Canal, between the C-41A canal and the Buckhead Ridge 
community; and the 80 ASR wells are grouped into 13 
locations along the perimeter of Lake Okeechobee. 

Based on Figure ES-3 from the TSP, the District has concerns 
regarding the proximity of the WAF, Paradise Run wetland 
restoration area and ASR wells to the following state 
roadways and bridges: 
o SR 78 from west of Buckhead Ridge to east of Canal C-40 

(west of Indian Prairie), including Bridge numbers 
910009, 050054 and 050018 

o SR 78 near Haney Pond Road, including Bridge number 
050011 

o SR 700 and SR 710 near Nubbin Slough, including Bridge 
numbers 910066, 910057 and 910097 

o SR 15 near Taylor Creek, including Bridge number 
910054 

These details will be available during the PED phase. It should be 
noted that the normal storage level of the southernmost cell of the 
WAF will be roughly the same elevation of SR 78. 
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o SR 70 along Taylor Creek, including Bridge 910006 
o SR 25/US 27 near River Road, including Bridge number 

050064 

The District is unable to determine potential impacts without 
proposed detailed design plans, such as cross sections along 
the state roads, showing the roadway elevation versus the 
proposed water levels. 

FDOT-4 9/4/18 2. From a Structures Design standpoint, District staff notes the 
following: 

o The governing criteria for future design should be clear 
and concise, such that the hierarchy of design documents 
is evident prior to the start of the design. District staff 
notes that two different design methodologies are 
referenced in the report: Section A.2.8.4 discusses using 
load factor design, while Section A.2.8.1 notes that “all 
designs use the Load Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) 
methodology which assigned factors to increase the 
ultimate loading from dead and live loads experienced by 
the structure.”  It is unclear as to which methodology 
governs the design. 

o Section A.2.8.4 references the building code (ACI-318-14) 
for structural concrete design.  Because the structures for 
the improvements are being designed to support 
transportation related loading conditions, would the 
current AASHTO LRFD Design Manual be more 
appropriate for the structural concrete design? 
 If the AASHTO LRFD is found to be more appropriate, 

then it should be referenced in Sections A.2.8.2 and 
A.2.8.7. 

Concur. Additional detail will be available in the final engineering 
appendix. Additionally, more detailed design will be performed 
during the PED phase. 

FDOT-5 9/4/18 3. While there were cost estimates provided for restoration 
improvements, there was no indication if the estimates included 
transportation improvements or modifications necessary for 
implementation of the TSP. 

Additional coordination will occur during the PED phase. 
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Please coordinate future design plans with the appropriate 
District One staff: 

Drainage 
Brent Setchell, PE 
Office Phone: (863) 519-2557 
Brent.Setchell@dot.state.fl.us 

Structures/Bridges 
James J. Jacobsen, P.E. 
Office Phone: (813) 612-3390 
James.Jacobsen@dot.state.fl.us 

Andra Diggs II, PE 
Office Phone: (863) 519-2426 
Andra.Diggs@dot.state.fl.us 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
FWC-1 9/4/18 The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 

staff has reviewed the above-referenced project and provides the 
following comments and recommendations for your 
consideration in accordance with Chapter 379, Florida Statutes 
(F.S.), and pursuant to the federal National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), and the federal Coastal Zone Management 
Act/Florida Coastal Management Program. 

Thank you for your comments and recommendations. 

FWC-2 9/4/18 The draft PIR/EIS states that the proposed project contains 
suitable habitat for 12 state-listed threatened species (ST) and 
one species of special concern (SSC). State threatened and 
endangered animal species include the American oystercatcher 
(Haematopus palliates, ST), black skimmer (Rynchops niger, ST), 
least tern (Sternula antillarum, ST), burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia floridana, ST), Florida sandhill crane (Antigone 
canadensis pratensis, ST), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea, ST), 
roseate spoonbill (Platalea ajaja, ST), southeastern American 
kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus, ST), tricolored heron (Egretta 
tricolor), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus, ST), Florida pine 

This list was based on information provided by FWC. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1726 



      

        
  

       
    

      
   

     
  

    
      

   
   

   
      

   

      

       
     

    
   
     

   
   

     
     

      
    

      
     

     
      

   
      

   
       

   
    

     
     

  
 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus, ST), and Big Cypress fox 
squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia, ST). The species of special 
concern is Sherman's fox squirrel (Sciurus niger shermani, SSC). 

FWC-3 9/4/18 Annex A also mentions American alligator (Alligator 
mississippiensis, Federally Threatened [FT] because of similarity 
of appearance), Florida brown snake (Storeria victa, ST), short-
tailed snake (Stilosoma extenuatum, ST), Kirtland’s warbler 
(Dendroica kirtlandii, Federally Endangered [FE]), piping plover 
(Charadrius melodus, FT), reddish egret (Egretta rufescens, ST), 
snowy plover (Charadrius nivosus, ST), and Homosassa shrew 
(Sorex longirostris eonis, SSC) as listed species that are likely to 
occur in the project area. 

All listed species will be added to the main report. 

FWC-4 9/4/18 The draft PIR/EIS lists Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi, FE), 
West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus, FT) and its critical 
habitat, Everglade snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus, FE) 
and its critical habitat, Audubon’s crested caracara (Polyborus 
plancus audubonii, FT), Florida grasshopper sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum floridanus, FE), red-cockaded 
woodpecker (Picoides borealis, FE), whooping crane (Grus 
americana), wood stork (Mycteria americana, FT), Florida 
bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus, FE), Eastern indigo snake 
(Drymarchon corais couperi, FT), bluetail mole skink (Eumeces 
egregius lividus, FT), sand skink (Neoseps reynoldsi, FT), 
smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata, FE) and its critical habitat, 
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas, FE), hawksbill sea turtle 
(Eretmochelys imbricata, FE), leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys 
coriacea, FE), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii, FE), 
and the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta, FT) as federally 
listed species occurring in the project area. Annex A additionally 
lists Florida scrub-jays (Aphelocoma coerulescens, FT) as occurring 
in the project area. The draft PIR/EIS and Appendix C state that 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nests occur within the 
project area. The USACE received a Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act Report (FWCAR) draft from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) in June 2018, and the USFWS is currently consulting with 

We have initiated ESA consultation with USFWS and received a Draft 
Biological Opinion. 
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the USACE on this project’s beneficial or adverse effects to 
federally listed species. 

FWC-5 9/4/18 In addition to the species listed above, FWC staff performed a 
geographic information system (GIS) analysis and found that the 
project site contains, is adjacent to, or occurs near: 

• One or more wood stork (Mycteria americana, FT) nesting 
colony core foraging areas (CFA). The CFA constitutes an 18.6-
mile radius around the nesting colony. 
• USFWS critical habitat for: 

o Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta, FT) 
o Piping plover (Charadrius melodus, FT) 

• FWC Critical Wildlife Area (CWA) 
o Bird Island 

• Potential habitat for the Florida black bear (Ursus 
americanus floridanus – South and South-Central Bear 
Management Units) 

These will be added and addressed in the Final PIR/EIS 

FWC-6 9/4/18 The TSP includes a flow-through wetland attenuation feature that 
is expected to create 10,800 acres of emergent wetland habitat 
resulting in improved connectivity, more natural hydrologic 
conditions, and improved habitat for fish and wildlife. The nearby 
ASR systems will provide water to the wetland during dry periods 
without decreasing water levels in Lake Okeechobee and the 
estuaries. During wet periods, the increased storage capacity 
north of the lake is expected to reduce ecologically damaging 
high lake stages and subsequent undesirable releases into the 
estuaries. The TSP is expected to increase the amount of time 
that Lake Okeechobee is within the ecologically preferred stage 
envelope of elevations 12.5 to 15.5 feet National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum (NGVD) (31.9% of the time versus 27.7% with the 
no action plan). The wetland attenuation and restoration are 
expected to provide recreation and economic opportunities for 
the local areas in the form of hunting, fishing, boating, and other 
outdoor recreation. 

Thank you for your comment. 

FWC-7 9/4/18 Further, the TSP is projected to reduce freshwater discharge 
volumes to the Northern Estuaries by 57% and reduce the 

Thank you for your comment. 
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number of high discharge events by 67%. High-volume discharges 
from Lake Okeechobee cause undesirable conditions in the 
estuaries affecting seagrasses and oysters and the fish and 
wildlife that depend on them. Reducing the volume and number 
of undesirable discharge events from Lake Okeechobee benefits 
the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries by providing more 
natural salinity regimes for fish and oysters and greater light 
penetration necessary for healthy seagrasses. 

FWC-8 9/4/18 FWC staff supports the project and believes the LOWRP TSP will 
provide restoration benefits to fish and wildlife resources and 
create new recreational opportunities. Consideration of the 
following recommendations would aid in reducing potential 
impacts to wildlife resources, assist in the restoration of quality 
habitat for many focal wildlife species, and promote public use. 

Thank you for your support of the project and we will consider your 
recommendations below. 

FWC-9 9/4/18 Lake Okeechobee Stage Envelope 
The TSP is projected to stabilize water levels and maintain the 
lake stage within the ecologically preferred stage envelope (12.5 
to 15.5 feet NGVD) more frequently than the future without 
project condition (31.9% of the time versus 27.7%) and slightly 
reduce the duration of stages >15 feet NGVD. However, the TSP is 
expected to slightly increase the time at extreme high stages 
(>17.0 feet NGVD) compared to the future without project 
condition from 0.4% to 1.4% of the period of record. 

The TSP does slightly increase the amount of time the lake is at 
extreme high stages 

FWC-10 9/4/18 FWC staff agrees with the draft PIR/EIS that increasing the 
frequency of lake stages within the preferred stage envelope is 
beneficial and thanks USACE and SFWMD for recognizing the 
importance of returning water levels to below 12.5 ft NGVD 
(39.7% period of record) to support healthy lake ecology. These 
low water levels are important for the health of vegetative 
communities in Lake Okeechobee and should be reached 
periodically as they allow for the oxidation of soils, germination of 
native plant species, and reduce the extent of nuisance and 
invasive plants. We have previously recommended water level 
management that mimics natural conditions and provides the 
greatest benefits to lake ecology. Also recommended was that 

Monitoring and adaptive management will be critical as the project 
is implemented. Operational flexibility will be used to the extent 
possible to allow the lake to naturally return to lower lake stages. 
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low and high water levels within the preferred stage envelope 
should be met on a 3-year return frequency. FWC staff 
recommends that operational flexibility be used to allow lake 
stages to naturally return below 12.0 ft NGVD for longer periods 
after lake stages have been at or above 15.5 ft NVGD for any 
period of time. Reaching lower lake levels after a period of high 
water (>15.5 ft) is crucial for the health and recovery of marsh 
and submerged aquatic vegetation communities. We recommend 
continued and expanded monitoring of the lake’s ecological 
measures and marsh vegetation as incorporated in the Adaptive 
Management and Monitoring Plan (Annex D) to evaluate the 
effects of increased lake stages under the operations of the 
LOWRP and continued consultation on the adaptive management 
strategies that should be undertaken if marsh conditions do not 
meet established RECOVER metrics. 

FWC-11 9/4/18 FWC staff understands the role ASR systems have in meeting the 
LOWRP project purposes, maintaining ecologically preferred 
water levels, and reducing fresh water discharges to the St. Lucie 
and Caloosahatchee estuaries. We thank USACE and the SFWMD 
for working with our staff and adapting ASR design and locations 
to minimize potential detrimental effects to the fisheries in Lake 
Okeechobee. In addition to well and intake design modifications, 
operations may further reduce the risk of impingement and 
entrainment of larvae and fish that are critical to lake ecology and 
the economies of communities surrounding the lake. We look 
forward to continuing to work on the project through the 
Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design, and permitting phases 
to ensure the health of the lake and limit risks to fish and wildlife 
in the project footprint. 

We will continue to work with FWC to reduce the risk of 
impingement and entrainment of larvae and fish during PED. 

FWC-12 9/4/18 Wildlife Surveys 
FWC staff recommends that wildlife surveys be conducted prior 
to any site development activities. We recommend that wildlife 
surveys follow survey protocols established by the USFWS and 
the FWC and that surveys should be conducted by qualified 
individuals with recent documented experience. Basic guidance 

Wildlife surveys will be conducted using FWC guideline during the 
PED phase. 
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for conducting wildlife surveys may be found in the Florida 
Wildlife Conservation Guide 
(http://myfwc.com/conservation/value/fwcg/). 

FWC-13 9/4/18 State-listed Species 
The draft PIR/EIS states that all alternatives would be expected to 
improve conditions for state-listed wading birds throughout much 
of the project area, but are likely to decrease habitat for 
burrowing owls, southeastern American kestrel, Florida pine 
snakes, Big Cypress fox squirrels, and Sherman’s fox squirrels. 
Additionally, the draft PIR/EIS states that Florida sandhill cranes, 
burrowing owls, southeastern American kestrel, Florida pine 
snakes, Big Cypress fox squirrels, and Sherman’s fox squirrels 
likely occur within the proposed reservoir and wetland 
restoration footprint and may be displaced during construction. 
We concur that these species are likely to occur or have been 
documented as occurring in the area. FWC staff appreciates that 
the draft PIR/EIS acknowledges that USACE staff will continue to 
coordinate with FWC staff on impact avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures for these species, and we welcome 
continued consultation. Annex A lists Kirtland’s warbler and 
piping plover as state-listed species in the area. These two are 
federally listed, and we suggest that USACE staff coordinate with 
the USFWS for federally listed species. 

We are consulting with FWS on federally listed species and will 
continue to coordinate with them to include Kirtland’s warbler and 
piping plover. 

FWC-14 9/4/18 Manatees 
The draft PIR/EIS describes the construction of water control 
structures including spillways and gated culverts in canals that are 
properly identified as accessible to manatees. Water control 
structures accessible to manatees have been documented to 
cause manatee deaths if they do not have adequate manatee 
protection devices. As more details become available during the 
Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design, and permitting phases, 
FWC staff highly recommend that the USACE and the SFWMD 
coordinate closely with FWC and the USFWS to address any 
potential issues. In addition, construction activities within waters 

We will work with FWC and FWS throughout the project to address 
any potential manatee issues including water control structures and 
warm water refugia. 
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accessible to manatees will require manatee construction 
conditions to avoid direct and indirect impacts to manatees. 
The draft PIR/EIS describes ASR wells with the potential to create 
warm water refugia. Information on the location, volume, and 
temperature of water that will be discharged from future ASR 
systems throughout the year may be necessary to ensure ARS 
systems are not affecting the thermal profile of the receiving 
waters. As the ASR features move forward through future 
development phases, staff in the Imperiled Species Management 
Section (ISM) would like to stay involved to ensure that no 
inadvertent risks are created for manatees. ISM can be contacted 
directly by emailing ImperiledSpecies@myfwc.com. 

FWC-15 9/4/18 Florida Black Bear 
The project site is located within the South and South Central 
Bear Management Units identified in the 2012 Bear Management 
Plan. The project area is considered secondary range for the Big 
Cypress subpopulation of Florida black bears and primary and 
secondary range for the Glades/Highlands subpopulation. Bears 
have been documented using the area. While black bears tend to 
shy away from people, they are adaptable and will take 
advantage of human-provided food sources. Therefore, FWC staff 
recommends that contractors follow best management practices 
during construction by requiring clean construction sites with 
wildlife-resistant containers for workers to use for food-related 
and other wildlife-attractant refuse as well as conducting 
frequent trash removal. 

Best management practices for the Florida black bear will be 
followed during construction. 

FWC-16 9/4/18 Burrowing Owl 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all action alternatives may have 
unavoidable adverse effects on burrowing owls. If burrowing owls 
are onsite, we recommend the following to reduce the likelihood 
of needing a permit: 

• Conducting activities greater than 10 feet from a 
burrowing owl burrow year-round to reduce the likelihood 
of collapsing a burrow, 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the 
burrowing owl. 
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• Conducting activities greater than 33 feet from a 
burrowing owl burrow during the nesting season (typically 
February 15-July 10, though nesting may start earlier) to 
reduce the likelihood of disturbing nesting pairs, and 
• Staking and roping off the area around the burrow prior to 
activities. 

Additional information can be found in the Frequently Asked 
Questions document for the Florida burrowing owl 
(http://myfwc.com/media/4210360/BurrowingOwlFAQs.pdf). 
USACE states that they will coordinate with FWC on burrowing 
owl impact avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and permitting. 
USACE should coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified at 
the close of this letter to discuss permitting and specific 
protection measures for this project. 

FWC-17 9/4/18 Sandhill Crane 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all alternatives will provide a 
benefit to Florida sandhill cranes. USACE states that prior to 
construction, they will survey for Florida sandhill cranes and will 
coordinate with the FWC on appropriate sandhill crane impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. We 
recommend the applicant avoid any activities within 400 feet of 
an active nest during the nesting season (Sandhill Crane Species 
Conservation Measures and Permitting Guidelines 
(http://www.myfwc.com/media/4105886/Final-Florida-Sandhill-
Crane-Species-Guidelines-2016.pdf), which typically occurs 
between December and August. If construction activities are 
proposed within this buffer zone during nesting season, USACE 
should coordinate directly with FWC staff identified below to 
discuss mitigation, minimization, or permitting alternatives. 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the sandhill 
crane. 

FWC-18 9/4/18 Wading Birds and Wading Bird Habitat 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all alternatives are likely to 
significantly improve conditions for state-listed wading birds 
(little blue heron, roseate spoonbill, tricolored heron) in the long 
term, but that there may be short-term minor adverse effects to 
wading bird habitat due to minor increases in the amount of time 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for wading 
birds. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1733 



      

        
  

       
   

      
     

 
    

      
  

     
      

    
   

    
    

 
    

    
     

     
     

      
 

  
  

     
      

      
    

      
     

  

 
     

       
    

 
    

 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
that Lake Okeechobee stages are at extremely high levels (>17.0 
NGVD). We recommend that specific surveys be conducted for 
wading birds prior to the commencement of any clearing, 
grading, or filling activities. Surveys should be conducted during 
the breeding season. Basic guidance for conducting wildlife 
surveys may be found in the Florida Wildlife Conservation Guide 
(FWCG) at http://myfwc.com/conservation/value/fwcg/. 
If there is evidence of nesting, we recommend that any wading 
bird nest sites be buffered by 100 meters (328 feet) to avoid 
disturbance by human activities. If nesting is discovered after site 
activities have begun or if maintaining the recommended buffer 
is not possible, we recommend that the applicant contact the 
FWC staff identified below to discuss potential permitting 
alternatives. 

FWC-19 9/4/18 Southeastern American Kestrel 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all action alternatives may have 
unavoidable adverse effects on southeastern American kestrels 
because uplands will be converted to wetlands or deep-water 
sites, resulting in habitat loss, as well as due to direct loss of nest 
sites in the project footprint. USACE states that they will survey 
for southeastern American kestrels prior to construction and will 
coordinate with FWC on appropriate impact avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures. FWC staff recommends 
that USACE conduct kestrel surveys during their nesting season 
(April to August) within suitable habitat areas. Surveys from May 
to July are ideal to avoid confusion with the migratory subspecies 
of American kestrel (Falco sparverius). Survey guidelines, 
reporting criteria, and habitat needs for the southeastern 
American kestrel can be found within the Florida Wildlife 
Conservation Guide (FWCG) at 
http://fwcg.myfwc.com/docs/American_Kestrel_Technical_Repor 
t.pdf 
If surveys encounter active nest cavities, we recommend avoiding 
project activities within 150 meters (492 feet) of the nest tree 
during the breeding season (mid-March to mid-June). If nesting is 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the 
American kestrel. 
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discovered after construction has begun or if maintaining the 
recommended buffer is not possible, we recommend that the 
applicant contact FWC staff identified below to discuss potential 
permitting needs. In areas of suitable kestrel habitat, we 
recommend retaining snags within the constructed features 
whenever possible. 

FWC-20 9/4/18 Florida Pine Snake 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all action alternatives may have 
unavoidable adverse effects on the species referred to in this 
section because uplands will be converted to wetlands or deep-
water sites, resulting in habitat loss, as well as due to 
displacement within the project footprint. USACE states that they 
will survey for Florida pine snakes prior to construction and will 
coordinate with FWC on appropriate impact avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures. Florida pine snakes are 
active from March through October but show the greatest 
activity in May, June, July, and October when they move more 
frequently and travel farther distances. Florida pine snakes are 
sensitive to habitat fragmentation and often negatively impacted 
by roadways. Additional information can be found on the FWC 
website in the Florida pine snake Species Action Plan 
(http://www.myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/imperiled/species-
action-plans/) or in the draft Florida Pine Snake Guidelines 
(http://myfwc.com/media/4369542/8B-
FloridaPineSnakeGuidelines.pdf). If a Florida pine snake is 
observed during construction, FWC staff recommends that work 
activities cease and the snake allowed to leave on its own accord. 
It would also contribute to FWC’s research efforts if sightings 
could be reported to FWC staff identified below, preferably with a 
photograph and GPS coordinates. 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the Florida 
pine snake and best management practices will be used during 
construction. 

FWC-21 9/4/18 Big Cypress Fox Squirrel and Sherman’s Fox Squirrel 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all action alternatives may have 
unavoidable adverse effects on these species because uplands 
will be converted to wetlands or deep-water sites, resulting in 
habitat loss, as well as due to displacement within the project 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the Big 
Cypress and Sherman’s fox squirrel. 
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footprint. USACE states that they will survey for these species 
prior to construction and will coordinate with FWC on 
appropriate impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures. Kellam et al. (2013) provide recommendations for 
survey techniques to detect the presence of the Big Cypress fox 
squirrel (BCFS) and its nests. BCFS typically nest between October 
and February and from April to August. Surveys to locate BCFS or 
their nests should be conducted within 60 days prior to the start 
of clearing or construction to determine if BCFS are onsite. BCFS 
can use more than one nest and nest use can vary over time. If 
BCFS nests are found onsite, a 175-meter (492 feet) buffer 
distance from the nest tree should be maintained. If it will be 
necessary to remove a nest tree or work within the nest tree 
buffer distance, we recommend that the applicant coordinate 
with FWC staff to discuss permitting alternatives. For more 
information and survey methods, please refer to the species 
action plan for the BCFS at 
http://myfwc.com/media/2738253/Big-Cypress-Fox-Squirrel-
Species-Action-Plan-Final-Draft.pdf. Sherman's fox squirrels 
typically nest between October and February and from April to 
August. Sherman’s fox squirrels are known to use more than one 
nest and that nest use can vary over time. For accuracy, surveys 
should be conducted within 60 days of clearing or construction. If 
Sherman’s fox squirrel nests are found onsite, a 125-foot buffer 
distance from the nest should be maintained. If it will be 
necessary to remove a nest tree or work within 125 feet of a nest 
tree, we recommend coordination with FWC staff to discuss 
permitting alternatives. Final Species Conservation Measures and 
Permitting Guidelines for the Sherman's fox squirrels can be 
found on the FWC website: 
http://myfwc.com/media/4105895/Final-Shermans-Fox-squirrel-
Species-Guidelines-2016.pdf. 

FWC-22 9/4/18 Gopher Tortoise 
Appendix C, Part 2, states that all action alternatives may have 
unavoidable adverse effects on gopher tortoises because uplands 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss survey methodology, permitting and specific protection 
measures for the gopher tortoise. 
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will be converted to wetlands or deep-water sites, resulting in 
habitat loss, as well as due to displacement within the project 
footprint. USACE states that they will survey for gopher tortoises 
prior to construction and will coordinate with FWC on 
appropriate impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures. Due to the documented presence of gopher tortoises 
on site, we recommend that the applicant refer to the FWC's 
Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines (Revised January 2017) 
(http://www.myfwc.com/license/wildlife/gopher-tortoise-
permits/) for survey methodology and permitting guidance. 
Survey methodologies require a burrow survey covering a 
minimum of 15% of potential gopher tortoise habitat to be 
impacted by development activities including staging areas (refer 
to Appendix 4 in the Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines for 
additional information). Specifically, the permitting guidelines 
include methods for avoiding impacts (such as preservation of 
occupied habitat) as well as options and state requirements for 
minimizing, mitigating, and permitting potential impacts of the 
proposed activities. Any commensal species observed during 
burrow excavation should be handled in accordance to Appendix 
9 of the Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines. If you have any 
questions regarding gopher tortoise permitting, please contact 
the South Regional Office Gopher Tortoise Biologist by phone at 
(561) 625-5122 or at GTpermits@MyFWC.com. 

FWC-23 9/4/18 Short-tailed Snake 
Short-tailed snakes have historically occurred in the project area 
and suitable habitat may also occur onsite. Lands surrounding the 
project may also provide corridors for movement of this species. 
The short-tailed snake is endemic to Florida, only found from the 
Suwannee River south to Highlands County, primarily inhabiting 
areas with well-drained soils such as longleaf pine/xeric oak 
sandhills. Alterations to dry, sandy uplands on this project may 
impact the short-tailed snake. Short-tailed snake observations are 
rare since they are naturally secretive and adapted to digging and 
living underground much like the Florida pine snake. Additional 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the short-
tailed snake and best management practices will be used during 
construction. 
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information can be found in the short-tailed Snake Biological 
Status Review on the FWC website at 
http://myfwc.com/media/2273397/Short-tailed-Snake-BSR.pdf. If 
a short-tailed snake is observed during your project, we 
recommend that work activities cease and the snake allowed to 
leave on its own accord. It would also contribute to FWC’s 
research efforts if sightings could be reported to FWC staff 
identified below, preferably with a photograph and GPS 
coordinates. 

FWC-24 9/4/18 Homosassa Shrew 
The site is located within the recognized range for the Homosassa 
shrew and appears to have suitable habitat onsite. Homosassa 
shrews have been found in palmetto thickets, longleaf pine 
sandhills, cypress swamps, bay swamps, slash pine and longleaf 
pine flatwoods, hydric hammocks, xeric hammocks, sand pine 
scrub, and clear-cuttings (Jones et al. 1991). Additional 
information can be found in the Homosassa Shrew Species Action 
Plan on the FWC website at 
http://myfwc.com/media/2738834/Homosassa-Shrew-Species-
Action-Plan-Final-Draft.pdf. If any living or dead shrews are found 
during construction or site management, please provide 
photographs and GPS locations to the FWC staff below. This will 
serve as a scientific benefit for this cryptic species and help to fill 
data gaps in understanding their preferred habitats and range. 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified to 
discuss permitting and specific protection measures for the 
Homasassa shrew and best management practices will be used 
during construction. 

FWC-25 9/4/18 Bald Eagle 
As an advisory notice, the bald eagle has been removed from 
state and federal listing but is still governed by the state bald 
eagle rule (68A-16.002, F.A.C.) and the federal Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act. Although a state eagle permit is no longer 
required, landowners are advised to consult with the USFWS to 
determine if a federal permit is required. New or irregular 
activities planned within 660 feet of a bald eagle nest should 
follow the USFWS Eagle Management Guidelines 
(https://www.fws.gov/southeast/our-services/eagle-technical-
assistance/) unless an eagle permit is issued. Information about 

This project will be in compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act.  Coordination will continue with FWS and FWC and 
all management guidelines will be followed. 
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federal eagle permits is available online 
(https://www.fws.gov/southeast/our-
services/permits/eagles/#national-rules-and-regulations/) or by 
contacting the regional USFWS Migratory Bird Office directly at 
(404) 679-7070 or permitsR4MB@fws.gov. 

Please be aware that bald eagles may build a new nest and 
reactivate a nesting territory at any time. If a new or 
undocumented nest is discovered, the nest location should be 
provided to BaldEagle@MyFWC.com. 

FWC-26 9/4/18 Non-Native Wildlife 
The Early Detection & Distribution Mapping System (EDDMapS) 
and FWC databases contain several records of Burmese pythons 
(Python bivittatus) in the project area. Should construction 
workers encounter any Burmese pythons or other non-native 
wildlife listed as Conditional or Prohibited species 
(http://www.myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/nonnatives/regulations 
/) such as Nile monitors (Varanus niloticus), or other invasive 
exotic reptiles such as Argentine black and white tegus 
(Tupinambis merianae), during construction-related restoration 
activities they are requested to report these sightings, whether 
dead or alive. FWC staff recommends photos and GPS 
coordinates be collected and reported to 
http://www.IveGot1.org. If USACE or contracted workers require 
assistance capturing or removing priority non-native wildlife, they 
should call FWC’s Exotic Species Hotline at 1-888 IVE GOT1 (888-
483-4681). 

USACE will coordinate directly with the FWC staff identified if non-
native wildlife are encountered during construction and best 
management practices will be used during construction. 

FWC-27 9/4/18 Other Federally Listed Species 
The project area may contain suitable habitat for other federally 
listed species as identified in the USFWS draft Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report (Annex A). We recommend the applicant 
continue to coordinate with the USFWS for information regarding 
potential impacts to these species. The USFWS South Florida 
Ecological Services Office can be contacted at (772) 562-3909 to 
discuss any necessary federal requirements. 

We are consulting with FWS on federally listed species and will 
continue to coordinate with them. 
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FWC-28 9/4/18 Public Access and Recreation 

FWC staff fully supports all compatible public access and 
recreational opportunities within Lake Okeechobee and the 
greater LOWRP project area and the TSP incorporates new 
features and access points that increase recreational 
opportunities. In Lake Okeechobee, FWC records indicate that 
almost 500 fishing tournaments are held on the lake each year, in 
addition to the thousands of recreational anglers that travel to 
fish the lake from national and international locations. These 
visitors bring significant revenue for the lake communities and 
could be considered one of the major economies for the region. 

The draft PIR/EIS states that the recreational activities can be 
adjusted over time to better fit project purposes. We encourage 
USACE staff to continue working directly with FWC staff to 
provide input on ways to enhance recreational opportunities that 
are consistent with the project purposes. 

USACE will continue to work with FWC and SFWMD to develop the 
recreation plan. 

FWC-29 9/4/18 FWC staff supports moving forward with Alternative 1BW as the 
recommended plan for LOWRP and finds the project consistent 
with FWC’s authorities under the Coastal Zone Management 
Act/Florida’s Coastal Management Program. We appreciate the 
opportunity to continue working with our state and federal 
partners through the Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design, 
and permitting phases to maximize wildlife, conservation, and 
recreational benefits. 

Thank you for the support. 

Division of Historical Resources and State Historic Preservation Officer (DHR/SHPO) 
DRH/SHPO-1 9/4/18 The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer reviewed the 

referenced project for possible effects on historic properties 
listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic 
Places. The review was conducted in accordance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and its implementing regulations in 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of 
Historic Properties. 

Thank you for your review. 

DRH/SHPO-2 9/4/18 As noted in your letter, project details related to the placement 
of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells and other aspects of 

Concur. Additional cultural resource assessments surveys and 
evaluations will be completed in PED to ensure that all cultural 
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the undertaking will be finalized during the preconstruction 
engineering and design (PED) phase of the project. While some 
cultural resource investigations have occurred at this time, 
additional cultural resource assessment surveys will be necessary 
to ensure that all cultural resources within the project APE are 
identified and documented prior to assessing the effect of the 
project on historic properties. 

resources within the project APE are identified and evaluated prior 
to assessing the effect of the project on historic properties.  USACE 
is currently working with SHPO to develop a Programmatic 
Agreement that formalizes the process through which USACE 
complies with NHPA, Section 106. USACE will continue to coordinate 
project details directly with the SHPO staff. 

DRH/SHPO-3 9/4/18 We look forward to continuing to work with the Corps regarding 
further cultural resource investigations of the APE. As project 
plans develop we are available to meet to discuss the undertaking 
and adequate testing strategies. If 

Concur. USACE will continue to coordinate project details and 
survey and testing strategies of the archaeological investigations 
directly with the SHPO staff. 

Local 
St. Lucie County (SLC) 
SLC-1 7/23/18 The purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 

Project (LOWRP) is to increase water storage capacity in the 
watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, 
improved quantity, timing, and distribution of water to the 
Northern Estuaries, increase water supply, and restore wetlands. 
By creating additional water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, 
the project can facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and 
distribution of water in the lake, to the northern estuaries, and 
throughout the Lake Okeechobee watershed.  Three alternatives 
were considered, including the No Future Action, and were 
analyzed for a cost-benefit return.  A tentatively selected plan, 
(TSP) was chosen and is labeled Alternative 1BW. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SLC-2 7/23/18 The LOWRP TSP, Alternative 1BW, will improve the quantity, 
timing and distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee, 
provide for better management of lake water levels, reduce 
undesirable regulatory releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. 
Lucie estuaries, improve system-wide operational flexibility, and 
will restore portions of the historic Kissimmee River channel and 
floodplain. Alternative 1BW, includes a flow-through wetland 
attenuation feature (WAF), 80 total ASR wells (55 watershed ASR 
wells, 25 wetland attenuation ASR wells), and the Paradise Run and 
Kissimmee River–Center wetland restoration sites. This provides a 

Thank you for your comments. 
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57% reduction in discharge volumes from Lake Okeechobee to the 
Northern Estuaries, but this is when considered in conjunction 
with authorized projects. The TSP will restore approximately 5,300 
acres of high quality wetlands in the watershed and will provide 
approximately 10,000 acres of emergent marsh habitat within the 
WAF footprint The projected cost of Alternative 1BW is $1.42 
billion dollars.  A map of the features is shown below. 

SLC-3 7/23/18 The TSP is the least expensive of the 3 options that were 
considered. It provides the least amount of storage and no deep 
storage. Although the TSP provides a significant increase in water 
storage north of Lake Okeechobee, additional storage is needed 
to meet the CERP goals for north-of-the-lake storage to further 
improve Lake Okeechobee health and reduce undesirable 
freshwater discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries. Undesirable discharges from Lake 
Okeechobee are still expected to occur in the future scenario, 
although to a lesser degree with the TSP implementation. The 
County wishes to express our support for projects that reduce the 
nutrient loading into the eutrophic Lake Okeechobee and the 
resultant undesirable discharges into the Northern Estuaries. 

Concur, the LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends expanding the study area 
in a future effort to identify additional storage opportunities. 

Osceola County 
Cheryl Grieb 7/8/18 Still disappointed that this project does not look north of Hwy 60. 

The entire upper basin should be considered. 
The LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends expanding the study area in a 
future effort to identify additional storage opportunities. 

Glades County Board of County Commissioners (GCBCC) 
GCBCC - 1 7/26/18 The County of Glades, Florida was recently made aware that it 

needs to formally request a "buffer zone" between Highway 78 
and the proposed reservoir that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
plans to build to contain storm water runoff. 

Noted 

GCBCC - 2 7/26/18 On behalf of the Board of County Commissioners of Glades County, 
we hereby request that the U.S. Army Corps leave a buffer of one-
half (1/2) of one mile between U.S. 78 and the planned reservoir 
that would be available for future development of Glades County 
along the entire stretch located in Glades County. Highway 78 is 
one of the main corridors connecting travel through Glades 
County. This buffer is necessary for future growth of our local 

The USACE and SFWMD have engaged with Glades County 
numerous times to discuss a buffer between State Road (SR) 78 and 
the project footprint. A buffer zone of 1,000 feet from SR-78 has 
been provided in the Paradise Run area. The 1,000 ft buffer zone in 
Paradise Run would allow for additional development along SR-78 
near the C-38 Canal. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1742 



      

        
  

       
 
  

  
        

 
   

 
    

     
  

   
    

     
    

     
    

    
    

  
    

   

 
   

     

    

 

 

     
  

  
 

    

    
 

 
  

 
    

    
 

   
  

       
 

  

    
     

 
   

     
          

   
  

  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
economy. It makes good use of existing infrastructure and provides 
needed tax base to support state and local expenses in building 
and maintaining the infrastructure. 

GCBCC - 3 7/26/18 The 1/2 mile buffer is the same as the buffer that you granted the 
Seminole Indians. It is only fair that Glades County be treated the 
same as the Seminole Indian Reservation. With a half-mile buffer, 
most homesteads will still keep their houses. This would avoid 
displacing many people, and would also save money in the process. 
We think our request is very reasonable and hope that you would 
honor it. 

Thank you for your comment.  The USACE and SFWMD have 
engaged with Glades County numerous times to discuss a buffer 
between State Road (SR) 78 and the project footprint. A buffer zone 
of 1,000 feet from SR-78 has been provided in the Paradise Run area. 

Tim Stanley - Glades County Commissioner (TS) 
TS-1 8/20/18 • Now that SFWMD has made an agreement to enter into 

Lease and Project Agreement No. 4600003440 with Lykes Brighton 
Valley, LLC for the Brighton Valley NE PPP project  that is estimated 
to provide a net annual average water quantity benefit of 39,765 
acre-feet of water treated. Is it so crucial that this storage project 
has to be so big? 

LOWRP storage is necessary to improve Lake Okeechobee stage 
levels and flows to the northern estuaries. It will work in conjunction 
with other storage projects throughout the watershed 

TS-2 8/20/18 • The cells should be sized so that if anyone of them 
breached that it would not put water in any of the houses in the S-
127 basin. 

Concur. 

TS-3 8/20/18 • The latest plan that I have seen shows four pumping 
stations. I would like to know the cfs of these stations particularly 
the one on the south end. We were told that this site was selected 
over the site in Highlands County because the water would only 
need to be pumped once. 

The four stations are; 1) WAF inflow pump station (1500 cfs), 2) 
seepage pump station 1 (100 cfs), 3) seepage pump station 2 (100 
cfs), and 4) Paradise Run inflow pump (200 cfs).  K-42 (the Highlands 
County site) would have required an additional 1500 cfs pump 
station. 

TS-4 8/20/18 • Since the S-127 pump stations drainage area is going to 
be drastically reduced by this project. I would like to be assured in 
writing that Pump Station S-127 and its drainage system would 
remain as part of the FCD system and be operated and maintained 
by the SFWMD. 

At this time, there are no proposed changes to the operation of the 
S-127 pump station as a result of the LOWRP and construction of the 
WAF. 

TS-5 8/20/18 • If this project proceeds, recreation access and amenities 
need to be installed to provide economic stimulus to the county. 

Concur, recreational features are included in the plan. Please see 
the Recreation Appendix for more details. 

TS-6 8/20/18 • The county requests that a 1/2 mile buffer zone be left for 
development on the north side of HWY78. 

A buffer zone ranging from approximately 300-900 feet has been 
provided for development along SR78. 

City of Okeechobee (COO) 
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Dowling 
Watford, 
Mayor, COO-1 

8/3/18 1. Provide commercial corridor on Hwy 78 to support Glades 
County commercial growth and tax base. 

A buffer zone ranging from approximately 300-900 feet has been 
provided for development along SR78. 

COO-2 2. Do all things possible to protect and compensate private 
property owners. 

The LOWRP is avoiding private residents to the extent practicable 
and will be fairly compensating private landowners for any 
acquisition necessary. Dam safety analysis will be performed to 
ensure the protection of local residents. 

COO-3 3. If possible within the project, provide public access and 
recreation or hiking areas. 

Recreational features are included in the plan. Please see the 
Recreation Appendix for more details. 

COO-4 4. Use ASR wells as much as possible to minimize size/footprint of 
reservoir. 

Thank you for your comment.  The number of ASR wells in the 
LOWRP footprint is based on detailed simulations in the ASR 
Regional Study model.  Integration of WAF and ASR operations will 
be defined in more detail during the pre-construction engineering 
design phase. 

COO-5 5. Appreciate the lower depth of the reservoir and efforts made to 
protect the Brighton Reservation. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) 
TCRPC-1 8/20/18 Council agrees this is an important project, especially as it relates 

to improving the quality, quantity, timing, and distribution of 
water entering Lake Okeechobee; and reducing releases to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie River Estuaries. The Tentatively 
Selected Plan is consistent with the Strategic Regional Policy Plan. 
Specifically, the recommended plan furthers the policies in the 
following goal areas: 
Regional Goal 6.2: A regional water supply managed to provide for 
all recognized need on a sustainable basis. 
Regional Goal 6.3: Protection of water quality and quantity. 
Regional Goal 6.5: Protection of estuarine resources. 
Regional Goal 6.6: Protection of wetlands and deepwater habitats. 
Regional Goal 6.8: Protection of endangered and potentially 
endangered species. 
Regional Goal 6.9: Protection and sustainability of the Everglades 
Ecosystem. 

Thank you for your comments. 

TCRPC-2 8/20/18 Additionally, the Tentatively Selected Plan supports Council's top 
legislative priorities which are to restore the Everglades and 

Thank you for your comments. 
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eliminate harmful freshwater discharges into the St. Lucie River 
Estuary and Indian River and Lake Worth Lagoons, including 
restoration of historic flows into Everglades National Park. 

TCRPC-3 8/20/18 Implementation of the Tentatively Selected Plan will result in 
restored natural ecosystems, increased water supplies, improved 
water quality, and the maintenance of flood protection. This plan 
represents an opportunity to accomplish these goals and balance 
the need to provide water for natural systems and urban and 
agricultural uses. Implementation of the recommended plan will 
help the Region become more sustainable. 

Thank you for your comments. 

TCRPC-4 8/20/18 Council previously commented the LOWRP project area should 
have included all of the subwatersheds north and west of Lake 
Okeechobee. For example, the Lake Istokpoga, Upper Kissimmee, 
and northern portion of the Lower Kissimmee sub-watersheds are 
not included in the LOWRP project area. Council recommends the 
next phase of this project should begin immediately and include an 
examination of these watersheds with recommendations for a 
series of hydrologic and ecosystem improvement projects to 
further the purposes expressed for the LOWRP. 

The LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends expanding the project area to 
additional storage opportunities. 

PRIVATE 
Buckhead Ridge Community (BRC) 
BRC - 1 12/28/17 Petition to relocate the proposed Lake Okeechobee Water 

Restoration Plan aka LOWRP 
We have received and added your petition to the administrative 
record. 

BRC - 2 12/28/17 Petition Summary and Background: We the citizens of the 
Buckhead Ridge Community strongly oppose the proposed 
location of the LOWRP. It is our concern that such a large reservoir 
in close proximity to our community may pose a life safety hazard 
and adversely effect our property values 

This petition was written when the LOWRP included a larger deep 
reservoir. Since the receipt of this petition, the LOWRP storage 
feature has been converted to a smaller more shallow wetland 
attenuation feature. The storage feature is designed to have an 
extremely low probability of a breach. 

BRC - 3 12/28/17 Action Petitioned For: We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens 
of Buckhead Ridge who urge our leaders to act now to reconsider 
the proposed location of the Lake Okeechobee Water Restoration 
Plan. 

Thank you for your comments. Additional outreach has been 
performed with Glades County commissioners since the receipt of 
this petition. 

BRC - 4 12/28/17 Signed by 50 citizens The signatures have been recorded in the administrative record for 
this project. 

Audubon of Southwest Florida (ASWF) 
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ASWF-1 8/20/18 Based on review of the draft PIR/EIS for the Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Restoration Project, Audubon of Southwest Florida 
wishes to convey our support of the Tentatively Selected Plan. It is 
clear there are significant benefits for the greater Everglades 
environment, including the northern estuaries. 

Thank you for your comments. 

ASWF-2 8/20/18 However, it is also clear that the TSP does not address nearly the 
full required storage volumes necessary to most effectively 
address hydrologic and ecological degradation throughout the 
greater watershed. To that end, Audubon of Southwest Florida 
urges the Army Corps of Engineers to consider an additional 
planning effort, as soon as possible, aimed at additional Lake 
Okeechobee watershed benefits. 

The LOWPR PIR/EIS acknowledges that more storage is needed to 
meet CERP goals and recommends identifying additional storage 
opportunities in the future. 

Audubon of Western Everglades (AWE) 
AWE-1 8/19/18 Audubon of the Western Everglades supports the TSP PIR/EIS for 

the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project. 
Thank you for your comments. 

Audubon Florida (AF) 
AF-1 8/20/18 Lake Okeechobee is the liquid heart of the Everglades. Audubon 

has had a key role in its protection and restoration dating as far 
back as 1936 with our first full-time staff appointed to look after 
Lake Okeechobee’s marshes. In 1938, Audubon further committed 
to maintaining 28,250 acres of the Lake’s marshes designated as 
wildlife sanctuaries by the Governor and Cabinet. More recently, 
Audubon’s technical staff engaged with the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) PDT and sub-issue teams 
and provided technical input throughout the planning process. We 
appreciate the opportunity to provide further comments on the 
LOWP’s Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (July 2018). 

Thank you for your comments. 

AF-2 8/20/18 For the past six years in a row, Lake Okeechobee has reached 16 
feet or higher (2012-2018), with terrible impacts. Such deep levels 
have contributed to recurring harmful releases to the Northern 
Estuaries, harmful algae blooms in the Lake and the estuaries, and 
the loss of tens of thousands of acres of Lake marsh vegetation, 
especially submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). In turn, the loss of 
SAV causes the bass and crappie fisheries to plummet. Both plants 

Thank you for your comments. 
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and fisheries can take years to recover. Finally, nutrient-enriched 
water from the lake’s middle washes into the remaining marshes, 
stimulating cattail expansion that further degrades habitat quality. 

AF-3 8/20/18 Part of the reason for these recurring deep water levels is 
extensive drainage upstream of Lake Okeechobee. During large 
rain events, the lake rises rapidly and largely uncontrollably. This is 
a threat not only to the ecosystems of the lake and estuaries, but 
uncontrolled water level increases are a threat to the safety of the 
Herbert Hoover Dike. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AF-4 8/20/18 The LOWRP PIR’s Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) seeks to reduce 
these problems by increasing water storage capacity upstream of 
the lake through a shallow reservoir (wetland attenuation feature, 
“WAF”), 80 aquifer storage and recovery wells (ASR), and by 
restoring wetlands within the floodplain of the Kissimmee River 
(the Paradise Run component). Disappointingly, the storage 
feature in the TSP has evolved to just 40,000 ac-ft of shallow 
storage in the WAF, down from the original 200,000 ac-ft above-
ground storage that the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP) contemplated. While the tentatively selected plan 
remains largely conceptual and the reservoir footprint will be 
modified as real estate options and geological studies progress, we 
believe more storage will be needed north of the lake beyond what 
is planned in the LOWRP Draft PIR. We strongly encourage the PDT 
to pursue a second study to address this need, as announced 
during the January 10, 2018 PDT meeting. We also believe the ASR 
wells component will have to be tested before their exact 
performance will be understood. Paradise Run was once part of 
the Kissimmee River Restoration but was removed for various 
reasons. Completing it through the LOWRP is a very worthwhile 
goal and Audubon strongly supports the PFT efforts to finish this 
high value project. 

The LOWPR PIR/EIS acknowledges that more storage is needed to 
meet CERP goals and recommends identifying additional storage 
opportunities in the future. ASR well construction will be phased to 
better understand performance in the area. 

AF-5 8/20/18 We understand many of these uncertainties will continue to evolve 
as we move forward with this project. We support the PDT to 
continue working on LOWRP and incorporate the following 
feedback to improve upon what is currently being planned. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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AF-6 8/20/18 Looking forward 

Model results show the LOWRP will improve Lake Okeechobee 
management but significant water management issues in the lake 
and upstream of it will remain. The LOWRP project will only have 
limited ability to reduce rapid lake level rise, and the threat to the 
ecosystems and HHD safety will largely remain. The LOWRP has no 
water quality component and there is no clear linkage between 
state water quality efforts and this project. The LOWRP study area 
also was restricted to the lower one-third of the watershed, 
limiting its scope and effectiveness. 

Concur that additional storage is needed to meet CERP goals. 
Although water quality is not an objective of LOWRP, ancillary water 
quality benefits are anticipated. More detail on water quality is 
located in Section 5 of the NEPA documentation. 

AF-7 8/20/18 These limitations are expected because no single project can 
correct all issues. However, the LOWRP study area covers only 
about one-third of the 2.6 million acre upstream watershed, and 
because it focuses on the bottom of the watershed, the project is 
incapable of addressing factors from a much larger area that is 
upstream of it. The Corps has suggested a follow-up study of 
Okeechobee and its watershed of a broader scope than LOWRP to 
determine if other beneficial projects could improve overall 
system function. We strongly support such a follow-up effort. 

Concur. 

AF-8 8/20/18 Many recent, innovative water management projects have gone 
beyond the type of projects originally envisioned in the Restudy, 
which was conducted almost two decades ago. “Water farming” 
has produced small reservoirs such as the Caulkins Water Farm 
Project, which has yielded significant function. Other distributed 
water management projects like Nicodemus Slough, and now 
Brighton Valley, show promise to chip away at large water 
retention needs in relatively short time frames with simple 
projects. In the Indian River Lagoon South’s Allapattah 
Conservation and Recreation Area project, the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service contributed millions of dollars toward 
wetland restoration, furthering restoration goals. The Everglades 
Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge is another federal effort in 
the watershed that can contribute uniquely to overall CERP goals. 
And the Kissimmee River Restoration Project is a monument to 
conjoining ecosystem and water management system goals. 

Concur. 
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AF-9 8/20/18 Thank you for your attention to these issues. Audubon looks 

forward to working with the PDT to develop the most useful 
project possible. We also support continuing efforts in the 
Okeechobee watershed to improve conditions for water 
management, human health and safety, and ecosystem function 
and we look forward to engaging in a subsequent study that ties a 
lot of the aforementioned ecosystem needs. 

Thank you for your comments. 

American Sportfishing Association (ASA) 
ASA-1 8/20/18 We have been engaged in the planning efforts on this project from 

the beginning and appreciate the amount of time, effort and 
coordination that have gone into developing the TSP. Alternative 
1BW provides a 43,000 acre-feet wetland attenuation feature, 80 
aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells that can store 448,000 
acre-feet of water annually, and two wetland restoration sites at 
Paradise Run and Kissimmee River-Center. These components will 
benefit the system and increase water storage capacity. However, 
the lack of primary water quality treatment, modest reduction in 
impacts to the northern estuaries, and minimal benefits to Lake 
Okeechobee are concerning, especially considering the original 
scope of the project. 

Concur that additional storage is needed to meet CERP goals.  The 
LOWPR PIR/EIS acknowledges that more storage is needed and 
recommends identifying additional storage opportunities in the 
future Although water quality is not an objective of LOWRP, ancillary 
water quality benefits are anticipated. More detail on water quality 
is located in Section 5 of the NEPA documentation. 

ASA-2 8/20/18 Both water quantity and quality are critical to achieving 
meaningful changes in the Lake, and not addressing both with this 
project is a greatly missed opportunity. Regardless of the storage 
achieved by LOWRP, releases to tide will still be necessary during 
high inflow events thereby ensuring continued nutrient-laden 
discharges to the east and west. In addition, the continued inflow 
of untreated water into the Lake merely perpetuates the 
accumulation of legacy nutrients. Without addressing water 
quality entering the lake, we will merely be postponing addressing 
this important issue yet again. 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 

ASA-3 8/20/18 We appreciate that the ASR storage capacity from previously 
identified alternatives has been maintained in the TSP. However, it 
is disappointing that the reservoir component has been reduced 
from a potential 198,000 acre-feet of storage to the current 48,000 

Concur, the LOWRP PIR/EIS recommends identifying additional 
storage opportunities. 
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acre-feet. While it is understandable that land acquisition and 
siting are challenges in reservoir development, we strongly 
encourage the USACE and SFWMD to continue to work on a follow-
up study that develops additional storage options of at least 
200,000 acre-feet north of Lake Okeechobee as suggested during 
the January 10, 2018 PDT meeting. 

ASA-4 8/20/18 Despite these concerns, overall, we support this TSP. While it may 
not be all that we had hoped, incremental progress is better than 
no progress, and the project is expected to achieve an additional 
18% of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan estuary 
discharge restoration goal. With ASR as the primary storage 
component of this plan, land constraints are significantly reduced 
allowing construction to move as quickly as funding is available. 
We will continue to advocate for projects that can be expedited to 
provide maximum benefits to the Lake and northern estuaries and 
restore the southerly flow of clean water south. 

Thank you for your comments and continued support. While this is 
not the amount of storage envisioned in the CERP Yellow Book, it is 
a step towards reaching that goal with storage north of Lake 
Okeechobee. 

Everglades Foundation (EF) 
EF-1 8/20/18 These comments are related to the Draft Integrated Project 

Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Plan, dated July 
2018. These comments focus exclusively on technical comments 
related to plan, and are intended only to offer recommendations 
on improving the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) or the Project 
Implementation Report (PIR). 

Thank you for your comments to improve the TSP. 

EF-2 8/20/18 The PIR breaks the TSP into three constituent components: 
wetland restoration, a Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF), and 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR). To organize this comment 
letter, we will deal with each component in that order. 

Thank you for your comments. 

EF-3 8/20/18 The wetland restoration component analysis in Section 3.3, 
supported by Appendices C and E, summarizes the options, 
rationale, and justification for the TSP containing 5,300 acres of 
wetland restoration. However, costs per acre for wetland 
restoration between Options B and C were similar, and the options 
differed only by the inclusion of the Lake Okeechobee West parcel. 
According to Table 3-5, Lake Okeechobee West parcel ranked the 

Component B, which includes the Kissimmee River–Center and 
Paradise Run sites, was selected as the wetland restoration plan. 
Components E and F were screened due to higher increments of cost 
per benefit. Components B, C and D have similar incremental costs 
per habitat unit. Component B was selected because it is the second 
least cost best buy plan that provides a meaningful amount of 
wetland restoration to restore hydrology. Components C and D 
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highest in terms of applied criteria, and Appendix E 
(documentation sheet 14 after page E-40) shows a significant 
Habitat Unit increase from restoration. Option B appears to have 
been selected only because of its lower cost, not because of its 
benefit to cost. We would encourage the agencies to review this 
and reconsider Lake Okeechobee West restoration. 

were not selected because they cost $88 Million and $220 Million 
dollars more than Component B, respectively, and are determined 
to be cost-prohibitive. 

EF-4 8/20/18 The TSP also contains a Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF), which 
is an entirely new term, apparently to emphasize that this is not a 
reservoir nor a water quality feature, and is unlike anything that 
has been constructed (or operated) to date. Section 3.2, supported 
by Appendix E, spells out the rationale for the decision to 
recommend a 40,000 acre-ft WAF. Apparently, most storage 
configurations were dropped because of difficulties primarily 
related to land acquisition. Therefore, the TSP contains only 40,000 
acre-ft of above-ground shallow storage (though not a reservoir), 
down from the 200,000 acre-ft reservoir in the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) Component A. 

A wetland attenuation feature (WAF) is a flow-through wetland 
primarily used for surface water storage to attenuate peak flows and 
stages in adjacent areas (such as Lake Okeechobee). Although a WAF 
allows for above-ground storage like a reservoir, water levels may 
be suitable for growth of wetland vegetation due to the water 
depths typically realized through operation of the facility. 

There were many reasons for other storage options to be screened, 
including: water availability, land ownership considerations, ability 
to co-locate with other features, overall cost, and presence of 
threatened and endangered species. 

EF-5 8/20/18 Figure C-88 suggests that the WAF is either full (45% of the time) 
or empty (45% of the time), with the remainder of the time either 
rapidly filling or rapidly emptying. This makes the WAF largely 
incompatible with wetland ecological function. 

While the hydrology of the WAF will not make it a wetland with a 
habitat quality of 1, the Eco Subteam reviewed the data and believes 
there will be wetland benefits in the WAF and that the WAF will have 
a wetland habitat quality of 0.5. 

EF-6 8/20/18 Moreover, as the Everglades Foundation has previously pointed 
out, reservoirs north of Lake Okeechobee are less efficient in 
buffering Lake Okeechobee stages and reducing discharges to the 
St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee Rivers than reservoirs to the south. 
Now, because of the scaling back of this feature from 200,000 acre-
ft to 40,000 acre-ft, it is difficult to see any effect on Lake 
Okeechobee stages and the estuaries discharges from the WAF. 
Our calculations indicate that the performance of the TSP is nearly 
identical with and without the WAF. 

As proposed by the CERP, storage is needed north, south, east and 
west of Lake Okeechobee. The LOWRP modeling results included 
the combination of ASR wells and surface storage and did not break 
up the benefits of an ASR only plan vs. a surface storage only plan. 
Both ASR wells and surface storage are necessary to achieve project 
benefits. Co-locating ASR wells with aboveground storage provides 
synergistic facility attributes and improves operational flexibility. 
For example, aboveground storage features can potentially be filled 
more than once during a season or event as the ASR wells empty the 
aboveground storage feature, therefore providing additional 
operational flexibility. The siting of ASR wells is constrained by 
nearby water users. 
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EF-7 8/20/18 Instead of focusing on the flow attenuation features of this 

element, we recommend that it be re-designed and modeled as a 
water quality feature, possibly a Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) 
but more likely, a Flow Equalization Basin (FEB). The potential to 
reduce nutrient loading to Lake Okeechobee is significant, and 
would be a major step in getting to the Total Maximum Daily Load 
for Lake Okeechobee. Given the current State of Emergency and 
algae bloom on Lake Okeechobee, water quality improvements 
benefiting Lake Okeechobee would be a welcome step. This WAF 
is re-designed as an STA or FEB and the state’s Basin Management 
Action Plan should be updated to include this water quality 
feature. 

Although water quality is not an objective of LOWRP, ancillary water 
quality benefits are anticipated. More detail on water quality is 
located in Section 5 of the NEPA documentation. 

EF-8 8/20/18 With respect to ASR, the TSP contains 80 wells, 25 co-located with 
the WAF, and the remainder scattered around the watershed, and 
partitioned between the Upper Floridan Aquifer and the Avon Park 
Permeable Zone. The discussions of Groundwater Resource Effects 
are in Appendix C.2.10 and in the main report in Sections 4.3.4 and 
5.10. We find these discussions of potential groundwater resource 
impacts incomplete, cursory and entirely unsatisfactory. 

The potential impacts to regional groundwater resources from ASR 
operations were assessed via an independently-reviewed 
calibrated, transient-flow groundwater model which was fully 
documented in the 2015 Final Technical Data Report for the CERP 
ASR Regional Study.  The modeling results were critically reviewed 
by the National Research Council (NRC).  The NRC concluded that 
the model results were reasonable and consistent with well 
understood flow patterns within the aquifer systems in south 
Florida. 

EF-9 8/20/18 There many unanswered questions about ASR, but the most 
significant is the sustainability of this action in the long-term. The 
41-year simulation shows that 4.7 million acre-ft is “lost”, which is 
the difference between what is pumped in and what is pumped 
out (see figure below). This is almost twice the water volume in 
Lake Okeechobee, and of course, it is not lost but remains in the 
aquifer. Moreover, this value is exponentially increasing with time 
and does not include the volume of the freshwater lens, which is 
about 850,000 acre-ft at the end of the simulation. Over 50 years, 
the volume of “lost” water could exceed 6.3 million acre-ft. A quick 
calculation using the available storativity and depth values 
suggests that the area 1 potentially affected over the life of the 
project could reach 25 million acres in the Upper Floridan Aquifer 
and 28 million acres in the Avon Park Permeable Zone. We 

The potential impacts to the Floridan aquifer and regional 
groundwater resources from ASR operations were assessed via an 
independently-reviewed calibrated, transient-flow groundwater 
model which was fully documented in the 2015 Final Technical Data 
Report for the CERP ASR Regional Study.  The modeling results were 
critically reviewed by the National Research Council (NRC).  The NRC 
concluded that the model results were reasonable and consistent 
with well understood flow patterns within the aquifer systems in 
south Florida. 
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recognize that this simple calculation is likely an overestimate, but 
it does suggests a potentially enormous impact and should have 
triggered a detailed analysis. A PIR should address all areas of 
significant potential consequences; this PIR omitted a profoundly 
important impact to the hydrogeologic system resulting from the 
water not returned to the surface. This lack of a thorough and 
focused analysis means that it is not possible to determine the 
long-term viability of this ASR. 

EF-10 8/20/18 

      

        
  

       
    

 
 

  
  

  
 

    
  

 

 

     
   

   
   

  

  
     

    
  

    
     

     
  

 
 

   

   

   

EF-11 8/20/18 Lastly, the model runs indicate that the Lake Okeechobee 
operations are modified to accommodate the new infrastructure. 
However, these operations are not described in the PIR, yet the 
benefits are apparently contingent on these operational changes. 
We would ask that the PIR document the changes in Lake 
Okeechobee operations and the benefits resulting from those 
operational changes quantified. This would assure that the claimed 
benefits result from the proposed TSP and its operation. 

Operational assumptions on Lake Okeechobee made in the 
modeling runs are identified and elaborated on in the Engineering 
Appendix A, Annex A-3. Additional model results will be analyzed 
that may provide more insight into these benefits as well. 

EF-12 8/20/18 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Plan EIS and PIR. Addressing 
storage and water quality north of Lake Okeechobee is an essential 
element of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan and 
we look forward to getting the best possible project. 

Thank you for your comments 

Sierra Club and the Center for Biological Diversity (SC/CBD) 
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SC/CBD-1 8/20/18 On behalf of Sierra Club and the Center for Biological Diversity, we 

submit the following comments on the Draft Integrated Project 
Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 
Project (LOWRP). 

Thank you for your comments. 

SC/CBD-2 8/20/18 Our organizations believe that ecosystem restoration projects in 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed are important components of 
the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). They are 
important: (1) for the health of the Lake Okeechobee ecosystem 
and its watershed; (2) to improve the quality, timing, and quantity 
of freshwater flows to the northern estuaries; and (3) for the 
redirection of freshwater from the lake to where it is most needed, 
south towards to the Everglades and Florida Bay. To that end, we 
offer the comments below with the goal of seeing the LOWRP 
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) improved. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SC/CBD-3 8/20/18 1. We support the wetland restoration of the Paradise Run and 
Kissimmee River Center sites (in Option B), which would restore 
about 5,300 acres to wetlands. However, there is an opportunity 
that should not be missed within the LOWRP to restore more 
wetlands. As stated in the Draft PIR/EIS, “about 330,000 acres of 
wetlands have been lost in the LOWRP area” and “more wetland 
acres restored would generally be better” (Draft PIR/ EIS, Appendix 
E, Attachment B). As described in the Draft PIR/EIS, the Lake 
Okeechobee West site (included in Option C) has a high restoration 
potential because it is primarily improved and unimproved 
pasture, with scattered freshwater marsh and wet prairie 
wetlands. The costs per acre for wetland restoration between 
Options B and C are similar. We do not agree with leaving out this 
excellent restoration site from further consideration just because 
it is not in “better ecological quality.” We ask SFWMD and USACE 
to modify the TSP to include Option C, which would restore 2,800 
additional acres of high value wetland habitat for a total of 8,100 
acres (a small figure in comparison to the 300,000 acres of lost 
natural wetlands). The restoration of more wetlands will also 
provide additional opportunity for water quality improvements. 

Component B, which includes the Kissimmee River–Center and 
Paradise Run sites, was selected as the wetland restoration plan. 
Components E and F were screened due to higher increments of cost 
per benefit. Components B, C and D have similar incremental costs 
per habitat unit. Component B was selected because it is the second 
least cost best buy plan that provides a meaningful amount of 
wetland restoration to restore hydrology. Components C and D 
were not selected because they cost $88 Million and $220 Million 
dollars more than Component B, respectively, and are determined 
to be cost-prohibitive. 
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SC/CBD-4 8/20/18 2. The goals of the CERP component referred to as "Lake 

Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality Treatment Facilities (OPE)" 
included not only wetland restoration, but also stormwater 
treatment areas to "retain phosphorus before flowing into Lake 
Okeechobee" (CERP Yellow Book, p. 9-4). The CERP Yellow Book 
makes it clear that an essential aspect of Everglades restoration 
is the inclusion of water quality features. We strongly disagree 
with the assumption stated in the draft PIR/ EIS that "the water 
flowing into CERP features will be, at a minimum, in compliance 
with applicable standards" (Draft PIR/EIS, section 3.4.1). This will 
not be the case unless water quality features are added to the 
LOWRP. Therefore, we request that USACE reconsider and include 
water quality features that are essential to Everglades 
restoration and improve the health of Lake Okeechobee. 

Water quality treatment features like STAs and RASTAs, although 
proposed in the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir 
(Component A) and Lake Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality 
Treatment Facilities (OPE), have not been carried forward in the 
current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has implemented water 
quality programs such as the Basin Management Action Plans and 
establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Lake 
Okeechobee. These programs can be used to meet the intent of 
water quality improvements originally proposed by CERP 
components A and OPE. As a result, water quality features are no 
longer within the project scope. 

SC/CBD-5 8/20/18 3. We have concerns about the proposed Wetland Attenuation 
Feature (WAF), a type of feature not proposed before in CERP. 
While we support shallower surface water storage over deeper 
storage for any component of CERP, we oppose the use of Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells to operate this feature as it is 
contrary to the restoration of the Everglades. According to the 
Draft PIR/EIS, while the WAF is primarily intended to attenuate 
peak flows into Lake Okeechobee, it also states that it "will create 
emergent wetland habitat…more natural hydrologic conditions, 
and improved habitat for fish and wildlife resources" (Draft 
PIR/EIS, pg. ES-7). However, Figure C-88 in Appendix C (see below) 
suggests that water in the WAF will be 3 to 3.5 ft. deep about 45% 
of the time and about 0.5 ft. another 45% of the time. This would 
mean that the change in water stage would be very drastic during 
the other 10% of the year, rapidly filling or emptying. This kind of 
hydroperiod transition does not provide for healthy wetland 
ecological function, even within an emergent wetland 
environment. The forty ASRs proposed to assist the operation of 
this feature would be like a form of permanent artificial “life 
support,” creating a wetland stuck in an Intensive Care Unit. 

While the hydrology of the WAF will not make it a wetland with a 
habitat quality of 1, the Eco Subteam reviewed the data and believes 
there will be wetland benefits in the WAF and that the WAF will have 
a wetland habitat quality of 0.5. 
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SC/CBD-6 8/20/18 Noted 

SC/CBD-7 8/20/18 4. Instead of the proposed WAF, we strongly recommend that 
this feature be modified and modeled as a water quality feature, 
such as a Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) and/or a Flow 
Equalization Basin (FEB). This will help in significantly reducing 
nutrient loading to Lake Okeechobee and will also reduce the level 
of nutrients discharged to the northern estuaries. Reducing the 
level of nutrients into Lake Okeechobee is essential to Everglades 
restoration and should not be omitted from this important CERP 
project. Nutrient loads to Lake Okeechobee must be reduced and 
LOWRP can be designed to provide such a reduction. The USACE’s 
stated current policy of not cost sharing on water quality features 
should be reconsidered and modified; CERP goals make it clear 
these features are essential to Everglades restoration. Even if the 
federal government does not cost-share, whether because of 
administrative policy or legislation, it is still incumbent on the state 
to provide a locally preferred alternative that includes water 
quality features. Therefore, we urge USACE and SFWMD to modify 
this feature so it provides what the ecosystem needs, clean water 
for the heart of the Everglades. 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 
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SC/CBD-8 8/20/18 5. We oppose the use of ASRs in CERP as contrary to the goals of 

Everglades restoration. ASRs waste public funding that is needed 
for actual ecosystem restoration. It is particularly troubling that 
half of the eighty ASR wells proposed in the TSP will inject water 
into the Avon Park Permeable Zone (APPZ) where water recovery 
is estimated at only 30%. We cannot support the wasting of 
freshwater via ASR wells when we have an urgent need to increase 
the flows of clean freshwater to the Everglades and Florida Bay, to 
replenish the Biscayne Aquifer in South Florida and to hold back 
saltwater intrusion. 

Percent water recoveries are conservative estimates and represent 
conditions that likely will occur during the first few cycles.  The 
hydrogeologic characteristics (for example high transmissivity) of 
the Avon Park Permeable Zone suggests that large volumes of water 
can be stored, resulting in improved percent volume recovery values 
in later cycles. 

SC/CBD-9 8/20/18 6. We applaud the USACE for rejecting the use of deep injection 
wells; deep injection wells are inconsistent with the goals of 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). In fact, the 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2000, which 
authorized CERP, included a provision that CERP shall be 
implemented to ensure “the reduction of the loss of fresh water” 
from the South Florida ecosystem. Most recently, SFWMD stated 
in a June 1, 2018 letter to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for 
Civil Works that the "Water wasted to tide in the Northern 
Estuaries is THE water needed to restore the Quantity, Quality, 
Timing and Distribution of water within the Everglades system." 

Thank you for the comments. 

SC/CBD-10 8/20/18 7. The Draft PIR/EIS does not clearly articulate how much each 
component in the TSP contributes to the reduction of harmful 
discharges from Lake Okeechobee and to keeping lake stages 
within the ecologically-preferred stage envelope. We hereby 
request the percentage of the benefit for the wetland restoration 
sites, WAF, Upper Floridan Aquifer ASRs, APPZ ASRs, and lake 
operational changes. 

The ASR wells and surface storage were modeled together because 
they have synergistic performance.  Co-locating ASR wells with 
aboveground storage provides synergistic facility attributes and 
improves operational flexibility. For example, aboveground storage 
features can potentially be filled more than once during a season or 
event as the ASR wells empty the aboveground storage feature, 
therefore providing additional operational flexibility. 

Section 6 of the PIR will show the project benefits with and without 
lake schedule operational optimizations. 

SC/CBD-11 8/20/18 Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. The 
above list is not a comprehensive coverage of our concerns. For 
instance, with regard to ASRs, it is unclear what exactly is meant 
by the storage volume of approximately 448,000 ac-ft. per year 

The estimate of annual storage volume available from ASR assumes 
80 wells, recharging or recovering water at a rate of 5 million gallons 
of water per day, pumping all year long (365 days).   These rates 
equate to a total of 640 cfs when all of the wells are used for either 
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from ASRs, what portion of the injected water is recoverable for 
the natural system, and how fast water can be recovered during a 
drought. In as much, we look forward to providing additional input 
on an ongoing basis as the process proceeds. 

recharge or recovery.  For modeling, it was assumed that wells 
completed in the upper FAS would recover 70% of the recharged 
water whereas wells completed in the APPZ would recover 30% of 
the recharged water.  A more quantitative estimate of storage 
volumes will be developed in the pre-construction engineering 
design phase. 

International Dark-Sky Association FL Chapter (IDSA-FL) 
IDSA-FL-1 8/20/18 On behalf of the International Dark-Sky Association FL Chapter, 

please accept the following comments to the draft PIR and EIS for 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP). 

First, I thank you for acknowledging that the project area enjoys a 
dark landscape (Appendix C). In fact, the first International Dark-
Sky Park in Florida was Kissimmee Prairie Preserve State Park, just 
north of the project area. 
https://www.floridastateparks.org/park-activities/kissimmee-
prairie#Star-Gazing 

http://darksky.org/idsp/parks/kissimmeeprairie/ 

http://darksky.org/kissimmee-prairie-preserve-state-park-
named-floridas-first-dark-sky-place/ 

Thank you for your comments. 

IDSA-FL-2 8/20/18 The draft EIS needs to include full recognition of the presence and 
value of the night sky resource (nightscape) within and vicinity of 
this project and provide recommendations on how this resource 
will be protected to minimize site impacts and avoid cumulative 
impacts.  In NEPA EIS documents by other federal agencies, 
including the National Park Service, this resource tends to be 
discussed in a Visual Resources section. Also, due to the broad 
range of impacts associated with light pollution, it also typically 
addressed in Wildlife and Aesthetics sections within EIS 
documents.  It can also be addressed in sections that refer to 
Cumulative Impacts as lighting at project site could further 
aggravate any existing light pollution issues from other places (e.g. 
skyglow).  We do acknowledge that the draft EIS has mentioned it 

Additional language has been added to the aesthetics sections.  All 
alternatives will have a minor effect to the night sky resource 
(nightscape) within and vicinity of this project due to increased light 
pollution.  The light pollution concern includes light pollution at 
pump stations and ASR wells at night in an otherwise dark 
landscape. ASR systems and pump stations will be designed to have 
a minimum number of fully shielded LEDs for exterior lighting. 
Floodlights used for security during construction will be minimized. 
All alternatives will have minor effects after minimizing light type, 
number, direction of orientation, and location compared to 
residential areas. 
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as an environmental justice concern, but other sections of the EIS 
need to address this. 

IDSA-FL-3 8/20/18 As stated above, the footprint of the proposed project is within 
an area of South Florida that enjoys some of the last remaining 
naturally dark night skies in all of Florida. See maps below. This 
resource is essential to wildlife in the Everglades ecosystem, 
including many migratory species that make stops at its water 
bodies, wetlands, uplands, wildlife management areas and even at 
surface water treatment areas. This resource also provides 
recreational opportunities for night sky enthusiasts, 
photographers, nocturnal wildlife observers, scientists, including 
amateur astronomers.  Because of the quality of the night sky in 
various sections of the Everglades ecosystem, several public lands 
managed by SFWMD, FWC and other agencies are also eligible to 
apply for International Dark-Sky Place designation within the 
LOWRP project area. (see http://www.darksky.org/idsp/parks/) 

The resource and discussion has been added to the environmental 
effects section. 

IDSA-FL-4 8/20/18 Our IDA-FL Chapter has presented a couple of times at SFWMD 
meetings on the value of the night sky over SFWMD public lands, 
the importance for the agency to take measures that help protect 
it and to provide recreational access to that resource to the general 
public. Below is a URL of the March 2018 presentation that IDA-FL 
did at SFMWD that explains in further details the value of this 
resource along with recommendations for its protection. Slide 12 
is a good example of a really bad implementation of lighting by 
USACE in public lands along the shores of Lake O and illustrates 
why this issue should be adequately addressed in the EIS. 
https://apps.sfwmd.gov/webapps/publicMeetings/viewFile/1320 
2 

We have added the evaluation and effects to the EIS and will lights 
will be minimized during construction. 

IDSA-FL-5 8/20/18 Therefore, during design (and even during construction), we ask 
that artificial lighting impacts be both avoided and minimized. 
We recommend any lighting infrastructure, when needed, follows 
the recommendations for wildlife/ ecological friendly lighting by FL 
FWC, USFWS, US NPS and IDA, to ensure this natural resource is 
not degraded. This includes using lighting with least impact, 
including shielded and amber lighting as bluish white light tends to 

ASR systems and pump stations will be designed to have a minimum 
number of fully shielded LEDs for exterior lighting. Floodlights used 
for security during construction will be minimized. All alternatives 
will have minor effects after minimizing light type, number, 
direction of orientation, and location compared to residential areas. 
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cause the most impacts to wildlife and increases glare and skyglow. 
To that end, even O&M documents should address this resource 
to avoid impacts during operation and management operations of 
any facility associated with this project. Below are links to 
information to help address this important natural resource. In 
Appendix A, saying that “interior and exterior lighting will be 
designed to conform to IES standards and operational 
requirements” is simply not sufficient to address this issue. 
http://myfwc.com/conservation/you-conserve/lighting/ 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nightskies/practices.htm 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/305720851_Artificial_ 
night_lighting_and_protected_lands_ecological_effects_and_ma 
nagement_approaches 

IDSA-FL-6 8/20/18 In Appendix F (Recreational), please include stargazing, night sky 
photography and amateur astronomy as recreational activities in 
project area. We also ask that recreational facilities be added, 
and/or already planned facilities be modified, for stargazing and 
nocturnal wildlife enjoyment. For instance, most night sky 
photographers and amateur astronomers benefit from having 
access to parking areas where they can easily setup their imaging 
equipment. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Florida Oceanographic Society (FOS) 
FOS-1 8/20/18 Upon review of the Draft documents for the Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) and attending the public 
meetings in August, I would like to submit the following comments 
for consideration; 

Thank you for your comments. 

FOS-2 8/20/18 In the stated purpose the project is part of an Everglades 
restoration effort that will improve water levels in Lake 
Okeechobee, improve the quantity and timing of discharges to the 
Northern Estuaries, restore degraded fish and wildlife habitat and 
increase the special extent and functionality of wetlands.  The 
Project, and specifically the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) that is 
presented, may provide for some increase in the extent and 
functionality of wetlands through the restoration of Paradise Run 
but the remaining two components, a shallow storage “wetland 

The LOWPR PIR/EIS acknowledges that more storage is needed to 
meet CERP goals and recommends identifying additional storage 
opportunities in the future. 
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attenuation feature” and 80 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 
wells, will fall very short of the storage and attenuation of water in 
the watershed that is needed to achieve the stated benefits. 

FOS-3 8/20/18 Since July 26, 2016 when I attended the NEPA Scoping meeting for 
the LOWRP and participating in several public workshops and 
listening to the Project Delivery Team meetings, it seems that the 
Project has diminished in scope and potential over these years. 
Even the initial “Study Area” only covers the area of 922,108 acres 
immediately north of the Lake while the watershed has been 
defined (as recent as the 2018 South Florida Environmental 
Report) as comprised of 9 major sub-basins extending north of the 
Lake about 100 miles to the headwaters of Shingle Creek, Boggy 
Creek and Reedy Creek.  This 30-mile wide watershed is 
approximately 2,623,834 acres and with several tributary and 
controlled structures that regulate water flows into the watershed 
that all flows south into Lake Okeechobee.  By only considering 
35% of the actual watershed, the LORP does not meet the original 
intent of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
2000. 

Concur that additional storage is needed throughout the watershed 
to meet CERP goals. 

FOS-4 8/20/18 Specifically the storage in the shallow storage “wetland 
attenuation feature” is estimated at 43,000 acre-feet when the 
CERP called for 200,000 acre-feet and the 80 ASR wells are not the 
200 as stated in the original CERP component, the Lake 
Okeechobee ASR Project. Also the 448,000 acre-feet of storage 
per year projected for the 80 ASR wells is a calculation of their 
capacity running 5 MGD each for 365 days per year which will not 
be practical.  Also the recovery rate of the ASR wells seems to be 
at or below 30% recovery which would question why build, 
maintain and operate a storage system with such low recovery. 

A more quantitative estimate of storage volumes will be developed 
in the pre-construction engineering design phase. Additionally, the 
ASR well construction will be phased, which will provide additional 
information on recovery rates. 

FOS-5 8/20/18 Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the TSP 
for the LORP at this time.  We look forward to continuing to 
improve on the project plan, design and operation to achieve the 
full benefits that are desired by this important component of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Pearce Cattle Company and Rock Hill Ranch Inc. (PCC) 
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PCC-1 8/19/18 I would like to state that I am in favor of additional water storage 

and wetland restoration North of Lake a Okeechobee. The USACE 
& SFWMD have access to property that have already been 
purchased to use as storage but have failed to utilize these 
properties to in such manner to store water. 

Thank you for your comment. Much of the land already purchased 
north of Lake Okeechobee is being used for the Kissimmee River 
Restoration Project. 

PCC-2 8/19/18 I am opposed to this water storage for several reasons. Thank you for your comment. 
PCC-3 8/19/18 - The cultural and archeological sites that are present in this 

proposed project site. There are numerous Seminole Indian 
cultural sites within this footprint. To disturb these sites would be 
against the Seminole belief and would be the same as attempting 
to flood a community cemetery. 

The USACE is committed to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
impacts to cultural sites. Due to the timeline of the study, the USACE 
is currently unable to identify and evaluate cultural resources and 
determine effects of the TSP on historic properties prior to 
completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 and § 
800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring final cultural resource surveys 
and evaluations of historic properties until after project approval. 

PCC-4 8/19/18 - As a landowner in the proposed project site I am strongly 
opposed to this plan. The landowners in this project are stewards 
of the land and the best conservationists to protect this property 
and naturally hydrate the ecosystem through water storage by a 
public/private partnership. 

The USACE and SFWMD are committed to working with landowners 
in the study area for the duration of the project. There may be 
additional dispersed water management opportunities throughout 
the study area that could be pursued independently of this project. 

PCC-5 8/19/18 - The threat of a breach in the reservoir that will effect the 
community of Buckhead Ridge and Brighton are a great concern. 

The WAF is being designed to have an extremely low probability of 
a breach.  A dam breach analysis will be performed before first fill. 

PCC-6 8/19/18 - There are also endangered species like Burrowing Owls, 
Grasshopper Sparrows, Black Indigo, Crested Caracara and other 
specie cites on the ESA. This plan would alter the landscape and 
the Endangered Species that inhabit the project area. 

In accordance with provisions of Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended, the USACE has initiated formal 
consultation with the FWS concerning the LOWRP.  The USACE 
prepared a Biological Assessment that identifies potential effects on 
listed species.  The FWS will be providing a Biological Opinion prior 
to the Final PIR/EIS that will address the potential effects of 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the LOWRP TSP on 
threatened and endangered species.  The USACE will continue to 
coordinate with FWS and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission throughout the PED phase and construction 

PCC-7 8/19/18 - There is contaminated soil on part of the project area that came 
from Lake Okeechobee/Okee Tantie area that was found to have 
arsenic in it. There are also several identified as well as unidentified 
cattle dipping vats that contain undesirable chemicals. 

Full studies will be done during PED and sites will be remediated as 
necessary. 
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PCC-8 8/19/18 As I stated earlier I am for the preservation and clean up of Lake 

Okeechobee but I am strongly opposed to this project. There are 
thousands of acres that the SFWMD already owns along the 
Kissimmee River and the Chain of Lakes that would be a better fit 
for water storage. Those parcels are remote and farther upstream 
from the Lake. There are also thousands of acres in St. Lucie & 
Martin counties that have been purchased to store water but no 
projects have been started or completed on them. Some of those 
lands have been purchased and not used to store water for 10-20 
years. 

The 100,000+ acres along the Kissimmee River and Kissimmee Chain 
of Lakes owned by SFWMD were purchased for the Kissimmee River 
Restoration Project (KRRP). The KRRP is estimated to provide 
100,000 acre-feet of additional dynamic storage when complete. 
The lands owned by SFWMD in St. Lucie and Martin Counties for 
water storage have existing project plans.  The Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project is intended to provide additional 
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. 

PCC-9 8/19/18 I would suggest more Public/Private partnerships to store and filter 
water like the Brighton a Valley and Nicodimus Slough as well as 
countless WRP easements. 

Concur, there may be additional water storage opportunities that 
could be pursued independently of this project. 

Letters from the Public 
Robert Norton 
(RN) - 1 

7/8/18 These are my areas of concern, on project goals and objectives. 
Items #1 thru #4 are areas I see where improvement is needed. 
We all know that there is a 36 ft drop in elevation sheet flow to run 
into Lake Okeechobee. 

That drop in elevation was taken into account in the development 
of the alternatives. 

RN - 2 7/8/18 To get water quality, we must enforce BMP 40E-61 to improve 
water quality to Lake Okeechobee. 

Water quality and its enforcement is a state responsibility. 

RN - 3 7/8/18 In a report from SFWMD was noted in year 1986 phosphorous load 
to Lake Okeechobee was 421 MT.  In year 2017 phosphorous load 
to Lake Okeechobee was 484 MT.  To me this means no 
improvement was made for all tax moneys spent. 

1) Florida Statute 403.067 directs the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop basin management 
action plans (BMAPs) that provide projects and management 
measures necessary to meet Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), or 
TMDL targets (FDEP 2014). FDEP reviews the BMAP every 5 years 
beginning in 2014 pursuant to Florida Statute 373.4595. At that time 
progress towards meeting BMAP milestones, implementation and 
water quality improvement are assessed. Revisions to the plan as a 
result of the assessment are made by FDEP in an effort to meet the 
TMDL within 20 years of adoption of the BMAP. 

RN - 4 7/8/18 I have been involved since 1989 up to now, 2018 as Ecosystem 
Watch Lake Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your involvement. 
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RN - 5 7/8/18 We all talk of enforcement action needed to see improvements. 

But the 40E-61 BMP is a non-regulatory process.  It is not enforced, 
the TMDL 140 MT – 40 ppb also is not enforced for compliance to 
TMDL set now. 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 

RN - 6 7/8/18 Elevation drop north to south of 36 ft. That drop in elevation was taken into account in the development 
of the alternatives. 

RN - 7 7/8/18 Agriculture run-off water to Lake Okeechobee from north of the 
lake. We must improve wetlands. 

The TSP includes 5,300 acres of restored wetlands. 

RN - 8 7/8/18 Ecosystem improvement, must stop run-off.  We must improve 
ecosystem. 

The 5,300 acres of wetlands and the WAF will improve some run-off. 

RN - 9 7/8/18 36 foot elevation drop from north to south into Lake Okeechobee. 
All water flows to the lowest point into Lake Okeechobee, so their 
forth use common sense people.  This is why all agriculture 
operations has run-off water into Lake Okeechobee.  I mean all 
types of agriculture people. 

That drop in elevation was taken into account in the development 
of the alternatives. 

Dr. Morgan 7/31/18 The literature I have reviewed on the TSP has not mentioned water Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
Faerber (MF) - treatment areas.  The run-off water North of the Lake, from land ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
1 heavy in plant and animal agriculture, is nutrient-rich.  Storage of 

this water to prevent higher water stages in the Lake is a good step, 
but what till be done to treat this nutrient-rich water of the by-
products of agriculture to prevent or reduce harmful 
cyanobacteria blooms? 

in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
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existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 

MF-2 7/31/18 I think the plan must include run-off and/or stormwater treatment 
areas that actively reduce nutrients that contribute to high 
cyanobacteria blooms. 

Water quality treatment features like STAs and RASTAs, although 
proposed in the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir 
(Component A) and Lake Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality 
Treatment Facilities (OPE), have not been carried forward in the 
current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has implemented water 
quality programs such as the Basin Management Action Plans and 
establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Lake 
Okeechobee. These programs can be used to meet the intent of 
water quality improvements originally proposed by CERP 
components A and OPE. As a result, water quality features are no 
longer within the project scope. 

MF-3 7/31/18 Relying on “natural” filtration via the proposed Wetland 
Attenuation Feature along is insufficient.  Active removal methods, 
perhaps similar to the stormwater treatment areas as detailed in 
the IRL-S project (St. Lucie River area) should be considered. 

Concur that there is a need for water quality treatment facilities 
throughout the watershed. These facilities would be independent 
from the LOWRP effort for the explanation to comment MF-2 above. 

Robert Norton 7/29/18 I send you some of my information sheets, wetland restoration Although water quality is not an objective of the LOWRP, ancillary 
2 (RN2) - 1 areas K05 North K05 Horizontal.  In my Project Overview I see areas 

of Indian Prairie, Harney Pond and Fisheating Creek as large 
phosphorous run-off into Lake Okeechobee. Due to the elevation 
drop to Lake Okeechobee, I see agriculture run-off water in Lake 
Okeechobee, maybe by the reservoir in place you may be able to 
improve water quality and be able to meet the TMDL. As you know 
the TMDL of 140MT-40ppb is hard to come into compliance. 

water quality improvements are anticipated. More details on the 
water quality analysis is located in Section 5 of the PIR/EIS. 

RN2-2 7/29/18 TP loads in year 1986 – 421 and at this present day TP load in year 
2017 – 484 not much improvement to meet 140 MT-40ppb don’t 
you agree. BMPs do not work. 1st because they are not enforced. 

2) Florida Statute 403.067 directs the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop basin management 
action plans (BMAPs) that provide projects and management 
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They are non-regulatory. 2nd remember agriculture people do not 
volunteer at all people. 

measures necessary to meet Total Maximum Daily Loads, or TMDL 
targets (FDEP 2014). Details about the state’s TMDL for Lake 
Okeechobee can be found at https://floridadep.gov/dear/water-
quality-evaluation-tmdl/documents/lake-okeechobee-tmdl. FDEP 
reviews the BMAP every 5 years beginning in 2014 pursuant to Florida 
Statute 373.4595. At that time progress towards meeting BMAP 
milestones, implementation and water quality improvement are 
assessed. Revisions to the plan as a result of the assessment are 
made by FDEP in an effort to meet the TMDL within 20 years of 
adoption of the BMAP. 

RN2-3 7/29/18 I will be at the meeting August 2 2018 so I can get new information 
on the K05 North and K05 Horizontal updates. 

Thank you for your involvement. 

Joe Gilio (JG)-1 8/19/18 Attached is my power point presentation of comparing the 
proposed 80 ASR well development vs. my proposal of using the 
state of Florida’s land trust of 35,000 acres Holey Land as an 
alternative or in addition to the ASR’s. I believe that use of the 
Holey Land must start with the state of Florida or is it within the 
pervue of USACE in review of R240 A [Component G reservoir] to 
make such suggestion? 

The purpose of this project is to provide storage north of Lake 
Okeechobee. Holey Land is located south of Lake Okeechobee. The 
land is owned by the State of Florida Board of Trustees of the 
Internal Improvement Trust Fund (TIITF). 

JG-2 8/19/18 The intent of my unfunded and independent work is to eliminate 
Lake Okeechobee discharges to the St. Lucie River, meet the dry 
and wet seasonal releases to the Caloosahatchee, improve Lake 
Okeechobee’s overall TP legacy so that the water concentrations 
decrease from ~140 to ~ 70 ppb TP, enhance the overall marsh and 
fishery ecology; all the while maintaining the EAA’s agricultural 
production and HHD integrity. Yes, wow! 

Thank you for the information. 

JG-3 8/19/18 However, many of my past projects have achieved both excellent 
water quality with high quality in bass and wild duck habitat. One 
of those projects, St. Lucie West as a 209 public project monitors 
perimeter lake water quality. The last 7 yrs. have averaged ~75 ppb 
TP , a level that is below the TMDL for the nearby St. Lucie River’s 
81 ppb TP; however the river usually runs around 250 to 300 ppb 
TP. It is precisely, these demonstrated success that give me 
confidence that both Lake Okeechobee can be rejuvenated to a 

Thank you for the information. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1766 

https://floridadep.gov/dear/water-quality-evaluation-tmdl/documents/lake-okeechobee-tmdl
https://floridadep.gov/dear/water-quality-evaluation-tmdl/documents/lake-okeechobee-tmdl


      

        
  

       
  

 
 

    
        

  

 

   
 

  

 
  

  
  

   
   

 
 

  
  

 
    

  
 

     

   
     

     

    
    

  
     
   

   
  

    
   

 
     

    
     

   
    

 
     

        
 

 
  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

LETTER 
Date 

Received AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
lower trophic level and Holey land incorporation, if used, would 
exceed 80 ASR’s in costs and maintenance resulting in ~ 75% 
reduction of polluted discharges to both rivers and be the source 
for the Caloosahatchee River’s 

JG-4 8/19/18 PowerPoint Attached below Thank you for the information. 
Emails from the Public 
Phoebe 
Menzer (PM)-
1 

7/10/18 I live and work on the west coast of Florida. The impact of the 
phosphate rich, polluted water released into the Caloosahatchee 
River has been catastrophic. 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 

PM-2 7/10/18 It’s apparent the farmers south of Lake Okeechobee are sending 
phosphate, fertilizer water up into the canals & you are then 
pumping it into the lake & releasing it into our river. Why is the 
area directly south of Lake Okeechobee dry land? 

The area south of the Lake is outside of our project area, but other 
CERP projects such as the Central Everglades Planning Project are 
looking to restore those areas and send more water south. 

PM-3 7/10/18 These water releases lower the salinity of our water in areas of vital 
estuaries. Our seagrass and oyster beds are dead. The health of 
these estuaries are imperative to protect nearly all sea life on our 
coastline. The impact this has had on tourism and local businesses 
is devastating. 

This project provides a 30% reduction from the future without the 
project condition in high flow events (>2,800 cfs) lasting more than 
60 consecutive days in the Caloosahatchee Estuary and reduces the 
number of events that exceed the high flow threshold for the 
Caloosahatchee Estuary. This project provides a 44% reduction from 
the future without the project condition in high flow events (>2,000 
cfs) lasting more than 42 consecutive days in the St. Lucie Estuary 
and reduces the number of events that exceed the high flow 
threshold for the St. Lucie Estuary. The ability to reduce high flow 
flows is key to improving the resiliency and health of the northern 
estuaries, resulting in increased tourism and associated economic 
benefits from a healthy coastal/estuarine system. 

PM-4 7/10/18 What concerns me the most is that the Army Corps of Engineers is 
pumping polluted, phosphate rich water into our river. You know 

USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which is a water release 
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the repercussions. The algae and bacteria isn’t manageable. It’s 
beyond comprehensible that your focus is to protect a dike, farm 
land to the South and a swallow species while knowingly 
destroying all living things east and west. 

process and schedule that was published after public review and 
comment that has the force of law and maintains flood control 
protection. 

PM-5 7/10/18 Lee County is currently in a State of Emergency. How are you 
personally not accountable for these conditions? 

USACE makes LORS-compliant regulatory flows as dictated by the 
LORS schedule. 

James Felbab 7/19/18 The discharge of known polluted water into our ecosystem is a USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
(JF) - 1 monumental disgrace.  If your intent is to save Lake O at the 

expense of the Gulf, your goals need to be realigned.  If you must 
pump that water into our community, at least run it through a 
sewage treatment system to remove all the pollutants first.  You 
are destroying our 400 miles of canals, our beaches, our fish, our 
birds, our wildlife, our economy and our community. Just today a 
dolphin was found dead due to the intensified red tide fed by your 
discharges. Earlier this week a dead manatee was discovered and 
the cause of death was again, the red tide, which is intensified by 
the pollutants and nutrients you are so freely pumping into our 
gulf. Our beaches are no longer usable. They stink and cause 
breathing issues. They are littered with dead fish and flies. You 
have done this by using our Gulf as your sewer.  This needs to stop 
now. 

Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which is a water release 
process and schedule that was published after public review and 
comment that has the force of law and maintains flood control 
protection. 

JF-2 7/19/18 I wonder why the EPA has not put a stop to this. Where is the water 
test showing exactly what you are pumping out of Lake O?  Does it 
contain hazardous materials?  Some possibly carcinogens? They 
should be fining those responsible for the pollution.  This activity 
only makes me wonder who the COE is working for, the people or 
the politicians who are receiving millions in campaign donations 
from the sugar industry. 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated and evaluated 
in the PIR. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the 
phosphorous loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future 
without project condition. More detail on this analysis is available in 
Appendix C. Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, 
including the adoption of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the 
Lake Okeechobee Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) are 
anticipated to achieve applicable water quality requirements for 
existing flows in the northern estuaries and hydrologic restoration 
objectives. 

JF-3 7/19/18 Here is a novel idea, restore the original water flow back through 
the everglades and start fining anyone polluting Lake O.  I don’t 
care if big sugar needs to modify their land use. I can live without 

This project is one project of the several projects in CERP. Other 
CERP projects that have been authorized, such as the Central 
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sugar, but I can’t live with the polluted mess you have created in 
our community. 

Everglades Planning Project, include sending more water south and 
restoring sheetflow across the Everglades.  

JF-4 7/19/18 I am surprised that there are calls across the country to eliminate 
ICE and yet there is no call for the elimination of the COE? You are 
not helping us, you are destroying our community. 

This project, as part of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP), is working to restore the south Florida ecosystem, 
including Lake Okeechobee and the Northern Estuaries. 

JF-5 7/19/18 Not satisfied with your performance.  Why are you not answerable 
to us?  I thought one of your charges was to help to restore our 
ecosystems. You get an F. 

This project, as part of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan (CERP), is working to restore the south Florida ecosystem, 
including Lake Okeechobee and the Northern Estuaries. 

Maria 
DeGroot (MD) 
- 1 

7/19/18 My family and I are new transplants to Cape Cora, Florida as of two 
weeks ago from a very polluted Salt Lake City, and I am a teacher, 
usually extremely patient and researching the issue before getting 
involved. My husband did many tours in Afghanistan where the air 
was affected so much worse than any city here, but seeing floating 
blue and green algae in the backyard canal as well as well as 
smelling what my son humorously tagged as “baby diaper smell” 
or simply “death” instigated my reason to reach out to you. Timing 
is the issue.  As an outsider (I’ve lived in FL during two previous 
hurricanes many years ago), it is always amazed me how quickly 
the state could break through somehow to fix things quickly, but 
why is this project not one of the times the state can speed up the 
process but obviously without disregard to safety?  Transparency 
without feeling the need to pacify would be greatly appreciated— 
i.e. shoot straight.  I believe getting the public involved and 
educated without being defensive will only help.  Our lives, air, 
property, animals, food, etc. are all affected by lack of 
responsibility for the added crop "nutrients” and greed of not just 
sugar companies or waste disposal but also by the lack of urgency 
in which the state is moving this project along. We need your help 
desperately—something the United States should not have to beg 
for today. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers is using the SMART planning 
process which is faster than the planning process has taken in the 
past.  The Everglades system is a complicated ecosystem with large 
populations living in the vicinity so planning large-scale ecosystem 
restoration projects is complex. 

MD-2 7/19/18 My cousin’s classmate at Montana Tech came up with the solution 
to the massive oil spill with BP, and I would encourage you to 
possibly use an incentive for people to safely create a solution that 
can perhaps satisfy most groups. Encourage students. We have 
rich resources throughout our state as well as throughout the 

Through the planning process we have looked at multiple different 
options and are always looking at new and innovative ideas.  The US 
Army Corps of Engineers is using the SMART planning process which 
is faster than the planning process has taken in the past.  The 
Everglades system is a complicated ecosystem with large 
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country—creative minds.  Let’s be proactive and practical but 
approach this project with aggressive and safe action. Again, and 
most importantly, timing is essential.  That is my concern, and the 
timeline proposed is quite significantly distant, and I can only 
assume on prior history, that every construction project takes 
much longer than ever predicted.  My family is very grateful for the 
work you all have done, and we are really hoping the Army Corps 
of Engineers will come through in good, efficient time to help all 
before it gets to the point we can do nothing. 

populations living in the vicinity so planning large-scale ecosystem 
restoration projects is complex. 

MD-3 7/19/18 If there is anything I can do as a teacher to encourage students (8th 
grade) to get involved or be a positive help toward a solution, let 
me know. 

Teaching them about the importance of the Everglades and 
Everglades restoration as well as a respect for the environment is 
critical. 

Adam Elverd 7/28/18 I have live on or near the Caloosahatchee River for 35 years. I have USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
(AE) - 1 never seen it this polluted and full of algae. I have read some of 

your plan to restore the ecosystem. In my opinion, this all started 
when this plan went into effect. The water CANNOT be discharged 
into the Caloosahatchee River anymore. 

Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which is a water release 
process and schedule that was published after public review and 
comment that has the force of law and maintains flood control 
protection. 

AE - 2 The army corps of engineers is ruining our ecosystem, our 
economy, and our way of life. It would be much smarter to 
discharge fresh water into the Everglades where the water is 
already fresh. If EVERYONE stops taking contributions from the 
sugar companies and create an acceptable south route to 
discharge the water. I have looked at the maps and all I see is sugar 
cane fields south of the river. I think that the civilians living in SW 
Florida are more important than sugar. It is one of the worst things 
in our diet and we are killing all of the seafood to preserve it. What 
the army corps of engineers is doing should be criminal. People are 
sick from the Cyanobacteria blooms in our area. Please STOP the 
discharges. Everyone will benefit from it! 

USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which is a water release 
process and schedule that was published after public review and 
comment that has the force of law and maintains flood control 
protection.  USACE is releasing as much water to the south as they 
currently can.  As Everglades restoration projects are complete, 
more water will be sent south. 

Colleen 
Pearsall (CP) -
1 

7/31/18 Since your Title is Doctor, I’m really confused. Doctor of what?  Is 
that one of those degrees you get for never leaving school? 

A doctorate in ecology. 

CP-2 7/31/18 Anyway, if you are really a Doctor, isn’t the creed they are known 
by “First do no harm”?  "Practice two things in your dealings with 
disease: either help or do not harm the patient". “Hippocrates” 

I am not a medical doctor, however, as an ecologist I am working to 
restore the Everglades ecosystem.  Unfortunately it is a large and 
complex problem that takes a long time to fix. 
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CP-3 7/31/18 You are killing people, animals, plants and an entire State’ 

economy. That’s a lot of harm. 
We are working to restore the system. 

CP-4 7/31/18 You have done more harm to my business than the BP oil spill and 
that almost put me under.  You have killed more wildlife than the 
BP oil spill.  You have caused more economic harm than the BP oil 
spill. 

The goal of this project is to restore the ecosystem. We are trying to 
fix part of the problem with this project. 

CP-5 7/31/18 The State is having to give things away for free to appease angry 
travelers who save all year to come here on their measly one week 
vacation and then can’t even go to the beach without getting sick 
or go in the water without getting infections, some of which could 
be limb or life threatening. So who would want to buy a house 
here? 

The goal of this project is to restore the ecosystem. We are trying to 
fix part of the problem with this project. 

CP-6 7/31/18 What the hell is wrong with you people?  If you’re on the beach 
and turn on a light you get a ticket because you will confuse the 
turtle hatchlings that need to go to the light of the moon. So what 
does the government do?  They kill grown sea turtles by the 
hundreds, who now can’t have any hatchlings.  You kill all marine 
life by the thousands. Don’t get me wrong I’m a people before 
animals person so aside from the turtles, fish and wildlife along 
with their habitat you are ruining the incomes of thousands and 
thousands of people and their habitat, who can’t feed their 
families because our State is one of Tourism and without it we 
don’t eat or feed our children or pay our bills or eat out or get 
haircuts or make money circulate. 

Everglades restoration is hard due to all the changes to the system 
and the number of people living in the area.  We are doing the best 
we can within the constraints of the laws to fix the system in a timely 
manner. 

CP-7 7/31/18 God, the Spirit of the Universe, Evolution, a Big Bang, whatever you 
want to call it, something greater than us made the everglades and 
all Man has done is destroy it.  That watershed was there for a 
reason.  I know you think you are smarter than the Universe but 
please get a grip on yourselves.  Put it back the way it was and stop 
harming the people in Florida and those that choose to spend their 
hard earned money visiting us!  A toddler could say if it floods, 
don’t build houses there which is why the damn dike was made in 
the first place because of the floods of the 1920’s.  Of course it 
floods, it’s a watershed.  It’s supposed to carry all the water south. 
Since they drained the area so sugar could be grown our politicians 

The goal of this project is to help restore the Everglades. This is just 
one of several projects to reach that goal and the only project north 
of Lake Okeechobee. 
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are fully bought and paid for by the Sugar Industry.  You have 
known for a hundred years that the water-management measures 
have had a detrimental effect on the ecosystem but onward you 
march.  Complete destruction your goal. Or could the goal simply 
be money, power and retirement? 

CP-8 7/31/18 When you’re not ruining our waterways and economy you are 
picking on the little guy and intruding on our lives and land.  Just 
like every other unelected Alphabet Soup Agency, 
unconstitutionally created in the United States, you do more harm 
than good.  Almost every single thing the government lays its 
grubby hands on is upended, ruined, cost more money and delivers 
less service.  It’s bad enough for the ones we elect but for the 
thousands of unelected “agencies” it’s a slap in the face to tax 
payers. 

Thank you for your comment. 

CP-9 7/31/18 Once and for all STOP poisoning us! The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee 
to maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows 
to the estuaries. 

Gwendolyn 
Morales (GM) 
- 1 

7/31/18 We were turned away from the Cape Coral meeting along with 
many other citizens due to capacity.  As we walked away from the 
meeting we spoke to yet another business affected by this 
problem.  Honc Marine, dock builders: their employees must get 
in the water to work on docks.  They are laborers who live pay 
check to pay check. The water is too toxic to work in. 

The goal of this project is to restore the ecosystem. We are trying to 
fix part of the problem with this project. 

GM-2 7/31/18 Young mothers were there with children. Even though they 
couldn’t get in, they wanted to send the message.  Older folks were 
there saying we should dump the dead fish on the state capitol 
lawn.  By the way, the Yacht Club waters where the meeting took 
place were engulfed with the toxic green algae.  How appropriate 
for the subject. 

That meeting was added to address the red tide and algae bloom 
issues. This project is one piece to fix those problems. 

GM-3 7/31/18 For the first time I see algae blooms at our dock in the mid Cape 
area.  It literally stinks. We can’t sit outside on the lanai during 
meal time to watch the beautiful clouds and birds. We start 
coughing when the wind is blowing our way. 

Noted 

GM-4 7/31/18 My sons and families will no longer visit in the summers due to red 
tide and algae. My eldest son moved his young family here to try 

The goal of this project is to restore the Everglades system which 
will reduce some of the flows to the estuaries. 
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out FL. I am glad they left, so they do not get sick!!  Businesses are 
suffering on the beaches and by the canals. Fish are dying. 

GM-5 7/31/18 We know the problems and have known them for decades. Again 
we have toxic green slime algae blooms and red tide bacteria in 
our waters. Now, it is worse than ever. 

Everglades restoration is hard due to all the changes to the system 
and the number of people living in the area.  We are doing the best 
we can within the constraints of the laws to fix the system in a timely 
manner. 

GM-6 7/31/18 How do our elected officials, the president, our governor, and 
others, who LIVE IN FL, keep putting the problem off for another 
20 years, in the interest of agriculture money and filling their own 
campaign pockets? Don’t they realize they are hurting themselves, 
their families, our state economy, and our ecosystem? 

Noted 

GM-7 7/31/18 Many of us are talking about moving out of this state we love, 
because it is being ruined, and the people at the top who can make 
the change do NOTHING!! Year after year, decade after decade. 

Noted 

GM-8 7/31/18 What good does it do to go to USACE meetings, Captains for Clean 
Water meetings, trips to Jacksonville to fight for the bills to change 
the status quo? Look at the history of this situation.  In decades, 
NOTHING has been done to effectively change the restoration of 
the Everglades flow from Lake O, even though engineers have 
drawn up plans, equipment has been ready, money allotted. 

Noted 

GM-9 7/31/18 In the 1970s and 1980s FL lost $5-$15 million (or billion) in revenue 
each time from algae blooms. What would that be in today’s dollar 
equivalent? Now we have more residents and more run off. 

It has been difficult to calculate the full economic impact of algae 
blooms, although it has been extensive. 

GM-10 7/31/18 It is a shame. Truly a shame.  I would appreciate comments and 
direction. 

USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which is a water release 
process and schedule that was published after public review and 
comment that has the force of law and maintains flood control 
protection.  USACE is releasing as much water to the south as they 
currently can.  As Everglades restoration projects are complete, 
more water will be sent south. 

Rita Koch (RK) 
- 1 

7/31/18 I’m writing today to emplore the Lake Okeechobee Watershed to 
take action to prevent the horrendous algae blooms caused along 
south Florida’s east and west coasts. Wildlife is dying, people are 
getting sick - all due to the release of lake water to prevent central 
flooding.  It must be evident to your commission that land in the 

The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee 
to maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows 
to the estuaries. 
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center of the state needs to be purchased to allow farming waste 
water to be released centrally toward the Everglades as it was 
before the sugar industry took hold there. 

RK-2 7/31/18 As a Cape Coral resident, we’re begging you to buy the land needed 
to allow the run off south without releasing high phosphorous 
content water to both coasts causing these toxic algae blooms. 
Florida’s largest industry, tourism is suffering dearly. If action isn’t 
taken immediately, further wildlife and tourism will be gone. We, 
as a state, can not withstand that enormous hit to our economy, 
or land and our lives. Please help us. 

This project is looking to store more water north of Lake 
Okeechobee to better manage lake levels and reduce estuary flows. 

Erika Morgan 8/1/18 I would like to bring up the long term solutions for permanently Noted 
(EM) - 1 resolving this issue. 

Is there any efforts being made to effect large scale composting in 
order to 

1. process the large amounts of phosphorous through natural 
cycles. 
2. then effectively produce fertile soil to replace the need for 
fertilizers? 

I do not believe we currently have the capacity within our culture 
to initiate such a resolution -- but it can be easily implemented 
without much immediate drastic changes. 

The leaves and yard waste in which people throw out every day for 
cities to collect, can be compiled to initiate a permanent host for 
such run off that may even be used as a method for recycling the 
fertilizer (creating fertile soil product.) 

7 Members of 
the Public 
(Public) 
Andrea 
Palacio, Mary 
Parish, 

8/1/18 As a Florida resident, I am upset and extremely disappointed at the 
fact that the Army Corps of Engineers releases these polluted 
waters without thinking or taking into consideration the damage 
caused to the marine life as well as our oceans. 

The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee 
to maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows 
to the estuaries. 
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Elizabeth 
Moch, Lisa 
Jordan, Jessica 
Dwyer, 
Margey S., 
Barb Bushnell 
- 1 
Public-2 8/1/18 Not only do we have to deal with the problem of plastic pollution 

but know we also have to worry about the contamination caused 
by the decisions made by the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
government. It is truly disappointing that we are probably the most 
qualified country in the world to deal with these kind situations by 
having top scientists and qualified personnel but instead we have 
unqualified people making life changing decision on our oceans. 

USACE makes flows from Lake Okeechobee according to the Lake 
Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (LORS), which was a publically-
vetted process with numerous participating agencies providing 
input. 

Public-3 8/1/18 Stop treating our ocean like it is just a dump station for all these 
agricultural facilities. The ocean is not a luxury for animals or 
humans, it is a NEED, it's a MUST. It provides the air we breath, it 
regulates our climate, serves as a form of transportation, gives us 
opportunity to do amazing recreational activities, employs almost 
3 million people by producing goods and services, it provides food 
and medicine, and most importantly it is home to some of the most 
beautiful creatures in the planet that we want to continue seeing 
forever! We can live without going to the beach but the animals 
can't live in these contaminated waters. 

Concur, thank you for your comment. The LOWRP will help reduce 
Lake Okeechobee regulatory flows to the northern estuaries. 

Public-4 8/1/18 If you cannot do your job conscientiously, responsibly and with 
love, please hand it over to an organization that can. 

We too are residents of Florida and we are doing our jobs 
conscientiously, responsibly and with love, however, we do have to 
do our jobs within the laws we follow. 

Giuseppe 8/1/18 In Martin County one of the greatest concerns are the algal Please reach out to your local governments for this topic as it is 
Pistone - 1 blooms. As part of the solution why haven’t any agencies 

investigated recruiting alternative biofuels organizations to 
convert the algae into alternative biofuels? Beyond assisting to 
clean our water it would also increase industry and revenue as well 
as offset the cost of other projects. 

beyond the scope of LOWRP. 

Laurie Lorch 
(LL) - 1 

8/2/18 1. SFWMD is on record stating Lake Okeechobee can be managed 
at a much lower level.  This one policy change can instantly provide 

Lake Okeechobee stage levels are currently being studied and 
updated under the USACE Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 
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relief to the St Lucie & Caloosahatchee estuaries. It’s just common 
sense, do it now! 

Update. Please see the USACE website for more information on this 
project. 

LL-2 8/2/18 2. If you don’t stop releasing billions of gallons of toxic water 
east/west there will be no communities to save. People are 
leaving, you’ve effectively destroyed not only our environment but 
our livelihood. 

Please see response to comment LL-1 above. 

LL-3 8/2/18 3. If you also release Lake Okeechobee water to other entities 
Indian tribes and Agriculture how are they not screaming about 
toxic water? Are you cleaning this water? If you have some magical 
method of cleaning water why don’t you clean the water sent 
east/west. Shouldn’t we hear that agriculture crops are dead or 
toxic and unsafe for human consumption? How come the Indian 
tribes are not showing up sick or dead from drinking this water. 
Something stinks. 

Although water quality improvements are not within the scope of 
LOWRP, ancillary improvements are anticipated. The state of Florida 
is implementing numerous water quality projects, including the 
Basin Management Action Plan. 

LL-4 8/2/18 4. I didn’t hear any plan for sending water south, Everglades and 
Florida Bay are starved for water, just two more communities 
devastated by your failed history of gerrymandering Florida’s 
water flow. 

The LOWRP will allow for additional storage north of Lake 
Okeechobee. The Central Everglades Planning Project and 
Everglades Agricultural Area and Stormwater Treatment Area 
Project will treat water and send it south. 

LL-5 8/2/18 5. This blew my mind. The Army Corps has added a new feature to 
their proposed plan, ASR Aquifer Storage and Recovery. Their 
Scientist states they can ‘clean water and pump water down 1000 
feet. Ok now let’s think about this, if they have the capability to 
clean this water, why aren’t they cleaning the water they are 
sending east/west? 

There are different water quality standards to treat water prior to 
recharging the aquifer and discharging into a Class III canal than the 
standards for sending the water to the estuaries.  The timing, 
quantity, and duration of Lake Okeechobee regulatory flows to the 
estuaries affecting salinity levels is within the scope of LOWRP, but 
the quality of water being sent is outside of the scope. However, 
ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated as a result of 
LOWRP. 

LL-6 8/2/18 And by the way Army Corps, hands off our aquifer, that’s our 
drinking water! Pardon me if I don’t have tons of faith on your 
engineering skills, your track record speaks for itself. 

Noted. 

Anne Kiefer - 1 8/3/18 Will you clean water first before sending it west via 
caloosahatachee? It really needs it. 

There are numerous projects being planned or constructed to treat 
the water prior to being sent to the northern estuaries. This is 
outside of the scope of LOWRP. 

Anne Majette 
(AM) - 1 

8/4/18 I am fed up with the neglect regarding Lake Okeechobee and the 
associated discharges into the St. Lucia River and Caloosahatchee. 
Stop ignoring the haunting images of dead dolphins, manatees, 

The LOWRP, along with additional projects, are needed to address 
the devastating impacts of basin runoff and Lake Okeechobee 
regulatory flows to the estuaries. 
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and fish. Know that YOU have the power to change this. Know that 
YOU can stand up to fight this environmental justice. 

AM-2 8/4/18 I am upset and extremely disappointed at the fact that the Army 
Corps of Engineers releases these polluted waters without thinking 
or taking into consideration the damage caused to the marine life 
as well as our oceans. 

Lake Okeechobee stage levels are currently being studied and 
updated under the USACE Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 
Update. Please see the USACE website for more information on this 
project. 

AM-3 8/4/18 It is truly disappointing that we are probably the most qualified 
country in the world to deal with these kind situations by having 
top scientists and qualified personnel but instead we have 
unqualified people making horrible decisions. 

Please participate in the USACE Lake Okeechobee Regulation 
Schedule Update project which will develop new Lake Okeechobee 
operational schedule. Please see the USACE website for more 
information. 

AM-4 8/4/18 Stop treating our ocean like it is just a dump station for all these 
agricultural facilities. The ocean is not a luxury for animals or 
humans, it is a NEED, it's a MUST. It provides the air we breath, it 
regulates our climate, serves as a form of transportation, gives us 
opportunity to do amazing recreational activities, employs almost 
3 million people by producing goods and services, it provides food 
and medicine, and most importantly it is home to some of the most 
beautiful creatures in the planet that we want to continue seeing 
forever! We can live without going to the beach but the animals 
can't live in these contaminated waters. 

See response to AM-4 

AM-5 8/4/18 If you cannot do your job conscientiously, responsibly and with 
love, please hand it over to someone else that can. 

Sincerely, a very angry Florida native, 

See response to AM-4 

Steve Crane 
(SC) - 1 

8/5/18 I attended the July 31 Cape Coral meeting where I learned…. 
The green slime was dumped from lake O into Ft Myers and Cape 
Coral without concern for public safety by LtCol Reynolds of the 
USACoE. 

Lake flows are done based on the Lake Okeechobee Regulation 
Schedule for flood control. 

SC-2 8/5/18 Simply placing oil spill booms to corral the slime and treating the 
discharge with swimming pool algaecide would at least 
demonstrate some concern. 

Lake Okeechobee stage levels are currently being studied and 
updated under the USACE Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule 
Update. Please see the USACE website for more information on this 
project. 

SC-3 8/5/18 LtCol Reynolds is personally responsible and should be charged 
with reckless endangerment, killing manatees and violating federal 
clean water laws. 

Please participate in the USACE Lake Okeechobee Regulation 
Schedule Update project which will develop new Lake Okeechobee 
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operational schedule. Please see the USACE website for more 
information. 

SC-4 8/5/18 FDEP must be charged with allowing polluted discharge into Lake 
O for decades. 

State law (373.4595 Florida Statutes) requires that where FDEP has 
adopted a Basin Management Action Plan, and they have for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed, agricultural operators must either 
implement Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
Best Management Practices specific to their type of operation or 
conduct monitoring to demonstrate they are not violating state water 
quality standards. 

SC-5 8/5/18 INDIVIDUALS responsible need to be charged with reckless 
endangerment, killing manatees and violating federal clean water 
laws. They knew what was discharged into the lake would 
immediately be diverted to East and West coast. Mainly the West 
coast. 

Noted 

SC-6 8/5/18 The HH Dike is not the answer. It is a political excuse. The fancy 
projects proposed by the corps funnel money to construction firms 
while making excuses for delay. 

Noted 

SC-7 8/5/18 Immediate response: 
#1: Use mosquito control aircraft to spray ALGAECIDE on Lake O 
and the river. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

SC-8 8/5/18 #2: Finish flushing your TOILET until the surface green slime is all 
the way offshore in the gulf. Your single flush left the load in our 
backyards.  Triple flush your toilet load as long as you have 
destroyed everything already. Continue to flush the river using 
algaecide treated water until the lake is down to 10 foot level. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

SC-9 8/5/18 #3: Use beach renourishment sand pumps to suck the sediment 
out of the north half of the lake. Landfill and truck this crap back 
to the north ag people from where it came. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

SC-10 8/5/18 #4 Make Lake O DEEPER and run the water levels lower all the 
time. Why spend money making dike walls higher when you can 
just make the lake hold more water by cleaning it out???? 

Thank you for your feedback. 

SC-11 8/5/18 #5: Funding is available from massive downsizing of all water 
management agencies. We don’t want studies and planners we 
want ACTION. Start by eliminating all staff involved in BMAP waste 
of time and money. 

Noted 
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SC-12 8/5/18 #6: Hold INDIVIDUALS personally responsible, prosecute, create a 

lasting impression that will affect future decisions. 
Noted 

SC-13 8/5/18 #7: Mayors from Lee County need to file the same lawsuit that 
required the Miami Canal water to be cleaned before being 
discharged from Lake O. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

Helene 8/5/18 You should be monitoring water coming into the lake from the Thank you for your comment. Improving water quality is not an 
Okerstrom North.  The nutrients start there and only get worse when Big sugar 

dumps theirs into the lake.  We here in Cape Coral are at the 
bottom end. We have fertilizer restrictions, have had the 
regulations for numerous years.  These restrictions should be all 
over the state.  Between septic tank runoff, and agriculture runoff 
the water coming from the North is probably creating part of our 
problem.  Let’s start up there with regulations on everyone so we 
all do our part. 

objective of the project, however, ancillary improvements are 
anticipated. Best Management Practices are being implemented 
north of Lake Okeechobee that will, in conjunction with other 
efforts, improve water quality throughout the system. 

Jeff Wade 
(JW) - 1 

8/7/18 I think determining how to solve Florida's water problems needs 
to start with the big picture, and there should be "big picture" 
meetings, that discuss high-level solutions... like features that 
would help N, S, E, or West of Lake O.  But then it would help to 
break the areas surrounding Lake O into sections/areas and just 
discuss that area and the goals... this way you can start with an 
overview of things being pursued in other areas, and then focus on 
the area in question... so people don't say "do it to the North", etc. 
The fact is, work will be going on in ALL areas... here's our goals for 
THIS area, and we're going to tell you about how we think is the 
best ways to accomplish our goals in THIS area. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

JW-2 8/7/18 It would help to have a website where everyone can see a non-
politicized big picture, and more details in each area (as above).  It 
should depict all projects, with good maps to show where they all 
are, and in relation to one another. It should indicate which 
projects are complete, and should show the current estimated 
timeline for the projects, and where they are in the process. We 
also need to convey which goals/projects are highest priority, and 
why. This way everyone can be looking at the same info, rather 
than having lots of project rumors floating around. 

More information is provided on both the USACE and SFWMD 
websites: 
https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/ 

https://www.sfwmd.gov/our-work/cerp-project-planning 

The Integrated Delivery Schedule shows project 
schedules/priorities: 
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https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosyste 
m-Restoration/Integrated-Delivery-Schedule/ 

JW-3 8/7/18 We *do* need to restore the flow to Florida Bay, and avoid the 
damaging purges to the coastal estuaries. Some 
people/companies will need to relocate or change what they do... 
that's unfortunate, but there's no solution that won't affect 
somebody, and we *do* need a solution. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

Lisa Jelks (LJ) -
1 

8/7/18 I am outraged, sickened, disgusted, and ultimately saddened by 
what is happening to our beautiful state of Florida. The massive 
toxic algal bloom that has erupted on both coasts was preventable 
and is now killing millions of marine animals and harming human 
health. 

The LOWRP and other state and Federal projects will reduce high 
flows to the estuaries and improve estuary health. 

LJ-2 8/7/18 Lake Okeechobee has become nothing more than a toilet bowl, 
collecting all the runoff from humans (agriculture, stormwater, 
etc.). The plan to purchase US Sugar land to help filter the outflow 
before running into the Everglades, as nature intended, was 
blocked and now we’re left with a very unnatural situation. 

Noted. 

LJ-3 8/7/18 We cannot afford to continue on this path of releasing toxic 
water into our canals and eventually to the Atlantic Ocean and 
Gulf of Mexico. We are killing all manner of life forms, ruining our 
tourism industry, and harming human health. We must do better! 

Thank you for your feedback. 

LJ-4 8/7/18 What is happening now is outrageous, predicted, avoidable, and 
must be fixed now. If the state needs to declare eminent domain 
on the US Sugar property in order to follow through on our original 
plan, then it must be done. We simply cannot keep doing what 
we’re doing. 

Noted 

Margo 
Robinson 
(MR) - 1 

8/9/18 Yes I am in favor of this project please restore as many Wetlands 
as you possibly can and please continue to pump Lake Okeechobee 
through the South Gates as much as you possibly can. 

Thank you for your comment. 

MR-2 8/9/18 It would be very nice if we can drain the majority of the Lake 
Okeechobee water through the South Gates I'm where we would 
have to build new canals under Alligator Alley in route a lot of that 
water. 

Thank you for your feedback. 
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MR-3 8/9/18 I read your page on this project and it sounds good it looks good I 

know we need to do it fast this cannot be put off we have a crisis 
on our hands. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

MR-4 8/9/18 Releasing water through the South Gates would be excellent I 
know you were doing that in July at approximately 2.84 billion 
gallons a week.  It would be great if you can continue releasing 
South because what has happened down the caloosahatchee is not 
acceptable. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

Manzi Family -
1 

8/13/18 It’s been years and no one has tried, attempted to fix this pollution 
problem oozing out of our biggest fresh lake in Florida and the 
engineers of years ago unfortunately have made things worse and 
the sugar fields have sealed the deal. 
With our paid off political puppets and their comrades, I seriously 
doubt that our words of concern will even be considered. 
Everyone is all talk and no serious action. 
Our anti environmental governor Rick Scott will leave with his 
legacy of doing NOTHING but lining his pockets with pay offs. We 
hope he does not get a senate seat either. 
It’s a sad situation. Years have passed and I can bet many more 
years will continue to pass with nothing being done. 
That’s my comment on this issue. Myself and many many others 
have spoke but it’s all ignored. 
We’re all constituents and know who to NOT vote for. Actions 
speak louder than words. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

Phyllis Norris 
(PN)-1 

8/19/18 I am Phyllis Norris, a landowner of very small –to you— 
significance right in the middle of the K-05 Alt1 BW. That makes 
my land OBJECT ID #5. My home is OBJECT ID #88. Due to my 
age and the size of my stake in this matter, I would probably be 
better off financially if I were to sell out. But I came onto this 
ground when I was seven years old and I planned to live here 
until I die and my children and grandchildren own it. 

Thank you for your interest in LOWRP. 

PN-2 8/19/18 The proposed project for water storage is—if it were to come to 
fruition—just more development.  It would remove 12,500 acres 
of land from photosynthesis which produces much needed oxygen 
for the concrete jungle that is now surrounding this unique spot of 

Thank you for your feedback. 
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native habitat.  This area needs to be left alone to heal from all the 
stress put on it by previous and existing projects. Every shovel of 
dirt, every cup of ground turned and water exposed disturbs the 
natural healing processes that have been in place for thousands of 
years.  Just as the human body reacts to surgery as if it were an 
injury, our environment reacts to disasters and construction as if 
they were injuries in need of healing. 

PN-3 8/19/18 I am commenting to the reservoir attenuation part of this plan.  I 
am not knowledgeable enough yet to comment on the wells.  This 
reservoir plan has changed faces and attenuations so many times, 
it is time to change its name to something more accurate, as 
perhaps simply a private land takeover. When the Federal 
Government deeded this land to the state of Florida, it basically 
said to “do what you can with it, it is not useful to us.”  So they did 
and the ranchers bought this land and turned it into good 
productive land that still maintains all the characteristics of its 
native purpose and its natural habitat.  You can’t go anywhere in 
the state of Florida and find land that will perform for cattle like 
this will and not lose its viability. I have not put a drop of fertilizer 
on my property in over 20 years. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

PN-4 8/19/18 Regarding other industry in the area,  the sport fishing industry has 
taken so many hits in recent seasons.  The last thing it needs is 
more disturbance of the water in and out of the Kissimmee River. 
The communities of Glades and Okeechobee Counties stand to 
benefit from the Bass Pro development at Okee Tantie, diagonally 
across the river from this planned reservoir.  I think if this project 
goes forward, Bass Pro will pull out.  They would not want to wait 
on the health of the river and the lake to return following the 
impact of such a large lengthy project. For example, it has taken 
close to 50 years for the sport fishing to return to the west coast 
of Florida in the Boca Grande Pass areas, following all the bridge 
construction between the islands.  We still don’t know if the 
remaining murkiness of the water is responsible for the recurring 
incidences of cellulitis and MRSA in visitors. 

By creating additional storage north of Lake Okeechobee, the 
LOWRP will improve lake stages and improve fishery habitat. This 
may in turn improve recreational and fishing opportunities 
throughout the area. 
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PN-5 8/19/18 Regarding recreation, except for a brief “aside” mention of the 

word, there has been no mention of the park proposed by SFWMD. 
I am greatly opposed and appalled that the USACE would support 
such an underhanded land grab as this, perpetrated by the 
SFWMD.  Is this perhaps why the attenuation features keep 
changing?  Is this whole reservoir just a cover up for the 30 miles 
of dike and boat ramps, etc?  Lake Okeechobee has recreation.  Its 
businesses do not need to compete with the state. 

Recreational features will include over 30 miles of trails along 
reservoir levees and boat access through the wetlands to Kissimmee 
River, along with other facilities such as parking and shade areas. 

PN-6 8/19/18 The public review period has been grossly mismanaged.  This 
project is located in Glades County.  I have not received any notice 
that there would be a presentation by either the CORP or SFWMD. 
I know that the County Commissioner for the district has done his 
best to keep his constituents informed, but informing the public 
should be the duty of the planners. 

Thank you for your feedback. The USACE/SFWMD public outreach 
teams will take this feedback into consideration for the next 
outreach effort. 

PN-7 8/19/18 In 2017, as Hurricane Irma approached, the warnings from the 
news services were, “If you are in the Buckhead Ridge area, you 
need to evacuate now.” There were no instructions as to where 
to go, because there were no available shelters.  For the people 
who left, there were no motels and no gas. Many returned to 
stay with family or neighbors who had stronger houses.  I know; I 
was with such a family. 

The reservoir would be built to robust modern design standards and 
a qualitative risk assessment confirmed that the probability of a 
breach is extremely low. Additional dam safety analysis will be 
performed in later design stages and design modifications, if 
necessary, will be made to further reduce risk to nearby 
communities. Please check with local governments to identify 
evacuation plans. 

PN-8 8/19/18 Extra water storage could turn this entire area into a flood, the 
likes of which has not been seen since 1928. My grandfather saved 
his family during that storm by holding my mother in one arm and 
hanging onto my grandmother and a cabbage tree with the 
other—as his friends who were not so strong washed by, begging 
for his help. Yes, this was an extreme circumstance, but you as 
Engineers must engineer for the extremes, not the average.  As it 
turned out with Hurricane Irma, she made a slight turn as she 
approached the lake and the eye missed the Herbert Hoover dike 
by less than 20 miles. 

Please see response to above comment. 

PN-9 8/19/18 I went to Lock 7, right after Hurricane Jeanne, before it was closed 
to the public.  I saw the erosion of the dike from the wind and wave 
action.  I saw the better than 20 feet high wall of reeds brought in 
by the surge.  The Army Corp of Engineers should focus on the 

HHD repairs are ongoing and will improve dike conditions. 
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repair of what we have that could be the saving grace of thousands 
of lives.  Federal money should not assist in the imminent domain 
of private property for such an unscientific, unsubstantiated plan 
as LOWRP. 

PN-10 8/19/18 Regarding the TSP benefits of this plan, every statement has been 
refuted by both scientists and landowners.  You, the Engineers, 
should understand how closely related the water levels on the 
12,500 acres are to the Lake Okeechobee levels.  When the lake is 
lowered, the water in the ponds goes down, and conversely.  We 
have tried to explain this to the project managers, as well as 
explaining that this land has its unique habitat.  It already stores, 
filters and slows the flow to the lake. 

A component of the project is the conversion of pasture lands to 
wetlands, which will store, filter and slow water to the lake. 

PN-11 8/19/18 Regarding the storage of water, this is archaic science.  All over the 
world in 2017, scientists were developing methods of harvesting 
water from our atmosphere.  With the humidity in Florida, we are 
primely suited to such technology. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

PN-12 8/19/18 Regarding the lack of mining, if I had money for the permit, I have 
excellent shell on my property. 

Noted 

PN-13 8/19/18 Regarding the gross misconceptions of HTRW contaminants, 
perhaps a better look is in order. 

Additional surveys on the landscape during the design phase will 
provide more details. 

PN-14 8/19/18 Regarding the excuse of using this area because SFWMD already 
owns part of it…if it had not been purchased at way over fair 
market value, other land owners might have been able to buy it. 
There are existing landowners right now who would like to 
purchase this land and continue its best use if it were returned to 
the open market, as it should be. 

There are numerous reasons why the project site has been located 
where it is, primarily the hydrology and water availability of a site 
located near the confluence of Lake Okeechobee 

PN-15 8/19/18 I urge USACE to extend the public review period.  The public is just 
now becoming informed and involved.  I urge that you insist the 
SFWMD prove that a reservoir will perform as they say by using 
their property as a pilot and constructing a model of same.  I am 
sure the lessees would be amenable to amending their lease, for a 
fee.  I also would like to see an impact study on the existing 
businesses in the area. 

The final report will be released for an additional 30 day review 
period. In addition, there is a socioeconomic analysis in the report 
that displays economic impacts to nearby communities. This 
analysis is located in Sections 4 and 5. 
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PN-16 8/19/18 I urge the planners from all entities involved to visit, take a ride , 

and look at the physical lay of this land, its elevations, its wildlife, 
its plant life, its irreplaceable habitat.  It really is God’s country. 

Thank you for your feedback. 

Chuck Norris 8/20/18 My mother is Phyllis Norris, a landowner within the boundary of Thank you for your feedback. 
(CN)-1 the proposed reservoir North of Highway 78. Her ranchland and 

her home will both be taken from her if this project is allowed to 
continue. I am the grandson of the late D.L. Pearce. His estate 
makes up a large portion of the project site.  I am writing this letter 
to voice my opposition to the project. 

CN-2 8/20/18 In a meeting with SFWMD I shared some of my concerns and none 
of them were met with a real answer. First and foremost the plan 
to store water on this property to slow it's flow into Lake 
Okeechobee will be a flawed attempt. Those of us who have 
ranched on this property for years are the true experts when it 
comes to the water cycle on this property. The land in question has 
a vast system of ditches and canals already in place that flow 
southeast toward the lake. We can put boards in the risers on 
those culverts and stop the water from flowing off that property. 
What we can't stop is the filtration of the water through the 
ground to the lake. When Lake Okeechobee is at a level over 14 
feet the water on our property is at a standstill. As more water 
flows down from the North onto us our water tables continue to 
rise. The ditches are full and water is standing on the ground in the 
low areas. But if the lake is at a lower or "normal" level we can't 
hold water on that ground. Even if we block every canal leading off 
the property the water table will drop every day as the water filters 
through that sponge like ground towards the lake. The lake pulls 
the water to it when the level is normal or below. The level of the 
lake controls the water table on that land as surely as the moon 
controls the tides. The plan to store water in this reservoir so the 
lake can be kept at a lower level simply won't work. The ground 
will not hold that water. I suggested to the project Engineer whom 
I spoke with that maybe a pilot project on the land SFWMD already 
owns in the center of this area would be give them a chance to 
prove that it will or will not work. 

Concur with the observations on surface water infiltration through 
the sandy soils in the project area.  The proposed project will use 
"dynamic storage" to manage expected surface water infiltration 
and groundwater seepage. The preliminary design incorporates a 
seepage management canal along the west and south sides of the 
WAF to capture water loss from infiltration during operation of the 
WAF.  Water entering the seepage management canal can either be 
pumped back into the WAF or used to recharge the Floridan aquifer 
via ASR wells.  Prior to final design, additional tests will be 
performed to further quantify infiltration rates and groundwater 
movement in the area. 
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CN-3 8/20/18 The fact that other ranches around the lake are being paid millions 

of dollars to farm water through their land while being able to 
retain ownership of their property and continue to use it for their 
intended purposes is an insult to the rest of us. This property has 
always been a major watershed allowing water from the North to 
filtrate through the ranch on it's way to the lake. SFWMD has not 
given us any options to work with them in a similar partnership to 
continue this flow of filtrated and clean water to the lake. They 
simply said "we will give you the appraised market value for your 
land." There should be no reason the proposed well sites couldn't 
be put in with a lease agreement so the land owner can retain their 
property. 

The SFWMD manages dispersed water management projects. 
These are interim solutions to water storage needs.  The proposed 
storage features in LOWRP are permanent storage solutions.  The 
passive dispersed water management project solicitations are 
offered where any party interested in participating could have 
submitted a proposal. The proposal is evaluated by a team and the 
projects that provide the most benefits were awarded contracts 
under the Northern Everglades Payment for Environmental Services. 
None of these programs are funded without annual legislative 
appropriations, which is sought by FDEP annually. 

The watershed wells will be sited on previously purchased SFWMD-
owned lands or rights-of-way.  Land acquisition is not required for 
these features. 

CN-4 8/20/18 The flooding of this land would destroy an entire ecosystem and 
put many of the landowners out of business. This is ranch land. The 
land is the backbone of the business. When you take this land you 
are taking away the business. Thousands of head of breeding cattle 
will be taken out of production. That's a lot of beef being taken out 
of our food supply not to mention the hundreds of things made as 
by-products from cattle. The ranchers on this property keep their 
own replacement heifers out of their cowherd. This means these 
cattle are born and raised on this ground. The land in question is 
without a doubt some of the best grazing land in South Florida. 
These ranches are cow/calf operations. The cows are bred to raise 
a calf. Most of those calves are sold and sent to feedlots in the 
Midwest to finish for slaughter. The rest are retained as 
replacement heifers. These cattle can not be relocated to other 
areas even within South Florida and be expected to perform at the 
same level. Conception rates will drop. A cow that can't get 
pregnant and raise a calf is not very profitable to a rancher. 
Weaning weights of the calves produced will be lower. Again, 
calves are sold by the pound. Reduced weaning weights means less 
money in the ranchers pocket. In laymen's terms: You can't take a 
cow that is raised on prime grazing land and move her to a sub par 

Thank you for your comments. 
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range. She will not perform. If they were to try and relocate their 
business where would they go? There isn't 12,500 acres of grazing 
land up for sale or lease anywhere in South Florida. Furthermore it 
would require them to purchase a much larger ranch to maintain 
the same size cow herd. This property has a stocking rate of one 
cow/ calf pair per 1.5 acres while most of South Florida is closer to 
10 acres per cow/calf pair. Where will they go. Nowhere. They will 
simply be out of business. The breeding cattle sold at a discount as 
a slaughter animal. But we are only getting paid market value for 
our land? Hardly seems fair to give our business away at pennies 
on the dollar. 

CN-5 8/20/18 Most of these landowners are in the same boat as many other 
ranchers. Dirt rich and cash poor. Meaning the land they own is 
worth plenty but they have very little cash to operate and live on. 
To an outsider it seems simple. Quit working so hard for such little 
money. Sell the land. Take that big chunk of cash and live easy the 
rest of your life. But for ranchers it's not so easy. It's a hard job but 
it's our job. Our job is to take care of the land God created in the 
best way possible. Our job is to provide the world with the safest, 
most reliable food source we can. Our job is to take an animal and 
use it to convert grass into a form of edible protein. We are doing 
our job, the job God put us here to do. We don't have any plans to 
quit. 

Thank you for your comment. 

CN-6 8/20/18 The destruction of this ecosystem will create problems far worse 
than we are already dealing with. The grass on this 12,500 acres 
has a long growing season allowing it to produce oxygen through 
photosynthesis. The water that would be stored in this reservoir 
would never be as clean as what has been naturally filtered 
through the vegetation on this ranch for many years. While we are 
steadily losing our nations grasslands to urban sprawl it seems 
ridiculous to give up a piece of grassland this large to simply flood 
it. This land is home to every species of wildlife in Florida including 
nesting pairs of Bald Eagles and Burrowing Owls. When I asked a 
project manager what their plan was to deal with the endangered 
species that would be losing their habit, their answer was simply, 

Thank you for your feedback. Please see Section 5 for a summary of 
environmental effects of the project. 
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"We'll deal with that." How? We as the landowners want to 
know?! Just last week a construction contractor was arrested for 
destroying the burrows of six endangered Burrowing Owls. This 
land has thousands. Who will take the fall for that? One of the 
benefits stated on the USACof E website about the project is to 
"Increase the quantity and quality of habitat available for native 
wildlife and vegetation." By flooding the habitat? How is that 
possibly going to help the endangered species? How is that going 
to help any of the native wildlife and vegetation. 

CN-7 8/20/18 This land is commonly referred to as "floodplain". That is rather 
misleading in the fact that not all of this area was under water 
during the wet season before the dike was built around the lake. 
Certainly there were areas of the property that were flooded as 
they still do when the water table is high. But the entire area was 
not a floodplain. Too many of our family were here before the dike 
was built. My great grandfather helped dredge the Government 
Cut across Lake Okeechobee and survived the devastating 
hurricanes of the 20's. He told me plenty about what this property 
looked like before the dike was built. Why would the Native 
Americans build burial mounds on it if it was completely 
underwater in the wet season. What do you plan to do about the 
burial mounds and village sites that are located on this property? 
While the population in South Florida continues to grow at an 
alarming rate the decision to flood 12,500 acres of grassland is 
ridiculous. We need to look at the research. We need to address 
the root of the problem. The overpopulated coast is creating their 
own problems with sewage leaks and counties that are urging 
ranchers to take their septic sludge off their hands and spread it as 
fertilizer on their land. Sludge has never been spread on this 
property but it has on plenty of ranches closer to the coast. We 
need to address those issues when we are trying to find solutions 
to cleaner water. Look at how many acres of range and wetlands 
have been destroyed in the Orlando area. So many acres that used 
to allow rainfall to soak in and naturally filtrate towards Lake 
Okeechobee are now paved or covered in concrete. Of course the 

Thank you for your feedback and clarification on the floodplain. 
Additional surveys will be performed during a later design phase to 
identify cultural resources and they will be either avoided, or 
impacts will be minimized and/or mitigated. The LOWRP team 
concurs that overpopulation enhances the environmental problems 
throughout Florida. 
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water is getting to the lake quicker than it used to. Rainfall is hitting 
concrete and rushing into a drainage system that puts it on a fast 
track to the lake. 

CN-8 8/20/18 What will happen when this reservoir is full and we have an above 
average rainfall year or a very active hurricane system? It seems to 
me we are having a difficult time managing one lake and now we 
are going to build another to solve the problem. 

Water would be released from reservoir spillways to lower water 
levels in anticipation of high precipitation rates and the inflow 
pumps would be turned off. Please see the Project Operational 
Manual in the Engineering Appendix for more information on pre-
storm drawdowns. 

CN-9 8/20/18 I was very disappointed to read the section of the plan on the 
recreation sites that would be built on this reservoir. Their has 
never been anything mentioned to any of the landowners about 
this part of the plan. At a cost of $2.9 million dollars to build hiking 
trails and boat ramps around the area. I'm sure this will help in your 
fight to win over the publics approval but how is this fair to the 
landowners that have lost everything they owned. The most 
disturbing part of the recreation plan was the statement that said, 
" The population growth of Florida will only add to the existing 
recreation deficits" Florida is surrounded by a coastline and an 
Ocean. I think there are plenty of recreational opportunities. We 
should be more concerned with how the population growth will 
only add to the existing rangeland deficits. AGRICULTURE!! We 
can't survive without it. I understand we can't survive without 
clean water but this ranch is providing that the same way it has 
forever. We have to protect our natural resources. Flooding this 
rangeland will not be doing that. One of our biggest challenges we 
face in production agriculture today is how do we feed an ever 
increasing population with an ever shrinking landbase. Laying 
down and giving up this many acres of agricultural land is not what 
we plan to do. 

The primary purpose of the project is to provide storage north of 
Lake Okeechobee.  Recreational features are an additional benefit 
of the project and will provide outdoor activities for the local 
community. Please see the Recreation Appendix for more details. 
The LOWRP is maximizing the use of public lands for project features 
to reduce impacts to local landowners and agriculture. A description 
of impacts on Prime and Unique Farmlands is provided in Section 5. 

CN-10 8/20/18 I'm asking that this opportunity for the public to comment on the 
draft proposal be extended beyond August 20,2018. Many of the 
landowners involved were not notified of this opportunity and 
most of the public still is not aware. Why were there no public 
meetings held in Glades County where the project is located? How 
about the residents of Buckhead Ridge who would now be living 

The 45-day public comment period is in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Once the final report is released 
there will be an additional 30 day review. 

Public meetings were held in Martin, Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Lee 
counties, all of which are within the project study area. Meetings 
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between two dikes. Why not a public meeting in their community? were not held in Glades County due to its close proximity to 
Sadly a large portion of the population of Glades County where this Okeechobee County.  The Glades County manager and 
land will be taken off the tax role are not even aware of the project. commissioner are part of the Project Delivery Team (PDT) and 

regularly participate in PDT meetings. 

Trey Green 
(TG)-1 

8/20/18 We've been using the lake as a reservoir for the last 40 years, what 
is adding another reservoir going to do? 
What is best/worst cases? 
I've heard some of the numbers and if best case we cut the water 
discharges by 50% and we're currently 300% dangerous levels. 
What's the plan, to kill the estuary more slowly? 
Worst case, what happens if algae effects the reservoirs and the 
lake? With the everglades being a restoration area, we couldn't 
send the algae there, where would it go? 
How are we going to restore the area, if we don't stop the flow of 
the nutrients that caused the whole problem in the first place? 

Implementation of the LOWRP will help reduce high flows into Lake 
Okeechobee and subsequent regulatory flows to the northern 
estuaries by diverting the water into the Wetland Attenuation 
Feature, ASR wells, and wetland sites. Ancillary water quality 
improvements are anticipated to occur as a result of this project. 
Additionally, the state of Florida is implementing numerous water 
quality projects including the Basin Management Action Plan to 
improve water quality in the project area. 

TG-2 8/20/18 Please don't say phosphorus, as they mined phosphate here before 
we were a state. where do you think phosphorus comes from? 
Nitrogen is the problem, the algae feeds on nitrogen. 

Water quality improvements are not an objective of LOWRP. The 
state of Florida has numerous water quality projects and plans to 
address both phosphorous and nitrogen. 

TG-3 8/20/18 Why not pass a law forcing all farmers farming more than one acre 
of land in Florida total to filter the nutrients they put into the 
water, out of it? 

State law (373.4595 Florida Statutes) requires that where FDEP has 
adopted a Basin Management Action Plan, and they have for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed, agricultural operators must either 
implement Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
Best Management Practices specific to their type of operation or 
conduct monitoring to demonstrate they are not violating state water 
quality standards. 

TG-4 8/20/18 If we got farmers to filter their water. Then added a secondary 
city, county, or state run filter where the discharge ditches meet 
the inter-coastal waterway. We could bring in a bottling 
company, PepsiCo, Nestle, there are plenty of choices to create 

Thank you for your comment. This solution is outside the scope of 
LOWRP. 
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competition. To filter and bottle the water, pay them to store our 
emergency water supply, and to release set amounts of filtered 
water into the Everglades to restore them. 

Wouldn't that be a more sustainable, controllable solution? 
TG-5 8/20/18 Wouldn't the amount of fresh water alone be harmful to our 

estuary, even if it was purified drinking water coming out of the 
lake? 

The estuaries are sensitive to salinity fluctuations coming from 
either too much freshwater or not enough. Too much freshwater 
reduces salinity levels and can be harmful to estuarine biota. 

TG-6 8/20/18 Why does the east coast discharge canal turn 75 degrees north and 
runs into a back bay, instead of turning south and going out Juno 
Beach? 
You could throw a rock from the beach there and hit the Gulf 
Stream. 

Why is it that the only places you discharge water to are mostly 
enclosed bodies of water? 

Much of the canals in Florida were dredged as a result of the Central 
and South Florida Project authorized by Congress in 1948 for 
drainage and navigation purposes. 

Ashley Sexton 8/20/18 While I am not ignorant to the struggles on the coast and their Concur that additional storage is needed further north. The LOWRP 
(AS)-1 Estuaries being damaged by the necessary discharges, I feel as if 

options should be looked at further to the North and closer to the 
headwaters in an effort to slow the flow and cleanse water 
received by Lake Okeechobee.  

PIR/EIS recommends exploring additional storage opportunities 
north of Lake Okeechobee . 

AS-2 8/20/18 We are uniquely nestled between the Kissimmee River Restoration 
Project as well as Lake Okeechobee and the proposed Wetland 
Attenuation Feature; my greatest concern (like many of the land 
owners) is the long term effect of the WAF on our properties, the 
water table and the health of our livestock. 

The WAF will be designed to have minimal/no offsite impacts with 
redundant dam safety and seepage management features. 
Groundwater monitoring will occur before, during, and after 
construction and if offsite seepage impacts are discovered then 
operational changes will be implemented. 

AS-3 8/20/18 As it stands, when the KRR has water held back and theLake at a 
higher than normal elevation, our water table gets beyond 
saturated and our entire property tends to stay wet for weeks at 
at time; this year water has stood from Mid April to the first week 
of August and with rains received last night (8/19) it was still 
standing this morning.  I am highly concerned with how this 
additional 12,000 acres of water storage could further our 
problems.  This year alone we have fought foot rot and other 
ailments with our livestock unlike past years where the water 

Please see response to AS-2 above 
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didn't stand for weeks at the time; it has been a very trying time 
that isn't widely talked about. 

AS-4 8/20/18 I'd also like to urge the USACE to seek the use of properties 
already owned by the SFWMD / State of Florida and Federal Govt 
to their fullest potential before buying additional properties 
within the projected foot print.  Once those property uses have 
been exhausted, then perhaps exploring a lease / partnership 
with the property owners in that area much like has been done 
with some of the larger ranch and grove owners recently.  It 
would in turn allow those families to continue being the stewards 
of land that has been in their families for generations as well as 
keeping it on the tax rolls. 

The project seeks to use lands already owned by SFWMD wherever 
possible. 

Kathleen 8/20/18 As a tax paying citizen I feel that the land that SFWMD currently The project seeks to use lands already owned by SFWMD wherever 
Baber owns, over 750,000 acres south of Orlando, should be used for 

construction of reservoirs and filter marshes. Something needs to 
be done with Orlando’s runoff, especially now since it grows 
bigger by the day. We have our own runoff issues locally here in 
the Treasure Coast. We should not acquire Orlando’s garbage 
that spews into Lake Okeechobee which then turns in to our 
precious Saint Lucie estuary. We should use this 750,000 acres of 
SFWMD land instead of acquiring additional land already. The 
SFWMD land is already serving as a safe haven for threatened 
species and archaeologically/culturally significant sites. We want 
efficient and judicious use of our tax dollars and resources to 
assist in making our home healthy and sustainable. 

possible. 

Table C.3-8. DPIR/EIS Comment Response Matrix for comments received during the Public Meetings July 31, 2018 in Lehigh Acres, FL; August 1, 
2018 in Stuart, FL; and August 2, 2018 in Okeechobee, FL. 

Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
July 31, 2018 Public Meeting – Lee County Mosquito Control and Water Hyacinth District, Lehigh Acres FL 
James Fowler My name is James Fowler, resident of Lee County. I really 

have a question more than a comment, so maybe I should 
withhold and talk later. For your ecologist, in the well 

Water that is recharged into the aquifer (approximately 1,000 feet 
underground) is subsequently recovered from the same ASR well. As the 
water is placed into the Floridan aquifer, it radiates in all directions away 
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system that you're going to put water into the aquifers, my 
limited understanding of aquifers are basically underwater 
streams that flow from North Florida down south and go 
out into the ocean. I don't understand the recovery 
project. You put water down the well, it's not a sealed 
room that's going to stay there. It's going to flow out into 
the ocean when you recover water that's different water 
coming down from the north, is that correct?  Or am I 
totally confused? Thank you. 

from the well and pushes the salt water in the aquifer away from the well 
and creates a region or zone of fresh water around the well. This zone of 
fresh water is referred to as the “bubble”. The groundwater that is within 
the aquifer is moving very slowly (less than 0.1 foot per day).  Even though 
the bubble becomes “entrained” within the groundwater environment 
within the aquifer, it really does not move very far or as fast as you might 
think. 

John Cassani John, representing Calusa Waterkeeper. Just in a comment When CERP is implemented (e.g. C43 + CEPP + LOWRP), the number of 
context, I'm supportive of the project. It looks like it'll add months when the average flow is less than 450 cfs is reduced from 116 
some significant water quality attributes, possibly months to 24 months. It is important to note that the low flow of 450 cfs is 
attenuate some of the extreme flows.  One of the other 
concerns that I have with the Caloosahatchee River being 
our project area is meeting the minimum flow rule for the 
estuary. So it's good that we want to attenuate high flows, 
but we don't want to have added challenges to meet the 
MFL, which has just been revised recently. One of the 
statements in the technical document for the revised MFL 
is, and I quote, future land use changes along with the 
CERP/CEPP projects reduce the amount of water being 
sent to the estuary. So if we're going to have less water in 
the future as a result of the future land use changes as a 
result of CEPP and CERP, I think it's important that that be 
considered in how we go forward. I know I can't ask 
questions, but I want to --
I'll just say that I'm interested in learning more how this 
project will hopefully not cause low flow issues for the 
estuary during the dry season.  So I guess that's the extent 
of my comments, so thanks. 

higher than the proposed MFL revision of 400 cfs. 

Kay Haering My name is Kay Haering, and I'm not scientific at all. I am a 
citizen of Florida, and I'm a registered Native American. 
And whether my questions or comments have to do with 
what we just saw or more along the broad spectrum of 
what we're dealing with, we are dealing with a very major 
disaster in our area. And today there was a manatee right 

Although water quality improvement is not a study objective, ancillary water 
quality improvements are anticipated and have been evaluated in this 
PIR/EIS. The implementation of the TSP may reduce the phosphorous 
loadings to the lake by 9 to 12% over the future without project condition. 
More detail on this analysis is available in Appendix C of this PIR/EIS. 
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in front of the meeting that took place with the Corps of 
Engineers in Cape Coral at the yacht club, and that was 
very, very sad to see, but so is everything happening in St. 
James City with the piles and piles of fish. This all goes back 
to the presentation of storing water and sending it down 
to the reservoirs and rivers and estuaries. What we don't 
want to see is contaminated water from any source in 
Florida sent down our Caloosahatchee River or any of our 
estuaries. We may not have a choice in taking water at 
whatever the time the Corps of Engineers decides we have 
to take water, but we don't want the contaminants with it. 
And if it can't be cleaned, we don't want it. Our manatees, 
our dolphin, and all the fish and wildlife of our rivers and 
our canals don't want this, either. I am a registered Native 
American, and if you can't respect the waters and the land 
that were gifted from God, you shouldn't be on it. And 
that's why I'm here. I do not like to see the damage with 
the toxins.  And if we are afraid to go into the water, then -
- the dolphins and manatee have no choice.  That is their 
world. What you send down from all these reservoirs and 
all these underground places and the overflow that we do 
have to take, we don't want the contaminates with it. 
Clean the water from -- whatever the source is causing the 
toxic allergy, clean it before we have to take it. And that's 
where I am. 

Additionally, the current and proposed state actions, including the adoption 
of total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and the Lake Okeechobee Basin 
Management Action Plan (BMAP) are anticipated to achieve applicable 
water quality requirements for existing flows in the northern estuaries and 
hydrologic restoration objectives. 

Randall Budzilo 
(RB)-1 

I hope you guys can follow along with me. I just spent the 
past 24 hours trying to find answers and in a way -- by the 
way, you guys are amazing, doing a great job out there. 
Okay. Guys, I've been studying a lot of stuff.  I spent the 
last 24 hours reaching out to environmental scientists and 
engineers, and as well as a marine scientist. They have an 
idea. This is not something that's going to solve the 
problem. This is going to buy you guys the time that you 
need to be able to manage the problem in the way that 
you need, so that way, when you release the water, you 
guys don't have to deal with the wonderful algae problems 
that get washed down the river, as well. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Now, just so that way I can make sure that everybody is 
aware of a little bit more of what's going on -- because 
there's a little bit they can't say but I can say because I'm a 
citizen -- so the pollutants that flow down the rivers, the 
phosphates and the nitrates, these come from like up 
north in North Kissimmee, okay? So you gotta think about 
a reservoir as more of like a petri dish, okay?  They are 
fully aware of this. 

RB-2 Now, mind you, the dam that's out there that holds this 
water back, which saves lives and actually prevents our 
Everglades from, you know, being over washed by the 
water flowing down there, it catches it. They're aware of 
this, and their system is actually designed to release the 
water when it gets down to 30 parts per million.  Do you 
know how many parts per million when it's sitting in that 
lake it is?  150. Have you ever poured salt on a worm?  If 
these guys open up those floodgates to the south, not 
caring about those -- they don't care about the Big Sugar, 
to be honest with you. This is U.S.A. right here.  They are 
not taking money, okay? If they released it, they will kill a 
lot more wildlife, destroy a lot more money that you guys 
enjoy by not paying taxes because Big Sugar pays a lot of 
taxes, too, and bananas, palm trees. These are all growing 
-- I just drove for the past 24 hours along the southern rim, 
took pictures, talked to people. This is not just a problem 
with one of us. This is a whole state issue, okay? Because 
this water rushes out, and it's destroying our coral reefs, 
right?  You guys are trying to manage that. So these guys 
got a big plate on themselves.  So we gotta take this into 
our own hands here.  

Thank you for your comments. 

RB-3 So I reached out.  The company's called CVR. This is an 
individual by the name of Kelly Cooper.  He's been studying 
this information for the past ten years. He's got a whole 
slew of data he would love to bring down here and give 
you guys. And he wants to implement a process -- we have 
a -- we have a plant species out here called duckweed. And 

Thank you for your comments. 
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it normally grows. So out there they manage it by killing 
the duckweed so that way we can go fishing and get boats 
out there.  
Normally these plants, they filtrate the water a lot faster. 
Now, one of the amazing things about duckweed is, if we 
can find a way to keep it all in one place, we can actually 
utilize this.  It multiplies extremely fast. It loves 
phosphates. It loves nitrates. Now, it's not going to pull 
out 50 years' worth of pollution out of the bottom of the 
lake, but it loves to eat up the things that the blue - that 
the algae likes to thrive on. This'll manage the 
environment so that way, when the discharge occurs, 
you're releasing fresh water, not something where you 
have algae that's stratified in a mixed state within the 
water itself. 

RB-4 This can also be an economic process, so it doesn't infringe 
on any other cash crops.  It can be utilized for protein 
sources, biofuels.  And the reason I bring this up is because 
this is a -- you ask -- I keep hearing people say, how are we 
going to pay for this? Wouldn't it be amazing if we can put 
something on the lake that we could sell that's not going 
to compete with any other source, we don't have to fight 
with Big Sugar or anything else?  We could sell it and use 
that water to pay them to fix the water management 
issues and put these things in the ground without coming 
out of your pockets. 

Thank you for your comments. 

RB-5 Now, mind you, I've also spoken with them -- I'm a Lehigh 
resident -- my Lehigh guys. I talked to this firm. If we can 
get to speak with you guys, they are willing to bring all 
manufacturing and place it in Lehigh to give jobs. On top of 
this, this problem and issue is not only local. I am from 
Buffalo, New York. Lake St. Clair is -- I think it's more green 
than down here. And Lake Erie, if you were to go online 
and Google Lake Erie algae flows, you would be sick. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Best part is, duckweed grows in all 50 states. It multiplies 
in an exact – at a huge rate. We have Sakata seed down 
there. They can – they can facilitate it by growing it. And 
we can keep all this money and everything local, okay. 

RB-6 So in the long run I’d like to bring these people here so 
that they can sit down with our officials and our local 
government and explain how we can monetize the 
solution to the algae problem so that way we are not 
mixing up water control with water quality. Because her 
job is water control. You’re speaking to the wrong person 
if you’re talking about algae. Because when the water gets 
above 17 feet -- am I not right? -- if that dam breaks, how 
many people are going to die?  How many wetlands are 
going to be destroyed? How many coral reefs are going to 
be gone because 50, 60 years ago Walt Disney came down 
here and paid a bunch of money so he could straighten out 
Kissimmee, which they spent millions and billions upon 
dollars to take from straight back into partial oxbow 
rebuilding the wetlands. 

Thank you for your comments. 

RB-7 Now, mind you -- I'm almost done. Don't worry. But I 
think I'm doing a pretty good job because you're smiling, 
all right? So now that's step one. Number two, I have an 
individual who is a marine scientist who specializes in 
algae.  How many people in the world study algae? 54? 
Guess what?  I got one of them. He's willing to come here 
and give you guys ideas and bring up ideas and solutions in 
regards to red tide for people in Cape Coral. All we gotta 
do is get him here, okay? 
Because on his end, when he lives in Key West, this affects 
him because he's out there trying to save the coral reefs. 
By the way, if anybody is interested, it's called the Captain 
Planet Project. I was with him yesterday, and I spoke with 
him directly. So I'm bringing these solutions not in a way 
that is to -- again, if anybody knows me, I'm a strategist. 
My job is not to push one person aside to get one thing. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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My job is to find a way to take everybody and make you all 
happy. 
I think Big Sugar would love 30 parts per million.  I'm sure 
that the lobbying they do is not to keep the water back. 
They're trying to get you to let more out so they can grow 
more.  So if we can get that 30 PPMs, they're going to get 
off their back and stop lobbying. 

RB-8 What else are you guys worried about? Because I'm -- this 
is only the tip of the iceberg, and this is only what I bring to 
you today. Because she said three minutes, and I'm 
already past that mark. So if anybody has any questions -- I 
want your state officials, I want anybody out here, you 
have a question, you come talk to me. 
I'm going to tell you right now, she is not avoiding your 
questions. Her job is to mitigate this situation for PR so 
that they can continue working on these problems and 
fixing them. And she's done a great job. I watched that 
video earlier today.  I'm so sorry they did that to you, 
because you did a great job trying to give them the best 
answers that you possibly could. Again, guys, placing 
blame creates nothing.  You are going to feel hopeless and 
helpless if you keep pointing the finger outwards. You lose 
control of any situation when you try to place blame 
somewhere else. Accountability is one of the most 
strongest things.  And you know what's even stronger?  If 
we come together as a state to fix the problem together. 
We're all responsible. We all eat food. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Karl Deigert (KD)-
1 

My name is Karl Deigert.  I'm here for myself, but I'm also 
the president of the Matlacha Civic Association.  Today for 
the first time we have blue-green algae in a Matlacha 
canal. This is devastating to me. I've spent my entire life 
achieving my waterfront property of a motel, waterfront 
motel, and I'm a captain that provides tours to tourists. 
And my phone hasn't rang in three weeks. And people are 
canceling our rooms. This is happening all over Southwest 
Florida. Fort Myers Beach looks like a ghost town. So this 

The ASR wells will recharge water into a depth of about 1,000 feet 
underground, far beneath the coral rock that is at the surface along the 
coast.  The aquifer that the water is recharged into is the Floridan aquifer, 
and it is separated from the land surface by hundreds of feet of clay that 
will confine the water in the deep aquifer and prevent it from impacting 
the drinking water. The water is recharged into the Floridan aquifer, mixes 
with the brackish water that is naturally within the rock, and the water 
becomes a dilute mixture of fresh and salt water. This mixture is the water 
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is important to all of us. Regarding your project, the short 
time that I've been in the room and spoke with just two 
people out front, the shallow wells that are intended to 
contain water and a layer of an aquifer and our porous 
rock concerns me in that I was told there's a recovery rate 
of 80 to 90 percent. Where does the missing percentage 
go?  Obviously in our very coral -- porous coral rock.  It's 
seeping to somewhere. 
Is it going into the ocean? Is it going further down into our 
drinking aquifers?  This is of great concern. 

that is the “missing percentage” that is left behind when the fresh water is 
recovered from the ASR well. 

KD-2 Another great concern of mine is your public comment 
period ending on August 20th. So I became aware of this 
meeting just approximately maybe two weeks ago and 
have been sharing the attendance everywhere I can spread 
it to. And how anybody who's new to the project, new to 
your concepts, can formulate and put forth an objective 
and constructive criticism and/or solution in three weeks is 
beyond me.  You would have to have an expertise in 
hydrology, ecology, and so forth that, you know, the 
common layperson who's being affected by this 
devastation, apocalyptic devastation -- nursing baby 
manatees dying outside of a meeting today -- how 
anybody can put that together in three weeks such that it 
would have an impact on your decision-making processes 
to either abstain or to go forward with your project. 

Thank you for your comments. 

KD-3 So the gentleman that just spoke before was talking about 
30 parts per million. I don't know what -- 30 parts of 
what?  Phosphate? Nitrogen? I'm not sure what parts he 
was talking about. But in 1991 the Miccosukee tribe 
negotiated with the state and federal government to have 
effluent at ten parts per million of phosphorus. 
In January of 2018 the tribe wrote a letter to the South 
Florida Water Management District objecting to the 
development of the EEA area and the building of a 
reservoir there, multiple reservoirs, because the tribe 
fears, from their decades of failed water quality issues with 

Thank you for your comments. 
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the state and federal government, that they're going to be 
the recipients of dirty water in their backyards. So we can 
only fully understand the tribal's position -- the tribal 
position because of the devastation that's occurring in my 
backyard and all over Southwest Florida. So I would ask 
that the public comment period be extended for a 
minimum of six months so that the people in this room 
and anybody that's listening tonight can garner some 
better information, assimilate it, and get back to you about 
your projects. 

KD-4 I'm personally opposed to anything that pumps anything 
into the ground, whether it's shallow injection or future 
recovery or deep injection wells that are catastrophic --
catastrophic -- catastrophic around the world in their 
implementation.  that's my comments. I've got a thousand 
questions, and when we get to that, I'd like to address 
some of those questions. Thank you for the time, and if 
you have any questions about the tribal issues, I brushed 
up on that and would be able to address some of those. 
Thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 

James Evans (JE)-
1 

Good evening, Colonel Reynolds. Thank you for being here 
tonight. I appreciate everything that you've been doing to 
address this issue. 
I'm James Evans. I'm the Director of Natural Resources 
from the City of Sanibel. And the City of Sanibel is 
generally supportive of the project. Certainly we would 
support any storage and treatment north of Lake 
Okeechobee to slow the water that's coming into the lake 
about six times faster than you guys can get it out. 

Thank you for your comments. 

JE-2 Right now we're receiving flows between, you know, four 
and six thousand CFS, so we do have some concerns, you 
know, that this -- this project does rely heavily on the ASR 
wells at, you know, roughly 8 CFS, you know, 15 acre-feet 
per day, you know, with flows of 4,000, 6,000 CFS.  We do 
have concerns that we're not going to be able to get, you 
know, the water, you know, into those -- those wells quick 

Thank you for your comments. 
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enough to really address the magnitude of the flows we're 
receiving right now. So that's certainly a concern, but we 
certainly do not oppose additional storage and treatment 
north of Lake Okeechobee.  In fact, we'd like to see more, 
since that is a large part of the problem. 

JE-3 So, like the EEA reservoir, we fully support.  We want to 
see more of this come online, and we want to see it come 
online as quickly as possible. Clearly, what's going on in 
the estuaries right now, we can't wait, and we need this to 
come online as soon as possible. So thank you very much 
for being here tonight, and you've got our support. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Marisa Hood So we are concerning about every kind of levy being bad. 
But the more important is, I work in a hospital, and what 
about our health? What about our drinking water? 
Because this morning outside of my house we test the 
water. So we don't know what kind of water we're 
drinking. And, besides, the farming and -- I am not very 
expressive in English, but I make a research worldwide. 
There are several oceans in the Mediterranean, I think, 
that is dead areas because this problem of the algae. So 
you are doing other projects (inaudible) water to different 
place, but what -- for me the principle is how to learn to 
live and preserve our drinking water that is (inaudible). We 
can't live with the water.  No -- no human being, no living 
being -- we can live with good quality of water. And, 
unfortunately, our water is -- is contaminated like the 
farming use a lot of fertilizer. This is a problem -- a whole 
problem that need to resolve, and the government need to 
address this at different levels.  That is only what I am 
telling. 

See Public Comment from Kay Haeringhaering 

SPEAKER My second question is, is there a threshold for the amount MS. REYNOLDS: 
(no name of toxins the Army Corps of Engineers will allow to be in So regarding the water quality levels, the level of acceptable water quality 
provided) the lake releases?  Exactly what is that threshold? How 

dangerous of a toxin or how much of a toxin -- toxic 
release would cause the Army Corps of Engineers to stop 
the Lake O discharges?  

is actually set by the state. So EPA requires the states to identify and set 
standards for water quality. And so that determination is actually made by 
the state. 
We coordinate and collaborate with the Department of Environmental 
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Recently, the Caloosa River Keepers (sic) had the river 
water tested while releases from Lake O were in progress. 
These results found a neurotoxin and a liver toxin in the 
river water. 
The Army Corps of Engineers can declare a pollution 
emergency to help get more immediate action on this 
issue.  Our governor has declared a state of emergency in 
seven counties.  

>Ms. Reynolds> 
You're just opening and closing the doors and the -- so my 
question is probably – 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
It does sound like it. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
All right. Thank you. And my third and final question, the 
Army Corps of Engineers informed me that they have 
backpumped 5,500 acre-feet of water into Lake O since 
May 17th of this year, and this was done as water releases 
to the east and west coast were happening. So -- so why --
why is more water being added to -- to already high lake 
levels?  Was this backpumped water tested? Was it 
cleaned? Where is this water coming from?  And who 
benefits from -- from this action? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Oh, okay.  Oh, interesting. Okay. Well, I thank you for your 
-- your answers. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 

Protection from the state as well as the Department of Health. And so we 
rely on their advice and counsel on matters such as this that you're talking 
about. 

<Speaker< 
I know it sounds like I'm passing the buck, and I don't mean it to sound – 

<Speaker< 
-- and I don't mean it to sound that way. So -- so what I'm trying to say is 
that we don't have a set standard because the set standard lies with the 
state. But we do talk with them and ask for their advice and counsel on 
these matters, and we are doing that currently. So I don't have a definitive 
answer for you as to what would -- what would be a level that would cause 
greater action. But certainly the more that the public is involved and 
expresses their desire to see changes, makes a difference. 

<Speaker< 
So backpumping is a term that's often used in terms of meaning that water 
from agricultural fields is being pumped into the lake. The Everglades 
agricultural area actually stopped that process back in the 1970s; however, 
the water that you're talking about that flowed into the lake from the 
south is actually water that is flood control water that comes out of the 
municipal areas that's south of the lake. And so when the canals are full 
that are south of the lake and it rains, some of the water that is in the basin 
that's very close to the lake actually flows back into the lake. Those basins 
naturally flowed into the lake from that south side, so it's a small area 
that's south of the lake that would still contribute to the lake just as basins 
north of the lake flow into the lake. And so that water is actually from 
those areas. So those are cities like Clewiston, Pahokee, and Canal Point. 

<Speaker< 
You're welcome. 

Jim Kalvin Thank you. Thank you for your time. This project is going 
to take a long time.  There is no immediate fix. And I don't 
think we can wait, you know, until that gets done. So what 
we've done is try to come up with some ideas that we can 
act on locally. The biggest one that goes all the way back 
to the '70s is the thermal pollution that comes out of the 
Orange River power plant. That used to be a pristine filter 
marsh Seagrass area.  It's a slurry now.  Same thing in 
Collier County, Rookery Bay where the farm fields drain in 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
So I'm less familiar with the two areas that you're talking about specifically. 
I'm somewhat familiar with Rookery Bay, but the other area I'm not 
familiar with. 
I don't know if anyone else from the USACE -- I don't think I have the right 
people here tonight to talk about those two issues. 
But I'm going to take those down, and if I could get with you afterwards 
and get your point of contact, I'd like to find out more information so I can 
look into it. 
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there.  oes the ACOE network with or have anything to do 
with these federal acts that prohibit the state agencies and 
local governments from taking any action on these things? 
Because water's moving. But a lot of water that's moving 
in our local area is killing the estuaries. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
That would be fine. I'd be happy to do that. 
But on a federal act, we have the ESA, we have the MMPA, 
we have the Marine Mammal Act that absolutely ties the 
hands of state regulators, and in turn it ties the hands of 
local regulators.  And that's kind of what I'm getting at. 
This room -- we could have the three-county area full of 
people. We can't push hard enough to get those acts 
modified so we can have some local control over what's 
going on this side of the lake or that side of the lake. 
I think it would be an awesome start to have some 
dialogue with you guys. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Thank you. 

<Mr. Kalvin< 
Okay. I welcome that discussion, because I certainly don't want anyone to 
feel like they -- they don't have the opportunity to influence what -- what 
we're working on.  

<Mr. Kalvin< 

Bailey White Thank you. 
So I just have one question. When speaking of the NAPA, 
the presentation stated that the Army Corps of Engineers 
would have to anticipate and account for unavoidable 
adverse effects. 
What would be some of these unavoidable effects, and is 
there any way they could be avoidable or any 
modifications that could be made to this project to make 
them avoidable?  

>Ms. Reynolds / Ms. Ehlinger> 
Okay. Thank you. 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
So I'm bringing up Ehlinger. She's my expert in this area. 
MS. EHLINGER: 
So when we look at the effects of the project, we're looking at all of the 
accumulated effects and any adverse effects. 
Some of the potential adverse effects for this project would be, in the 
wetland attenuation feature, there's some uplands areas.  And we're 
looking to, you know, store water, so we're going to be removing some 
uplands. So that's a potential adverse effect to the upland species. 
But as we design the project, we're, you know, going to be strategic in 
where we're -- we're going to leave some areas a little bit higher in our 
wetland restoration site. We're going to leave some of the natural upland 
areas.  And so we're doing -- going to do the best we can to minimize any 
of the adverse effects. 
But when we're looking at ecosystem restoration projects, we are going to 
have some potential, you know, adverse effects.  For the Native Species 
Act, Caracaras nest in, you know, pasturelands. We're going to be 
converting some of the pasturelands into the wetland attenuation feature. 
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And so some of those areas we are consulting with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and we've prepared a biological assessment, and they'll prepare a 
biological opinion to, you know, mitigate any effects we have to 
endangered species, some of your upland species. 
So as we get into the design phase of the project, we are going to minimize, 
you know, some of those potential adverse effects. 

<Ms. White< 
Brad Stutz All right.  My name is Brad Stutz, and I live in Fort Myers. 

I kind of came here tonight to learn more about our 
current situation and disaster.  I want to thank you for 
shedding the light on the project you're working on. And I 
don't know if you can give an answer. I'd like to know 
what's being done right now to alleviate or help to 
alleviate our current disaster with all this blue-green algae. 
And I think that is really a big point for us right now to save 
where we are. 
And if -- I know you guys might not have answers, but 
where do we go to find who's doing it? I hear there's a 
state of emergency, but what's being done? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
So I know that's the question that's on a lot of people's minds. Hopefully a 
little bit of Lisa's context for this project shed a little bit of context for 
Everglades restoration in general. 
From the Corps of Engineers' perspective, we believe that a significant 
portion of the long-term answer to that question is the suite of projects 
that we call Everglades restoration. And it includes storage north, south, 
east, and west of the lake, and it also includes additional conveyance that 
allows us to move more water out of Lake Okeechobee and into the 
historic Everglades and the protected portions, including the Everglades 
National Park, Florida Bay, and Biscayne Bay. 
It's -- there's a lot of projects that are part of that suite of projects, and 
they're going to take a long time.  So we know that we can't wait and that 
there are things that have to be done now. 
So some of the things that we are doing now in concert with our partners 
at the South Florida Water Management District, which is our state partner 
that's helping us build these Everglades restoration projects, but also helps 
us manage the water, we are looking at all available storage. 
And so we have done a series of deviations as well as the Water 
Management District has taken on some additional projects and some 
additional places to store water. 
It's still not enough because you guys are still getting flows to the 
Caloosahatchee that are bringing additional nutrients. So we know that. 
So we're continuing to look at ways that we can find more places to put 
water, particularly during this wet season. 
So that includes looking at how much more water can we store safely in 
the lake, how much water can we put into water distribution projects that 
the South Florida Water Management District is working on, how do we 
move more water out to the coastal structures so those major canals that 
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Lisa showed you at the very beginning of our presentation that were built 
as part of the CNSF project. 
When it's not raining in those areas, we are filling those canals with water 
from the lake and pushing it out to tide in smaller amounts, but across all 
of the east coast structures through all of the canals that we have available. 
The Water Management District is trying to clean water at the most 
efficient rate that it can through all of the storm water treatment areas so 
that we can move that water safely into the Everglades protected area 
where it does meet water quality standards.  And so we're working 
together with them on all of those efforts. 
It's -- it's not enough, and so we're continuing to look at ways that we can 
do more.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection is looking at 
a series of different technologies in order to treat the algae with different 
methods or remove the algae or clean the algae. Different technologies 
have different methods. We have not found any of them to be effective at 
the scale that we need it to be, but we're continuing to look. 
And there's some other research that's being done by a series of agencies. 
So I don't have any quick and easy answers. I wish that I did.  But I can 
assure you that we are doing everything that we know to do.  
I have gotten the information about the duckweed that was brought up 
tonight.  That was also brought up to me earlier this afternoon.  That was 
the first time that I had heard of it. 
So I don't have any information about whether my scientists already know 
of this option or whether the Florida DEP knows of this option. And so I 
have a call tomorrow morning with the Florida DEP, and that's one of the 
topics that I will talk to them about. 

Kay Haering Thank you. And I'm probably the least experienced with 
speaking, and I'm probably the most nervous, but – 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
This is very dear – 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
This is very dear to me, and many of the things that you 
have been talking about in the question and answer goes 
back to the adverse effects. And I'm hearing the EPA and 
the different departments, the FWC.  I've been very, very 
involved with the FWC for Years for the Bears, and so I'm 
very familiar with their department. And what is very 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
You're doing a great job. 

<Ms. Haering< 
We're all neighbors here. 

<Ms. Haering< 
So I'll try to answer from my perspective and my agency's perspective. 
There's a -- I can't speak for the other agencies. 
But what I can share is that the water that's in Lake Okeechobee primarily 
comes from north of Lake Okeechobee. Most of the sugar farmers are 
south of Lake Okeechobee. 
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surprising to me, all of these departments that normally 
protect the wildlife, it's like they have no power in what 
comes down the rivers and estuaries and destroys the 
wildlife. 
The manatee, we could be arrested, or the dolphin, if we 
touch them or interact with them in any way, and yet 
we're smothering them by what is coming down the river. 
And so why is it that the important departments that 
would normally protect our wildlife and our people, even --
even the people are important, and the tourists are 
important. 
I do believe that, if we continue on, if the world tourist 
trade departments start focusing on Florida as being a 
dangerous area to visit the beaches because of the 
dangers of -- of the 
flesh-eating bacterias getting into the children that go into 
the water, why are these agencies  that normally protect, 
why are they being shut down and it seems as though they 
have no power whatsoever? 
Because the FWC cannot protect the manatee. They 
cannot protect the dolphin. They cannot -- the -- the 
department -- the departments that normally protect our 
health, they are putting up warning signs that tell us not to 
go and breathe or not to go and be a part of the water, 
and yet we have tourists coming in that are engaging in the 
beaches. And once they learn how contaminated the 
water is, they're not going to come back. 
And if the world tourist departments decide that Florida is 
unfit to house the tourists, how is this going to affect our 
economy? So all the reservoirs and holding tanks really 
don't mean anything if the water that is discharged down 
is contaminated water. 
If the toxins are dangerous to humans and wildlife life, it --
I'm really failing to understand the limitation of the power 
of the agencies that normally protect us. 
Why is the water in Lake Okeechobee and the sugar 
farmers, why -- why are we not using eminent domain and 

The water that comes into Lake Okeechobee that has a lot of nutrients in it 
is runoff from a lot of property, a lot of different types of property. 
Agriculture is one. Development is another. 
Fertilizers are part of the nutrients that we're seeing in -- in the -- in the 
contaminants, as you call them, for the water.  But there are others, as 
well.  So urban runoff, sewer systems, biosolids, all of those things 
contribute to the water quality that we're seeing across central and south 
Florida. 
So all of the -- fixing all of that is part of the solution. The projects that 
we're talking about here tonight, in addition to the water storage projects 
and the water conveyance projects, which is the Central Everglades 
Planning Project that I talked about, the state is also working on a series of 
different projects under their restoration strategies program that are water 
quality projects. 
And so they have a plan for every one of the basins.  That is a basin action 
management plan of how to meet the water quality goals and the projects 
that are needed as part of that. 
So I think that understanding maybe more about those would be helpful, 
but I'm not an expert on any of those areas. The Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection is the agency that manages all of the basin action 
management plans and the funding and authority for the restoration 
strategies program. 
Terry, I don't know if you would like to add anything to that. 
MS. BATES: 
You covered it.  I'd be happy to talk with her after. 

<Ms. Haering< 
So it's difficult for me to speak for the EPA because I don't work for that 
agency. But certainly if you have concerns about what they're doing, I 
would encourage you to work with them and make sure that your concerns 
in how they affect Florida are known. I think that's an important part of 
the process. 

<Ms. Haering< 
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stopping all activities that is -- that are pouring into the 
lake that's causing the contaminants? Why are we not 
stopping this until we have a solution? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
And may I add, also, the EPA regulations have been 
lessened recently, so if -- if the EPA is lessening the 
regulations, then that's less effective or caring of our 
environment, is it not? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
All right. 

Karl Deigert Thank you for allowing me to speak again. 
So the plan in the EAA is to build some reservoirs to retain 
water. I believe there's plans to clarify that water before it 
would be released further south. 
The lady asked about eminent domain. That's already 
been legislated as out -- as -- that's never a possibility. 
They've already legislated that eminent domain for those 
sugar lands cannot happen. The only way that those will 
be obtained is through willing sellers of that land. 
So -- so the tribe negotiated or came up with this ten parts 
per million of phosphorus -- or ten parts per billion, rather, 
of phosphorus.  How would that standard be met?  How 
would those waters be cleansed to meet that standard? 
The tribe's not afraid of litigation to tie this up, so any 
waters that go into those reservoirs, not likely to go south. 
What interaction has the Army Corps of Engineers had 
with the tribe in determining when and how and the 
progress of that EAA development reservoir system, and 
what impact do those negotiations with the tribe lead to 
these well systems that you have north of the lake? 
Because the tribe wants everything north of the lake.  They 
don't want anything south of the lake. And what impact 
has those negotiations with the tribe? 
Because they told me that they're in constant contact with 
regulatory agencies. So how would the water get cleaned, 
scrubbed down to ten parts per million that's acceptable 
to the release south across those lands, and what impact 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
So you just asked like the most complicated question for all of our 
agencies. 
So I'm going to try to simplify the answer, but I'm happy to talk with you 
more afterwards to try and get after, you know, some of your specific 
questions. 
How are we interacting with the tribe? 
So we are right now in formal consultation with both tribes, both the 
Miccosukee Tribe and with the Seminole Tribe of Florida. And on both the 
EAA Reservoir project as well as the Lake Okeechobee watershed project. 
We received written communication from the Miccosukee Tribe recently 
about the EAA Reservoir that outlines some of the concerns that you're 
talking about. It was not a surprise to us because we've been in 
consultation with them about their concerns. 
So they continue to be very concerned about water quality, partly because 
of what you all are seeing here, as well.  They know that the water quality 
is not currently being met in Lake Okeechobee, and many of these projects 
make the assumption that the State of Florida's projects will meet water 
quality standards in the water bodies as it designated, and then the 
projects that we are talking about like the EAA Reservoir then further clean 
the water. 
So if the water is not meeting water quality standards, their concerns and 
many concerns -- we've gotten this from -- from many groups -- is that the 
water quality treatment associated with the individual projects won't be 
enough. 
And so we are working through what that means. What does that mean in 
terms of, is there more water quality treatment necessary for individual 
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has it had on your other decisions about containment and 
storage of the water? 
Thank you. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 

projects, or should we look at the water quality treatment more 
holistically?  
And so we are working with the South Florida Water Management District 
and the Florida DEP on how to achieve that through each of the individual 
basin action plans as well as through Everglades restoration projects. 

Marisa Hood Okay.  The project looks like you are going to, 
unfortunately, switch the contamination from Lake 
Okeechobee to the other areas.  
And what we need to fix is the contamination in Lake 
Okeechobee. Like I said, different -- involve the 
government and the different institutions that they can 
regulate that. 
Okay.  I was reading a lot about this. I am -- have -- I read 
an article about Lake Erie contaminated with algae -- I 
don't know -- in the last year or years before. They have 
experience like with the green algae, and they manage --
they manage that. They have control of that. 
And they were working with the farmers and the people 
that was contaminating Lake Erie. The area where it was, 
was Ohio and the Toledo area.  I don't want to criticize. 
We need to look for solutions. 
Besides, if the contamination -- for me, the main point is 
the contamination, because the reproduction of the algae 
is -- the environment is fantastic for the production. You 
clean it externally for the sulfites, but it's coming again. 

>Ms. Reynolds / Ms. Ehlinger> 
Yeah, they have it. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
I -- I don't know the solution, but (inaudible) because they 
were having a problem with their drinking water.  I am 
very concerned. And they managed that -- that part. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
That is what I read in the article. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
I don't know if it's true or it's not true. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
Yes. So to address the Lake Erie, I’m – Gretchen, do you know? I think they 
still have a blue-green algae problem. 
MS. EHLINGER: 
They do. Yes. They have not come up with a fix. 
MS. REYNOLDS: 
Okay. So I wanted to make sure that Gretchen didn’t know anything that I 
didn’t know. 

<Ms. Hood< 
MS. REYNOLDS: 
They still have a very significant blue-green algae problem at Lake Erie. In 
fact, there are eight major blooms across the U.S. that are having similar 
algae bloom problems with blue-green algae like we are having here.  And 
there are smaller bloom problems in at least 22 states. 

<Ms. Hood< 
Yes. 

<Ms. Hood< 
Yes. 

<Ms. Hood< 
It is true.  So there are several states across the U.S. that are managing 
blue-green algae and drinking water supplies using chemical treatments. 
Those same types of chemical treatments are problematic for us to use in 
the waterways here because they would have very negative impacts to the 
wildlife. 
So in treating the water, we would get rid of the blue-green algae and 
every other living thing in the water.  So that's how they're currently 
treating blue-green algae in drinking water supplies in other places. 

<Ms. Hood< 
Yes.  Thank you. 
And if you have any specific information, I'd be happy to share that with 
the agencies that are looking at that. Because other ideas and more brains 
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What -- somebody give the idea about these plants that 
can purify the water naturally.  I have experience -- I am 
coming from a country where we use -- we don't -- we 
don't have all that. We use a natural resource to clarify 
the water to be drinkable.  
So I think it's time that we need to look at resources and 
make a lot of resources and adapt it to our ecosystem, I 
think.  I don't know.  Ideas only. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
The article that I read about Toledo area, they said that the 
farmers, they don't have an idea what they were damaging 
because it's going back to them. They impact economic 
and the destruction of all the ecosystem. And they're 
living there. 
So they are having culture, no contamination. I don't know 
where they are going to put the special sewer, whatever, 
but that is what I understand. I read that article because I 
said that. 
It's like all the farmers, the interested farmers in Florida, 
they need to be conscious because they live here. They 
produce here. It's a big economic impact. It involves 
everything. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Yeah. 

working on it is not a bad thing. It's a good thing. And so any -- any ideas 
that people have – 

<Ms. Hood< 
Yes.  It's going to take all of us to find a solution. 

<Ms. Hood< 

Misty Papesh Hi.  My name is Misty Papesh. I was just wondering, when 
do the repairs to the Herbert Hoover Dike begin? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
2015, or do you know which year it began? 

>Ms. Reynolds / Speaker> 
Okay.  And so why -- how long did it take to build the 
entire dike? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
So it didn't need re�air until 2001? That's when it started 
to be needing repair? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Are there repairs that are being done now anticipating the 
future problems that could come up? Because that's what 

MS. REYNOLDS: 
So we are about in the middle of the process.  And so we've been working 
on the Herbert Hoover Dike for a number of years.  So we currently have – 

<Ms. Papesh< 
Oh, no.  Before that. John, what year did we start on the Herbert Hoover 
Dike? 
SPEAKER: The rehabilitation? 
MS. REYNOLDS: Yes. 
SPEAKER: 2001, but really in earnest in 2007. 
MS. REYNOLDS: 2007? 
SPEAKER: Yeah. 
MS. REYNOLDS:  Yeah. So we started in 2001, but we got the bulk of the 
funding that started the rehabilitation construction in 2007. 
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seems to happen in Florida, is that they build a six-lane 
road, which takes forever, and then as soon as they're 
done they need a ten-lane road. 
Is that being anticipated? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
So the highest level, then? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
And what is the highest level that the lake has been? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
And that's what the re�airs are shooting for, is 18 feet? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Plus the surges? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
So all of it would be – 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Is it taking this long because of money concerns, or are we 
not getting money from the federal government, or what 
is the – 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
I'm sorry. When you say the State of Florida, does that 
mean the State of Florida taxpayers? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Okay. I know this is a political question, and it's probably 
not your area, but, as was mentioned before, the farmers, 
the sugar, you know, Big Sugar -- Big Sugar gets, what is it, 
four-and-a-half billion dollars a year in subsidies of our tax 
money. Why aren't they contributing to this so that it can 
go quicker? 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Correct, having it go fast -- you know, be fixed faster. 
It seems like that would be the thing that would at least 
allow you time to do the reservoirs and everything else. 

>Ms. Reynolds> 
Okay. One more question. You might not know the 
answer to this. 
I've recently read about septic systems causing a lot of the 
issues on the north side of the lake and that septic systems 

<Ms. Papesh< 
MS. REYNOLDS: It was built in different series. 
So it was started to be built by local farmers and by municipalities in the 
early 1900s. And then the Corps of Engineers got involved after the 1926 
and '28 hurricanes. And so we rebuilt the dike in the 1930s. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
MS. REYNOLDS: There were parts that had been repaired in sections over 
time.  And so when parts of the dike would have problems, then those 
individual areas were repaired. 
And so there were repairs ongoing in different parts of the dike really 
throughout all of those decades. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
So what's being anticipated is making sure that the dike is safe to hold the 
amount of water that we have seen the dike hold over the period of 
record, so about the amount of water that we've been holding in the lake 
over the last 50 years, looking at that. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
We are building the dike to make sure that it's safe for that and to 
withstand the hurricanes. 
So, for exam�le, one of the things that we see on the lake is a surge effect.  
The lake is large enough that it creates its own surge effect in the event of 
a hurricane.  
So, as an exam�le, during Hurricane Irma, there was a ten-foot differential 
between the north side of the lake and the south side of the lake. 
So the wind actually pushes a storm surge up onto the north side of the 
lake.  And so the re�airs are taking into account those type of events, as 
well. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
In the period of record, it was just over 18 feet. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
Well, it would -- it would take into account – 

<Ms. Papesh< 
-- storm events, so unusual storm events. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
It wouldn't be to hold the lake at 18 feet, but to be able to withstand a 
storm event that could possibly but more water in the lake or to create a 
surge effect. 
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are not subject to inspections at all. They're not subject to 
being pumped out on a regular basis so that they can be 
inspected to make sure they're not leaking, which could be 
contributing to the problem. 
Is that something that anybody on your team would have 
an answer to? 

>Ms. Reynolds / Ms. Bates> 
I was shocked to find out there weren't.  And I have a 
septic system. It didn't occur to me. 

>Ms. Bates> 
When was the legislation passed? 

>Ms. Bates> 
This is common sense that -- I mean, honestly, even -- like I 
said, I didn't even think about it until somebody mentioned 
it.  It's common sense they should be inspected for leaks. 
Thank you very much.  I appreciate it. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
So part of what was taking so long is limited funding.  So the federal 
government was allocating funding on an annual basis. 
But we have been fully funded for the dike as a result of the supplemental 
bill that was passed this year, and so we now have complete funding. And 
the State of Florida was actually part of that process, as well. 
So they put forward $100 million toward the rehabilitation in order to 
expedite construction. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
The State of Florida taxpayers, yes. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
Contributing to the Herbert Hoover Dike? 

<Ms. Papesh< 
Well, right now the Herbert Hoover Dike is fully funded, so that money has 
already been allocated by the federal government with $100 million from 
the State of Florida. 
So if you wanted to advocate for others to participate in funding some of 
the other projects, then that would be certainly something to talk with 
your elected official about in terms of your priorities for your tax dollars. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
MS. REYNOLDS: 
So our scientists would agree that se�tic and sewer are certainly part of the 
nutrient problem in our watersheds. As far as what the local or state 
regulations are on septic, I'm not aware of that information, but Terry 
might have some information about that from her team. 
MS. BATES: 
You're correct. There was legislation that was �assed to require annual 
inspections of se�tic tanks. That was repealed, I think, two years ago. 
But I think one of the things that's come to the forefront from all of the 
issues that we've been dealing with is there's a very keen awareness of 
this, and a lot of the studies that have been done that have shown a direct 
linkage in some areas, not just north of the lake. Certainly the coastal 
areas, as well. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
MS. BATES: That's something that's going to be addressed. 

<Ms. Papesh< 
MS. BATES: 
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I believe it was maybe three years ago. I think it was about a year later that 
that inspection requirement was repealed. But I know folks are looking at 
that now that there's a much greater emphasis on what that connection is. 
And I think some of the challenges with the se�tic is, it's something �eo�le 
are using every day. They're flushing their toilet regardless if the lake is 
discharging or not. That's a source of nutrients, and so anywhere we've got 
sources of nutrients --

<Ms. Papesh< 

August 1, 2018 Public Meeting – Indian River State College, Stuart FL 
Congressman I appreciate you taking the time to come to our district to Thank you for your comments. 
Mast -1 hear from everybody here today, to go to the other coast to 

hear from everybody. My plead with you is to listen to these 
people. They're angry, they're upset, they're frustrated. This 
happens to our community year after year. It's people's 
home values, it's people's livelihoods, it's people's health, 
it's the health of their children, the health of their family 
members. This is a personal issue to everybody in this room. 
So my plead to you is to not just come here and not just go 
to the other coast, but please take this to heart. Each one of 
these people are coming out here because of how personal 
this is to their life, to their families' life year after year. So 
that's my ask of you. 

Congressman 
Mast -2 

I personally believe we can solve this. We can solve this 
working together. This is about risk, this is about risk 
management. I believe that better management of the 
Lake, meaning keeping it lower during the dry season so we 
don't hit this during the wet season, we don't get these 
releases during the wet season are a very viable solution. 
That's my plead for the Corps of Engineers to consider. You 
have that, you have testimony of Ernie Marks from the 
South Florida Water Management District saying that at any 
level, whether the Lake Okeechobee is at ten feet or nine 
feet or eight feet, they're still going to send the water to 
everybody that wants water off Lake Okeechobee, whether 
it be agricultural, whether it be the tribes that have treaties, 

Thank you for your comments. 
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whether it be for recharging aquifers, for those that get 
water in Miami-Dade County, whether it be recharging the 
stormwater treatment areas, South Florida Water 
Management District said it doesn't matter how low Lake 
Okeechobee gets, verbatim Ernie Marks said to any level 
that I asked, everybody is still going to get their water, no 
matter how low it gets. 

Congressman So please encourage the Corps of Engineers during the dry Thank you for your comments. 
Mast -3 season to keep the Lake as low as it can possibly get so in 

this wet season, our community isn't getting destroyed year 
after year.  That doesn't cost a dime to do. It can begin as 
soon as we get into the dry season, which we're going to be 
in before you know it. 

Congressman Earlier in the season, the Caloosahatchee municipalities Thank you for your comments. 
Mast -4 were asking for 1,000 cubic feet per second for the better 

part of two or three months, they were denied in order to 
keep more water out of Lake Okeechobee. Right now I 
believe we're getting about 12-, 1300 cubic feet per second 
into our waterway. So my simple Army math tells me that if 
they would have got their thousand CFS, then we'd only be 
getting about two or 300 CSF right now. That's how I look at 
this. 

Congressman Again, my ask of you, please take to heart each and every Thank you for your comments. 
Mast -5 person in here. It's very important to them, that's why 

they're spending their time here. It's very personal to them 
and it's personal to them because it is their life, it is their 
livelihood, it is their health, it is the health of all their 
families. Thank you again for taking the time to listen to all 
of these people tonight. Thank you. 

Heather Quinn-1 I know you don't have the water control as far as the health 
of it. It's just the Water District job. And since it's killing so 
much of our wonderful animals -- I'm going to get emotional 
here -- what are you guys going to do about that? What are 
you doing for our estuaries? Because I know you can control 
water. You have to do -- well, you can't flood the sugarcane 
fields, which a lot of us would like, I think. I know I do. 

The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee to 
maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of high flow events 
to the estuaries. 
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Heather Quinn-2 You know, but then it's too toxic for their fields, the soil. We 

know that. So it's too toxic and it goes out to our estuaries 
and kills so much. There's got to be some heart within the 
water people. The South Florida Water, you know, get on it. 
It's frustrating. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Dr. Cindy I'm a veterinarian from St. Lucie County. I only moved back Thank you for your comments. 
Wasserman - 1 here in 2009. What I see here is about 18 to 20 very highly 

educated people with I'm sure very many degrees to back 
them up, and personally I think it's a disgrace of how long 
this has gone on with no solution. 

Dr. Cindy ...are paid time and time again to do another study, to Thank you for your comments. 
Wasserman - 2 create another project, because that gives them work to do. 

Y'all should be ashamed that if that flood was in 1940 
something and you created this issue, you should be fixing 
it. 

Dr. Cindy If Mr. Mast has such a simple solution so these animals are The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee to 
Wasserman - 3 not washing up onto our beaches, why is that not done? 

Why is the water just not kept lower? But that can't be 
answered. Just empty stares. So I just want y'all to know 
that I think 2016 people saw we're no longer stupid and 
we're no longer going to just sit around. Things have to 
happen because people are sick, animals are dying. One of 
my friends, three months in the hospital from slipping --
from swimming in the South Jetty on South Hutchinson and 
in the river. Three months. Heart/lung bypass because of 
bacteria he picked up from that water. 

maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows to the 
estuaries. 

Dr. Cindy It's a disgrace in such a beautiful state that we have. And Thank you for your comments. 
Wasserman - 4 you created the problem, you should fix it. And this can't go 

on another two to five to ten years with another one of your 
projects. 

Darrell Brand-1 I'm with the Rivers Coalition. I live in Palm City right at the 
epicenter of this natural disaster here. I live right on Bessey 
Creek, C-23, south fork of the river. It's unfortunate that you 
won't be able to answer any questions because I have a 
whole bunch of questions to my comment. But of -- of the 
four components you have here between the wetlands, the 

It is anticipated that this project combined with other CERP authorized 
projects (including the EAA reservoir) will reduce estuary flows by 73% and 
estuary events (defined as flows from Lake Okeechobee with a 14-day 
moving average greater than 2000 cfs) by 81%. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-1814 



      

        
  

    
  

   
  

  
       

  

   
    

 
    

   
 

   
  

 
      

           
    

  
      

 
    

     
     

    
  

  
 

   

   
    

  
  

 
   

   
 

  

 
  

 

   
 
 

 

   

      
 

  
  

    

   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
different types of ASR's and so forth, what's most important 
to us in this community is what percentage reduction of 
discharges will give this -- will this give our estuaries. We 
can't take it anymore. Seriously. We want to know what 
percentage of the discharges will be stopped. And we need 
it stopped right away. 

The synergy of wetlands, regional ASR, WAF, ASR supported WAF and CERP 
storage west, east, and south of Lake Okeechobee are designed to interact 
with each other. These combined features provide a robust solution that 
improves benefits to Lake Okeechobee and the northern Estuaries. 

Darrell Brand-2 The other concern is you're going to be shooting dirty water 
down into the wells. I know there's a difference between 
the deep well injection and the ASR's, but I don't know if the 
science is there for most of us to understand. You know, you 
shoot the water down, what percentage of this water will 
you be able to recover? Is it lost forever? 

The SFWMD conducted an ASR pilot project just north of Lake Okeechobee. 
The pilot study demonstrated 80% to 90% of the water could be recovered 
from the well.  The water that is recharged through the ASR wells will be 
filtered to meet drinking water standards and is not considered dirty water. 
The water is recharged into the Floridan aquifer through the ASR well, mixes 
with the brackish water that is naturally within the rock, and it becomes a 
dilute mixture of fresh and salt water.  This mixture is the water that is left 
behind when the fresh water is recovered from the ASR well. 

Darrell Brand-3 But most importantly is the quality of water. I know that the 
Army Corps is in charge of water management, but the State 
of Florida is responsible for water quality and they need to 
step it up now. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Newton Cook-1 I appreciate all you folks coming out tonight. And you 
actually are going to three places and have been to the 
places where they heard -- they heard it here too and we 
are here in forces. 
The fellow, he asked a really good question. What is this 
going to do the discharges? The answer is not a lot. In fact, 
very little. But it's something. And everything we can do to 
hold water and to keep water from coming down the 
system is positive. 

The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee to 
maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows to the 
estuaries. 

Newton Cook-2 But the fact of the matter is you cannot store yourself out 
of this problem. You can build a 60,000-acre reservoir and it 
will be full in four days. Four days. 2.3 billion dollars. 
Useless. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Newton Cook-3 We have the same amount of water coming down the 
system that we had coming down the system a hundred 
years ago. We have people -- did you see the map, the flood 
-- the one that had the flood in '47 that showed the blue 
that went all the way to Route One? That's where the water 

Thank you for your comments. 
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used to go when it was high. Your houses were flooded. And 
all you people that live along the river, you had five foot of 
water in your house. That water has to go somewhere. It is 
not going to go into a reservoir. It's -- you can't empty the 
reservoir because there's no place for the water to go. You 
have to send the water to sea. And until we devise a method 
to send the water to sea, other than the C-43 and the C-44, 
this will happen every time we have a rain event. Every 
time. That's the fact. 

Newton Cook-4 Find us different ways to get the water to sea. I like deep 
well injections because that gets the water to sea and you 
don't have to worry about it anymore. Never even gets 
there. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-1 And I'm going to take a little bit of a different track because 
I want to thank you, Army Corps, for coming to our 
community and I want to say that I understand and share 
the frustration and the devastation regarding the 
discharges. But I also hope that everyone will consider that 
we need much more than just stopping the discharges, just 
getting the water south, and more politicians -- more than 
politicians, including like our Congressman tonight using the 
Army Corps to grandstand about all they're doing for the 
water. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-2 We know that the Army Corps cannot stop the discharges. 
They do not have the authority to do so; that you follow 
orders from the President and the Department of Defense 
and your mission statement to prevent environmental 
disaster which includes flooding south of the Lake. You are 
not authorized to consider our health and human safety, no 
matter how bad the cyanobacteria is, no matter how many 
people get sick, no matter how awful that truth is, including 
to me and my own family. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-3 And no matter how many times Brian Mast asks the 
question "What is the toxicity level that will finally make you 
do something," you cannot do that. And I know that people 
don't want to see this as a political issue and not a partisan 

Thank you for your comments. 
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issue, but it is a political issue for one reason. And that is 
that nothing gets done without legislation. Why is the 
human health -- human health and human safety not a 
consideration? Because as was presented, in 1948 the 
Central and South Florida Project did not use that language. 
And that has not been changed since. That's 70 years. That's 
70 years of Democrats and Republicans not making 
legislative changes to change the language. 

Laurie Prim-4 But a lot of other things have changed in that time. Thirty 
years ago, the Koch brothers started their mission to 
deregulate everything, to promote fossil fuel and profit. 
And that is not my opinion; that is their stated goal. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-5 Twenty years ago, Democrats lost the majority in 
Tallahassee. And eight years ago, Rick Scott became 
Governor. When that happened, they asked the Federal EPA 
to back off and leave almost everything up to the State and 
the EPA did. And Rick Scott proceeded to decimate 
legislation after legislation after legislation protecting our 
environment and our water and our health, including HAB 
studies and cyanobacteria levels, and pass legislation after 
legislation to protect Big Sugar and Big Ag. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-6 But he did not act alone. What he did required legislators 
and he had them, he had the Republican majority 
legislators, all backed in some way by the Post, to reek his 
havoc then and now. It was their collective political will that 
did this and it is only political will that will get us out of this 
mess. Who has that political will? Brian Mast? Has he been 
to Tallahassee lobbying Rick Scott and the State and House 
reps? And what have those State and House reps done? 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laurie Prim-7 You don't have to listen to me, but don't just listen to them, 
either. Watch what they do. Look at their voting records. It 
couldn't be more clear when you look at the voting records, 
including Brian Mast, who has a 23 percent eco 
conservation score. These people have proven themselves 
environmentally negligent and we don't have to look any 
further than our green water and dead marine life to see it. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Laurie Prim-8 And if we want any real change, we need to send the water 

south and we need funding for that and every one of these 
people needs to be voted out and replaced by candidates 
who have committed to not taking sugar and ad money, 
who have signed an "Our Everglades" Declaration and who 
will work for we, the people, and not money. A lot of those 
candidates are here tonight. Meet them. We have a 
responsibility to do our due diligence and vote. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Dirk Palmer-1 And I'm sorry I have to follow that, but I agree with all she 
said. So I just want to say that throughout the United States, 
it seems like in any industry or factory if they make 
pollution, that before they can send it to a sewage 
treatment plant or to the environment, they have to pay to 
clean it up. I'm wondering, seems like we're going to pay a 
lot of money to clean this water up before we can send it 
into these wetlands. Is the taxpayer paying for this or is the 
agriculture industry going to pay for it? 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Projects are cost shared 50/50 
between the Federal and state governments using taxpayer dollars. 

Randi McManus-
1 

And I know you guys have told me that you guys are going 
to handle this, but I think we also could use some more area 
as estuaries. Why don't we do eminent domain and take 
some of this land back from the sugar companies? 

Eminent domain may be required to acquire lands for the study, although 
the state would prefer to work with willing landowners and public lands are 
being prioritized for this study to reduce impacts on local communities. 

Drew Colello-1 Everyone seen this flag? I'm sure they've seen it on 
Facebook. I've had it since 2013 when I started to get 
involved with this, after I seen the Army Corps of Engineers 
destroy the lagoon that I played in opening these locks. 
Okay? It's been going on long enough. That -- I'm seeing 
2018, '19 down the road. What's happening now? Why isn't 
there a fix now? Yeah, I've been in Florida and since '13 
heard about Plan 6, buy the land and send it south. We 
really need to discover that and make that happen, not 
injecting water, fracking water into the Floridan. Really? 
That doesn't make much sense to me. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Charles Grande-1 I would like you to step back a moment and think about 
what seemed like a good idea at the time. It really seemed 
like a good idea at the time to channelize the river to the 
north. How did that work out? Really seemed like a good 

Thank you for your comments. 
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idea to build this incredible earthen dam around the Lake, 
reduce the size of the Lake, and increase the potential 
depth. How did that work out for us? It seemed like a good 
idea to drain the 700,000 acres south of the Lake and turn 
it into agricultural land. How has that worked out for us? 
And now somebody has come up with these ASR's. Now, 
restoring the wetlands up there is a great idea. Restoring 
the oxbows and directing the mistake we made on the 
Kissimmee, that's a great idea. Anything that gets closer to 
what Mother Nature had here originally seems to work. 

Charles Grande-2 And every time we come up with a brilliant engineering 
design like let's spend a fortune to clean this water up to 
drinking standards and then send it down to an aquifer and 
believe honestly with a straight face that we'll be able to 
control that with the pressures, we'll be able to bring it back 
on demand when we want to? Sounds like the same people 
who said "Let's build a channel from Orlando down to the 
Lake and make it straight. Let's turn the Lake into a great big 
puddle."  We need to stop coming up with great engineering 
solutions and start spending a lot of time listening to 
Mother Nature. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Ellen Baker-1 I'm Ellen Baker and I'm a candidate for Florida House District 
85. I drove up from Palm Beach County where I can still 
swim and kayak and paddleboard with my grandchildren, 
but for how long? Why are we in this mess? To drain South 
Florida inflows to Lake Okeechobee is artificially much 
higher than outflows. The release of Biblical volumes of 
contaminated Lake water into the once pristine 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie River systems to avoid 
flooding of farms and urban sprawl. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Ellen Baker-2 Having polluted our once pristine waterways and estuaries 
into a eutrophic algae-infested sludge, the Government, 
both State and Federal, has reduced property values, 
business and quality of life for Treasure Coast and 
neighboring residents. I watched the video today and saw 

Thank you for your comments. 
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all the dead animals and what's going on with the water and 
it's so scary and disgusting. 

Ellen Baker-3 Though the proposed project will mitigate these issues by 
somewhat improving Lake Okeechobee water quality, it will 
not do enough to prevent the toxic water crisis which has 
earned South Florida national attention year after year, or 
even -- as even after implementation, there will be still huge 
releases of nutrient-rich Lake Okeechobee water into the St. 
Lucie River. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Ellen Baker-4 Thus, I support redirecting contaminated Lake Okeechobee 
water away from our South Florida waterways and estuaries 
to an appropriately designed reservoir and stormwater 
treatment area south of the Lake from which Lake water will 
be treated and allowed to flow south to the Everglades for 
further filtration as nature intended. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Bobbi Blodgett-1 It was at least a bit educational. I've been watching -- I mean 
I've been looking at all the dead mammal -- dead manatee, 
dead fish, and I find it so disgusting that we – that 
municipalities are talking about cleaning up algae and not 
cleaning it at the source of Lake Okeechobee before it gets 
to us. Why are we saddled with that burden? I don't 
understand it. I don't see anything on this about purifying 
water. So, you know, that's how I feel about it and 
everybody in this room is disgusted. 

See Public Comment from Kay Haering 

Christine Higgs-1 I know y'all have great degrees and that's -- more power to 
you. But we have common sense. And you're not sending us 
water, you're sending us poison. We see our wildlife. Next 
week, next year is it going to be us with a high rate of 
cancer? Are we going to be the ones suffering? Are our 
children going to be dying of leukemia? 

See Public Comment from Kay Haering 

Christine Higgs-2 The river at the end of our condo, the water has receded 
and the green is filled and lined on the wood, on the rocks, 
on the boat ramp. It is covered. You can almost walk across 
the river it's so thick and green. Lime green. I've never seen 
anything like this this bad before. This is my life, this is my 
place to live. And how can anybody live in an environment 

The LOWRP is a long-term solution to address ecosystem problems in 
Florida. Currently, the state and Federal governments, along with other 
entities, are implementing emergency measures to combat harmful algae 
blooms. 
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like this that you're sending to us? If this was an oil spill, you 
would be cleaning it up. How come you're not cleaning this 
up? 

Marcy Pitkin-1 I've lived here for 15 years. I started my life on the upper 
regions of the Susquehanna River which runs into 
Chesapeake Bay. And up until about twenty years ago, we 
had some of the very same problems, including blue-green 
algae in our lakes. And we know it comes from the farming 
products that get into the stream that lead into the lake that 
leads down the river and into the Chesapeake Bay. But the 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation made a plan. They gotten 
enforcements, they made grants, and that's been dealt with 
very successfully, as your representative over there agrees 
with me. So one of the things that happened is our 
Congressmen went to the farmers and said "If you don't 
clean up the stuff you're putting in the creek, we will -- you 
will have -- be zoned out of being farmers." So that -- that 
worked. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Marcy Pitkin-2 So I know that we can make a difference. And I just want to 
emphasize that it's election time. Every time you are at a 
forum where there's a Governor, a Senator, a Congressman, 
Representative, State or local government, ask them 
specific questions. Because they will all say that – the first 
thing -- every one I've gone to, and they say it's the most 
important thing, but very few of them are specific. So if 
you're talking to a Governor, ask them who they're going to 
appoint, who they will appoint to the South Florida Water 
Management District. Ask them what other appointments 
they might make and ask them who is going to address the 
-- north of the Lake to do what they did in Northern 
Pennsylvania so they aren't sending dirty water down here. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Marcy Pitkin-3 And I'm beginning to think that we should consider like a 
class action suit. They're not cleaning their water and we're 
getting sick, so let's see about suing them. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mike Glynn-1 I love the project except the well aspect. We need those 
reservoirs north of the Lake. I don't believe we should be 

Thank you for your comments. 
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drilling holes, pumping water in the earth. Mr. Grande said 
some very wise things.  It's not logical. Let's not repeat same 
engineering issues. Mother Nature has a great design, let's 
replicate it. It's been studied, it's been in practice, it's been 
very useful. That's my belief on the project. 

Mike Glynn-2 The other thing is, too, I'm going to encourage everybody --
you guys all do a great job. I know you do. I know you want 
to. It's the politicians we need to work on. Without the 
political will, somebody said it earlier, we can talk here all 
day -- I was here, I spoke to you a month ago when you were 
in Stuart. Same thing, same issue. It's a political issue. 
Everybody running for office, you need to listen up. I hope 
everybody that hasn't treated our natural treasures the 
right way politically never returns to public office again. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Jacqui Thurlow- And first of all, I want to thank all of you for being here and Thank you for your comments. 
Lippisch-1 I want to say how much it means to me, I think it means to 

everybody that there are so many of you here. And that the 
South Florida Water Management District representation is 
together with the Army Corps. Because although you're 
separate entities, you are together and you do work 
together. 

Jacqui Thurlow- I was speaking earlier with Dr. Ehlinger and looking at the Thank you for your comments. 
Lippisch-2 chart, it looks like if all of the projects were done for CERP, 

basically that the discharges would be cut in half when this 
project was finished. And if she said it, I believe that that's a 
possibility. 

Jacqui Thurlow-
Lippisch-3 

Nonetheless, just because I'm on the record and I know that 
y'all take note of everything we say, I have to say, you know, 
my husband and I have flown over for years starting in 2013 
and we have documented everything that we have seen. 
We have taken thousands of photographs. And in 2016 
when we flew over C-44 and algae was pouring through the 
Locks at S-80, it was really disconcerting that someone from 
the District or someone from the Corps hadn't kind of 
brought that up to the public. You know, why do we have to 
discover those things ourselves? There are major problems 

Thank you for your comments. 
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here. And in spite of what the situation is with the water mix 
or what's causing it, we have flown over that Lake, I know 
y'all have too, when the Lake is full of algae across the whole 
lake and then it's opened up into our river, I mean that's like 
immoral. You know, it's immoral. 

Jacqui Thurlow-
Lippisch-4 

And the reality is all of this isn't going to get fixed for 
probably 15 years. That's what I think. We can all work on 
this, but we don't know what's going to happen. But please 
go back, and we will go back to our Congress people and say 
"We need more time --" I mean "less time to make this 
better. We need seven years or three years, not 15 years." 

Thank you for your comments. 

Rick Anderson-1 I'm coming to you as two different people today; one as a 
Florida resident of 25 years. I just wanted to quickly tell you 
a quick story. Twenty years ago I went to Boy Scout Island 
with my son, we camped for five nights. That night we took 
one lap around that Boy Scout Island, we had shrimp, 
lobster, flounder, snapper, blow fish. During the day we 
used to catch starfish, sand dollars, crabs. There is nothing 
left now. I was just out there a few weeks ago. It's sand. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Rick Anderson-2 The second person I want to come to you about is I'm in the 
lake management business. I've taken care of lakes for over 
30 years. Large lakes to small lakes. A lake is a lake. One of 
the issues I have, especially on golf courses, high nutrient 
levels, a lot of nitrogen, a lot of phosphorus. A couple years 
ago I started a new program to use microbes. Microbes that 
are naturally occurring, they're in every single lake body, 
they're all through Okeechobee. What I do is I put them in 
a biogenerator, I crank them up by a billion times, and 
release them out every single day. My nitrogen comes 
down, my phosphorus comes down, and the algae does not 
have enough food for it to compete. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Rick Anderson-3 The reason you have Microcystis all over Lake Okeechobee 
is the same reason I have it in my golf course lakes; too 
much nitrogen, too much phosphorus, too much muck 
which holds and binds phosphorus. When you have a storm, 
it becomes available and you have a plume. This should be 

Thank you for your comments. 
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somewhere in your goal of reservoirs and wells, this should 
be one of the tools you use. You use nature to help nature 
and it just -- the Lake will be clearer and cleaner and you'll 
clean up the muck. Every little end point is important. This 
young lady over here that just spoke about imputting into 
the Lake, anybody who drains into the canal ought to have 
a system, some sort of a retention area at their expense. 
You should not be able to put bad water into the -- if you go 
up and down the river here, you'll see a thousand culverts 
coming off of farms. And they're straight. As soon as they 
get overflow, they come into the canal. Everybody --
Congress or our Senate should make that a law. 

Kimberly Good evening, everyone. I've spoken to a couple of the Thank you for your comments. 
Mirpuri-1 experts already this evening.  I got here at like four o'clock 

because I wanted to make sure that the same thing that 
happened at Fort Myers didn't happen here, where a lot of 
people were outside and didn't get to participate in what 
was happening. 

Kimberly I have a lot of questions. One would be the ASR wells.  I The water that will be recharged into the ASR wells will be treated to 
Mirpuri-2 think that like the gentleman said, you know, "Oh, it seems 

like a great idea right now" until it's something that we can't 
ever get back. We can't get an aquifer back.  If it becomes 
polluted, it becomes compromised, that's not going -- you 
can't bring that back. And I brought this point up and asked 
them, you know, has this been done before. Are there ASR 
wells in use.  And according to them, there's right now two 
that are being tested.  Tested.  They're in the testing phase. 
They've only been in use for three years. So that right there 
rings massive alarm bells. We're talking about a resource 
that cannot come back. You cannot clean an aquifer. It's 
done. If it gets polluted, it's done. The whole drinking water 
in the whole State of Florida. 

drinking water quality standards, so it will not contain pollution that could 
harm the aquifer. Additionally, the water that is recharged into the ASR 
wells will be fresher than the brackish water that is normally within the 
Floridan aquifer; therefore, the ASR wells will likely improve the water 
quality within the subsurface. 

Kimberly 
Mirpuri-3 

My other question, and I challenge everybody, is let's look -
- you know, a lot of these things they say "Oh, it's taking 
forever because there's no funding, there's no funding, no 
funding." I honestly -- we live in the United States of 

Thank you for your comments. 
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America. It's 2018. There's money. There's lots of it. It just 
depends on who has it and where it goes. So don't tell me 
that there's not enough money. I know there have been so 
many projects, there's been so many amendments, there's 
been so many lies, there's been so many taxes that "Oh, you 
know, we don't have enough money." That is garbage. But, 
you know, if you try to follow the money and you try to 
make people accountable, good luck with that. Because you 
have 15 different -- 15 different Federal, State, whatever, 
you have to go through. So I don't want to hear about the 
funding. There is funding to make this possible. 

Kimberly People are -- I mean we have people go to the moon. Thank you for your comments. 
Mirpuri-4 We're here, we need a lake to be cleaned, we need water. 

I mean, it's not rocket science. It's very simple. It needs to 
be fixed and all of you -- all the experts, look at all the 
experts we have, to fix such a simple problem. 

Kimberly I just have -- I also have a proposal which is -- you know, I'm The rerouting of the C-44 (St. Lucie), and C-43 (Caloosahatchee) canals is 
Mirpuri-5 a layman. I don't -- I don't know, I'm not a scientist, but I 

know that we have all these different canals that come off 
the Lake. And instead of using the canals that go into 
estuaries, is it possible that the canals that run into the 
estuaries can somehow be rerouted straight to the ocean so 
they don't hit the estuary and go straight out -- I don't know. 
These are just -- you know, I don't know, these are just 
thoughts. So they don't go into the estuaries. But I think we 
all just have to just get this problem solved. It's ridiculous. 
It's ridiculous it's taking this long and we just -- yeah. Thank 
you. 

beyond the scope of the LOWRP project. As you may know these canals 
were excavated and their routes chosen decades ago.  The re-plumbing of 
the flood control system in the vicinity of Lake Okeechobee would be a vast 
planning, engineering, construction, and real estate undertaking to 
investigate and implement. 
The LOWRP project is a component of CERP (Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Project). CERP when fully completed is expected to greatly 
reduce the frequency and duration of fresh water flows to the estuaries. 

Irene Gomes-1 I'm a resident and also a motel owner. And I've been dealing 
with this for quite some time. Since 2013 we've been 
fighting this issue. And I don't really understand, we have --
this is going up to 60, 80 years -- how this problem can't be 
solved in that amount of time, it's just unexplainable. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Irene Gomes-2 Just today I got a call from somebody who wanted to come 
down, bring his boat and go fishing. The first thing I said to 
him is "Do you understand what's going on with the water?" 

Thank you for your comments. 
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I have to do that. I have a conscience and I have to tell these 
people what's going on here. 

Irene Gomes-3 I wanted to go down to the Central Marina to, you know, 
see what's going on and meet Mr. King running for 
Governor, but my granddaughter is with me today and I 
wouldn't take her down to the water because I don't know, 
we didn't have a mask and I don't want to put her in that 
situation. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Irene Gomes-4 I don't know if any of you seen -- and here I know a lot of 
you have -- the Toxic Puzzle. Every single one of you need to 
see the Toxic Puzzle. Every single politician needs to see the 
Toxic Puzzle, because what's going to happen ten or 15 
years from now is people are going to have Parkinson's, ALS, 
and Alzheimer's. I'm concerned for my children and my 
grandchildren. What is wrong with people that you would 
allow us to get this toxic water thrown on us, making us all 
sick, making our children sick, making animals sick, making 
sea life sick. This is just pathetic. Just plain pathetic. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mark Perry-1 You know, we've been following the project here for a long 
time and a lot of us have lived here for a long time. I've been 
here for over 60 years. Prior to 2004 we never saw the toxic 
blooms in the Lake and there's a lot that has been 
happening to the Lake. Obviously we overran the 
Kissimmee Valley when we built the C-38 canal right up the 
middle of the oxbows. It used to take six or eight months for 
that water from the upper channel lakes to reach Lake 
Okeechobee, it had a two-mile-wide water -- you know, 
floodplain. And that floodplain on the restored section of 22 
miles, which took us 30 years to start to complete that, just 
that 22-mile section of restored river has taken us a long 
time to understand that we need to restore the Kissimmee. 
As soon as we dug the canal, we understood that was a 
problem. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mark Perry-2 So the whole watershed, instead of considering just the 
950,000 acres should be considering 2.5 million acres of 
watershed to Lake Okeechobee. And it shouldn't be as 

Thank you for your comments. 
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controlled as they are. We should reestablish that 
floodplain. And it's that timing that we've lost. Instead of six 
or eight months, it now takes two days for rain to just fall 
there and jump into the Lake. The Lake rises high because 
we built the Dike around it and don't allow it to flow south 
where it used to. 

Mark Perry-3 So what are we going to do north of the Lake? We're getting 
a lot of inflow. We've got five times the total -- four times 
the total maximum daily load coming in of phosphorus, over 
560 metric tons a year and we should be down around 105 
metric tons a year. What the problem is how that 
phosphorus is coming in should be not allowed to come 
even off of a ranch or off of a property into the Kissimmee 
and into the Lake. 

Although water quality is not an objective of the project, the LOWRP team 
anticipates ancillary improvements in the reduction of phosphorous loads 
into Lake Okeechobee. Other efforts, such as BMPs, are in place to reduce 
nutrient loads into the watershed. 

Mark Perry-4 One of the things we're trying to do here with restoring 
Paradise Run and other wetlands is great, but ASR is not 
going to work. At 640 cubic feet per second for all 80 of 
those wells compared to 5,000 cubic feet a second that's 
coming out east and west right now is not going to do us 
any good. We need to restore the attenuation of the flows 
north of the Lake and we need to start flowing that water 
south of the Lake as we want to do, as Mother Nature wants 
it to do, so that we have that option. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mark Perry-5 We have the option here in the plans to build more storage 
north and south to try to do that. But enough is enough. 
We've seen too much damage to these estuaries, they 
weren't connected the right way years ago. We need to flow 
the water south and we need to store it to the north and 
not allow it to come into the river. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laura Schmidt-1 Sorry about my voice, but this is the problem living on the 
river; I have developed asthma as a result of the blue-green 
algae. I developed it back in 2016 and had to go on several 
inhalers. We had to move away for two years and now I had 
to bring them back out again because I live on the river and 
I have algae in my backyard. But I listened to your meeting 
last night and I just don't understand that in a business 

Thank you for your comments. 
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world, if someone kept making the same mistakes over and 
over and over again, they'd be fired. Or a new process would 
have come out. How come we, United States citizens, are 
being subject by our own Army Corps, smart people here, 
and we're being destroyed. Our homes are being destroyed. 
Our sea life is being destroyed. I just don't understand. I feel 
like I'm being attacked by my own Government. 

Laura Schmidt-2 We truly are under attack. And I just don't know how to fix 
it. I mean, we have Big Sugar. We have this -- what was that 
act called, the big one to stop it? The Sugar Policy 
Modernization Act? Not one person from our State of 
Florida signed up to be a co-sponsor. Brian Mast supported 
it, but it still didn't go through. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Laura Schmidt-3 This is ridiculous. Our Big Sugar welfare is paying our 
politicians to stop this. This needs to stop. I'm sorry for my 
voice, I sound so squeaky. But I mean, I looked this up, I'm 
not -- this is new to me, so I'm learning as we go on. This 
sounds like a mess. How do I trust Army Corps, forty -- sixty 
years of destroying our estuary, so I'm going to trust you to 
put water into our aquifers? It just doesn't make any sense. 
You know, I'm a nurse, I save lives. I am so much into health 
care and protecting our people. How could you guys go to 
sleep at night knowing what you're doing to us? This is 
horrible, just horrible. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Linda Miller-1 Thank all of you for being here. I would not have your job 
for five times what you get paid. Because it's hard. And I 
understand that. I have two businesses in Martin County, 
one of them in health care. I work with a lot of people with 
neurological disorders, some of them were Vietnam 
survivors. Thank you, Agent Orange. My other job is as a 
doula, or a birth labor coach. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Linda Miller-2 This little voice that keeps waking us up back here in the 
back is why we're doing this. I'm 71 years old. I was born in 
1947. This has been going on too long. If you gave birth in 
the State of Florida would you please stand up? If you gave 
birth anywhere, would you please stand up? If your children 

Thank you for your comments. 
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learned to fish and surf and ski in the State of Florida, would 
you please stand up? Do you eat seafood? Please stand up. 
You want a public opinion, you want a public comment? If 
you would eat that seafood today, stay standing. If you 
would get in the water, please stand up. There's your 
answer. Don't let your children swim in our water. Don't eat 
our seafood, it's toxic. 

Linda Miller-3 This is a dog and pony show. You guys are doing the best 
you can. It's smoke and mirrors, and we're tired of the 
smoke and the mirrors. Do something. Do whatever it takes, 
but do it. Fifteen years is not good enough. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Merritt I'm not Kim Streiber, I'm Merritt Matheson. She let me cut Thank you for your comments. 
Matheson-1 in line, she'd rather not speak. Because, frankly, this is a dog 

and pony show. As my father told me in the car on the way 
here, he's been fighting this, you know, his whole life mostly 
and now it's the next generation's turn. 

Merritt 
Matheson-2 

I have a degree in environmental biology. I don't need that 
degree, though, to tell me that nature usually does things 
the right way and human kind screws it up. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Merritt This plan has a lot of good aspects, but the aspect that The water that is recharged into the ASR wells will be treated to drinking 
Matheson-3 terrifies me and the aspect that is not in nature is the ASR. 

If you can magically clean the water at every single one of 
those sites and guarantee that it's going to be drinking 
water quality, could you please magically send it south to 
the Everglades.  They need that water. They need all that 
water. Our aquifer does not need the magically treated 
water. But if you can do that, could you start with Lake 
Okeechobee and start cleaning it there with the same 
process you're going to guarantee that all of that ASR water 
is? And please send it where it needs to go. 

water standards and will not be dirty water.  While the water is stored within 
the aquifer, it is further filtered by the rock, that acts like a sponge.  When 
the water is recovered from the ASR wells, it will be routed back to Lake 
Okeechobee, where it can be sent to multiple areas in the Everglades during 
dry times. 

Merritt 
Matheson-4 

And I know this isn't on the subject that we're talking about 
tonight, but one simple way to reduce our discharges would 
be to keep the Lake level lower during the dry season. 
Instead of 12 and a half to 15 and a half feet, could you 
please host a round-table discussion at keeping the Lake 
level at eight feet in the dry season. And eight to 15 and a 

The USACE is currently re-evaluating Lake Okeechobee regulations via the 
Lake Okeechobee System Operational Manual Update. Lower lake levels will 
be considered under this study. Please visit the USACE website for more 
information at https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/ 
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half feet would hopefully give us the leeway during our wet 
season to have no discharges. We don't need a major 
project to reevaluate the Lake level height, do we? All we 
need is political will to do that. 

Cheryl Neff-1 I was born in Florida nearly 60 years ago. I have been coming 
to the meetings since 2013 and they keep saying 
"Something's going to be done, something's going to be 
done." But nothing ever gets done. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Cheryl Neff-2 What is the Army Corps of Engineers doing to help sustain 
our ecosystems? I mean, would you let your animal go out 
and drink that water? Would you let your child go drink that 
water? Would you go swim in that water? You know, it's 
scary. I was born here. This hasn't been here. 

The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee to 
maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows to the 
estuaries. 

Cheryl Neff-3 It's like we had a joke when I was young. We said, you know, 
like all of these people from up north come down and we're 
going to sell them swampland. You know what? We did --
you know, I mean, there were shysters selling swampland. 
You know what? They made money off of it. It's not a joke. 
We let so much land go. It's like Lake Okeechobee, it was 
built up as a Dike, and then what about all the housing 
projects surrounding it and the trailer parks and everything? 
There's nothing to go. It's like where is that water supposed 
to go? 

Thank you for your comments. 

Cheryl Neff-4 I just -- you know, I just don't get it, guys. We got to do 
something. And I feel like I'm helpless. That's all I can say is, 
you know, I'm helpless. I want to sell my property and move. 
But the thing is if I sell my property and move up to 
Michigan, look at their water problems. We need something 
to do. And we need to do it now, not in 2025. You know, we 
just need to let that water go to Lake -- or, you know, back 
down to the swamp. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Kim Geraghty-1 I want to talk to you guys. Because this is a dog and pony 
show. And people feel helpless is exactly how the powers-
that-be want us to feel. We are like rearranging chairs on 
the Titanic here. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Kim Geraghty-2 This is systemic, in the United States that big business, big 

business interests somehow trump, pardon the pun, 
everything else, including the health and welfare of our sea 
life, our nature and human beings. It's unconscionable. It's 
unconscionable. And they -- we have let ourselves become 
defeated. We're the ones who are going to have to change 
this. And it's going to have to come by pulling out energy 
and support to the big businesses who run the Congress and 
the Senate. And they're all bought and these poor guys are 
just running interference. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Larry Crossman-1 I'm from Okeechobee.  The water in Lake Okeechobee is not 
dirty, it's not polluted, people. We have a nice fine film of 
like a pollen algae on Lake Okeechobee which has been 
happening every summer for the last fifty years. We've had 
it every summer, folks. So if nothing occurs, it goes through 
the Locks and hits the salt water and sits in those dead palm 
coves you have over there. That's where your problem 
occurs. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Larry Crossman-2 There may be a fine layer of algae on the surface, the depth 
of a piece of paper. Who ever said manatee are dying in it? 
They're not dying in it, they're swimming in it. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Larry Crossman-3 We have three million acres of land north of Lake 
Okeechobee that all drains down through Lake 
Okeechobee. And you do kind of a kick-in-the-butt north of 
Lake Okeechobee. And I'm kind of tired of seeing people on 
the news talking about the dead fish. If you look at the dead 
fish, they're freshwater fish. When freshwater fish hit the 
salt water, they die obviously; that's why they're called 
freshwater fish. Okay? 

Thank you for your comments. 

Larry Crossman-4 And something else -- something that nobody else talks 
about is the spraying of Lake Okeechobee. Thirty, forty 
years ago Lake Okeechobee had a nice, white sandy shell 
rock bottom. Now you can't see the bottom because there's 
two feet of dead weeds laying on the bottom rotting. And 
when stuff rots, it makes heat and heat fuels the algae. So 
stop spraying Lake Okeechobee, please. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Larry Crossman-5 Plus -- and your -- the aquatic weeds that you're spraying in 

Lake Okeechobee are the main weeds that filter water. But 
they spray them every day, every week, every month, 
constantly. Thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Steve 
Walker for the 
Seminole Tribe of 
Florida -1 

Good evening, I'm Steve Walker for the Seminole Tribe. We 
all understand what it feels like not to be heard. The Indians 
have dealt with that for many, many decades. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Steve 
Walker for the 
Seminole Tribe of 
Florida -2 

We've tried to work with you because we understand this 
problem that occurs on the coast, we understand the 
challenges that the residents here are facing. But our 
members are afraid that the solution you've chosen is going 
to harm them. Their reservation abuts this area. They're 
afraid for their safety, maybe inappropriately, but they're 
afraid for their safety. 

The USACE has been coordinating with the STOF via government to 
government consultation throughout the study. A qualitative risks 
assessment has been performed to assess risk to nearby and downstream 
communities and has shown that the risks to Brighton Reservation are very 
low, in part due to the robust design of the LOWRP features and the 
topography of the area. The qualitative risk assessment has been presented 
to the STOF technical consultants, who agreed with the USACE technical 
analysis. 

Steve 
Walker for the 
Seminole Tribe of 
Florida -3 

We're unified with written comments, we're going to do our 
best to find a way to come to closure on this in a way that 
supports what these folks need, clearly. But you know, it's 
not going to be at the risk of the lives and safety of the Tribal 
members. 

Thank you for your continued communication with USACE. The qualitative 
risk assessment shows a very low risk to Tribal members and additional dam 
safety analysis and monitoring will be performed throughout the life of the 
project. 

Joe Gilio (JG)-1 Let me compare the situation of nature, which I call soft 
engineering, versus hard concrete engineering. Soft 
engineering has worked very well for me. In forty years I 
have done thousands -- probably a thousand lakes, 
manmade almost all of them. Where I have -- which do not 
have blue-green algae. I have some algae, but it's not toxic, 
the water is clear, the way Lake Okeechobee used to be 
forty, fifty, a hundred years ago. 

Thank you for your comments. 

JG-2 The point I'm making is that on this particular project, which 
I was at some of the previous meetings, do go with the 
wetland restoration and enhancement. Absolutely good. 
Nature. Cheap, efficient, birds, wildlife, et cetera. Do not 
use the ASR's as your replacement for more treatment, and 
area -- and my preference would be south of the Lake after 
the Negron Reservoir is finished. Negron was the pusher on 

Thank you for your comments. 
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that and Mast in the Congress pushed it further. So that it 
should pass. And that Negron Reservoir will produce -- will 
stop the discharges to both rivers by approximately 33 
percent. All of the other CERP projects, 20 billion dollars will 
stop 17 percent. 

JG-3 Therefore, the 50, 55 percent that this project will stop, I 
don't want to see the ASR's being the substitute. Only in an 
emergency situation. My feeling has been get Negron's 
Reservoir built and then follow it with, which may be an 
adaptment to some people, follow it by using the State-
owned Holey and Rotenberger, using those as a flow-
through area and you will stop 95 percent of the water to 
both lakes. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Anna Bergalis 
(AB)-1 

I live in Sewall's Point and I'm being affected by the river. I 
also have the throat irritations and coughing. And it's a 
mess. It's horrible. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-2 And if South Florida Water Management District thinks that 
they're going to get away from it, they're going to have a 
greater power other than us. Remember that. I believe in 
God's vengeance. They might not, but I do. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-3 Also too, these are the same statements I hear all the time. 
I heard one say occasional discharges. This is like a 
statement, South Florida Water Management District gave 
it to LaPlanne (phonetic), this professor at FAU, occasional 
discharges. "Don't get upset, it's only for three days." Three 
days, come on, occasional discharges. They start before --
before hurricane season, they start around May. They go 
during hurricane season. And they go after hurricane 
season. We're talking January until they stop. And that's 
occasional discharges. Look up the definition of 
"occasional." I would. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-4 Also too, another thing was a statistician at the last meeting 
in Stuart, he said that this would only do six inches off the 
Lake and the response was "Well, where do you expect this 
water to go? I mean, these people are going to be flooded 

Thank you for your comments. 
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and, you know, there's development, there's farms, they're 
all going to get flooded." Well, what about us? 

AB-5 I have a neighbor, it's an empty lot, but every time there's a 
discharge and a high tide, there's water around her palm 
trees. And they go like the Civil War, bing, bing, bing, right 
in a row. You get another heavy, you know, discharge, you 
get the tide, bing, bing, bing. There they go. That water – 
the lot is -- she must have lost about 20, 30 feet. And that 
affects my property, because the water from the river will 
go onto her lot and come over into my lot. So that's going 
to be a -- more of an expense. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-6 Also too, roads. When that high tide is in and the discharges 
are in, that water goes under our roads with a drain and 
comes up in a drain. My neighbor calls me and says "Hey, 
there's a water leak." We went "No, it's the river," you 
know. And there's maybe a foot; it's like a pond out there. 
And these cars do not do ten miles an hour, they go fast. 
And when they go fast, the water flies all over their 
windshield and it's a driving hazard. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-7 So to say that we don't get any flooding, that's another 
myth.  With Marjory Douglas -- she had the right idea eighty 
years ago; send it south. We don't need all this. 

Thank you for your comments. 

AB-8 We don't need all of this fancy taxpayer money going into 
something like that when it could head south. And one 
other thing. If anybody wants to see, you pay for her 
dresses. What is it, Fanjul. You want to see her thousand-
dollar dresses? I have the magazine. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Susan Werb 
(SW)-1 

I live one house in from the river on Manor Drive. And I 
agree with the whole -- this is a dog and pony show. I've 
been at several of these and it seems like this is -- and why 
I'm addressing you instead of them is this is just a venting 
session. It reminds me of going to an expensive a therapist 
who sits and listens and says "Thank you, thank you," and 
then charges you a lot of money. So it's basically kind of the 
same thing. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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SW-2 Now, one thing that I heard that was interesting that was 

brought up, "Oh, the deep well injection is a myth." And I 
want to be clear about why that myth got spread. Brandon 
Tucker, who is the Martin County representative to the 
South Florida Water Management District, and the Florida 
Citizens for Clean Water, which is a propaganda group, sent 
fliers around specifically saying in an emergency situation 
they thought that was a viable practice. And I would really 
love for you to look into what -- deep well injection and the 
fact that there's no safe science around it. And it's another 
way of sticking your head in the ground along with 
everything else that you think is toxic. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SW-3 The ASR situation is obviously like we have a backed-up 
toilet, so we need to run and just bring a whole bunch of 
buckets into the bathroom. That's basically what they're 
saying with this situation. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SW-4 The last time I was in this room, it's ironic, was for an eco 
arts presentation where a woman, and I'm sorry, I don't 
remember her name -- I need to look into this -- was the 
First American to go to China, and in Communist China she 
was allowed to redesign the landscaping of a river that had 
been polluted upriver by textile industries for about 200 
years. And by literally returning it to the natural oxbow 
state, which when water flips there's a vortex action, and it 
creates a residual action that actually cleans itself. Okay? So 
Mother Nature is like friggin' brilliant. And in two months, 
just by returning that to a natural state, they reversed 200 
years of pollution. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SW-5 So the engineers -- and I'm so glad some people brought this 
up -- trying to engineer and control Mother Nature, which 
is their basic paradigm, is futile and a big failure. 

Thank you for your comments. 

SW-6 The other thing -- and I don't understand this well, but I 
know that an audit in 2016 showed that the Army misspent 
or spent without accountability 27 -- 21 trillion dollars. 
Trillion, yes. Look into it.  None. So, you know, this is the 
Army Corps of Engineers talking about not having the 

Thank you for your comments. 
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budget. So I kind of don't -- I don't get that. For this venting 
session, you know, the best thing is there are political 
candidates here that --

SW-7 People that are giving an opinion about this. There's been 
candidates here that think that fracking can be done safely 
in this State on a county-by-county basis. So hopefully 
they're listening and understanding that instead of dragging 
this out and doing more studies, we should look at places 
like Chesapeake that's been mentioned and like Communist 
China where things have been done successfully using 
Mother Nature as a model. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Kathy Tomasko 
(KT)-1 

And my comments have been made, and I think there's so 
many comments. 

Thank you for your comments. 

I want to say thank you to y'all. I'm not an engineer. I know 
water runs downhill. I know that -- what is being put in the 
water before it gets here. So it's not Okeechobee's fault, it's 
not -- the fault is we're trying to man-make what God gave 
us. And we're just -- concrete can go only so far, and where 
is the water going to go. But I do know what I have learned 
is that you guys (inaudible to child noise). I believe there's 
so much politics. It's all about the money, the greed, the 
follow. 

Thank you for your comments. 

KT-2 And you guys can come up with ideas and how are those 
going to get done? Who here is going to have to fight for the 
money to do these things that may work? I don't know, but 
obviously, you know, we need good ideas. We need things -
- we need something done, obviously, as everybody has 
stated. 

Thank you for your comments. 

KT-3 But I know you guys fight for your money. So somebody 
here is going to have to tell them allocate the money 
correctly, if it's there. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Alicia 
Winterbottom 
(AW)-1 

This is Liam Winterbottom. He is ten months old. He's the 
reason I'm here. He has never been to the beach. He's ten 
months old. We live in Florida, it's the summer, I should be 
able to take my baby to the beach. I mean why do we live 
here if we can't take our children to the beach? I don't want 

Thank you for your comments. 
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him to get asthma. I don't want him to get cancer. Neither 
does he. 
But I feel like as Florida residents we really need to be aware The goal of this project is to store water north of Lake Okeechobee to 
of what's going in our waters, we need to be cognizant of maintain better lake stage levels and reduce the number of flows to the 
where the start of the problem is. I understand we're trying estuaries. 
to fix the problem. But why can't we address it at the start? 
Any other issue you address at the start. You don't fix it at 
the end, you know? So I mean, I'm here because I live here, 
I'm a voter and I want to be involved and I want to be 
informed because I want my children to grow up in a clean 
Florida. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Drew Martin on 
behalf of the 
Sierra Club, 
Loxahatchee 
Group (DM)-1 

I'm here on behalf of the Sierra Club, Loxahatchee Group, 
which represents Martin, St. Lucie and Palm Beach 
Counties. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DM-2 And I want to address the Army Corps about this project and 
also the people in the room. The Army Corps, we don't 
support the ASR portion of this because we feel it's a waste 
of money. What we'd like you to do is devote more money 
to purchasing more land. We do support the habitat 
restoration. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DM-3 We do support the shallow storage areas that you've 
created. We hope that those areas will be -- not release any 
water that's contaminated because it's very important that 
the water that gets into the Lake is not contaminated 
because, therefore, we don't have to clean that water when 
we send it south. We want the water in the Lake to become 
much cleaner. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DM-4 Now, as far as the other issues, it's very interesting, we 
studied the history of this, there's a meeting in the South 
Florida Water Management District once a month and they 
cover all the permitting for 16 counties. Only one person 
comes to that meeting. That's me. No one else shows up. 
This is the problem. The problem is too many permits are 
being given out to destroy wetlands. And wetlands are what 

See Public Comment from Kay Haering 
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is cleaning up the water. So when you talk about polluted 
water, where is it coming from? It's coming from Orlando. 
Why is it coming from Orlando? Because when they built 
Disney up there, Disney was its own water management 
district. It met its own standards. In order to clean that 
water up, we have to clean it up at the source and then at 
every level. 

DM-5 The other problem is much of this water is contaminated 
because it's what's referred to as legacy; legacy pollution. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DM-6 Now, we don't support ASR because we don't think that you 
can really truly clean the water and put it into the aquifer 
and bring it back up. That's just really wasting money. What 
we want to do, like the lady said, we want a natural process. 

Thank you for your comments. 

DM-7 So we need a more natural process. Plan 6 was the original 
natural process. We need to go back and reevaluate that in 
order to get the water south to the Everglades where it 
needs to go. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Bill Weed (BW)-1 I'd like to ask you, do you live around here? Do you live 
around here? Wellington, okay. So you know. It seems like 
the problem has been like this for a few years, especially the 
last four years. And seems like a lot of politicians that have 
been here have not come down and seen what's going on, 
and it's really a shame. 

Thank you for your comments. 

BW-2 When I've looked over this whole situation, it seems like the 
problem really stems, one of them, anyway, is from the 
biosolids. And I don't know if you're familiar with biosolids 
whatsoever. And it seems like the Agricultural Commission 
and the State Legislature has let the farms and the farm 
lands north of the Lake dump its biosolids onto the lands, 
the farm lands here. 

Thank you for your comments. 

BW-3 Now, a biosolid solid is human waste. Okay? So if somebody 
has an opioid epidemic, cancer or any kind of infectious 
diseases, they go to the bathroom, where does it go? Then 
afterwards it's being treated. And after it's being treated, 
it's being sold to these farms. And these farms and these 
ranches take it and they're putting tons and tons of biosolids 

Thank you for your comments. 
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on their land. Of which what happens? Of which when it 
rains, it goes into the canals, into the streams, into the 
Kissimmee River and then into the Lake. Okay? This is only 
part of the problem. But it seems like the people in 
Tallahassee and Washington don't see this. I mean, we see 
this. Would you want to put biosolids on your land? No, I 
don't think anybody does. And this is the big problem that 
the Legislature and the people have to address. 

BW-4 Also the Department of Environmental Protection has been 
cut by one-third. The Army Corps of Engineers is doing what 
they can. But I really believe that they should look and see 
and keep the Lake level low. That's one of the things. 

Thank you for your comments. 

BW-5 One more thing I want to say is this: Years ago when I lived 
in Massachusetts, they had a problem in Boston Harbor. 
And what they did was they went to the Federal 
Government and they sued. They sued the people that ran 
the sewage treatment plants and everything else in the City 
and State. And guess what happened? They paid billions of 
dollars to build a sewage treatment plant to clean up the 
water in Boston. And guess what? It's done. That's what is 
happening. 

Thank you for your comments. 

BW-6 The only way we're going to do this is go to the Federal 
Government and have the United States Supreme Court 
turn around and say "The Army Corps of Engineers and 
everyone else, listen, you got to stop it and it's got to stop 
now. And this is it." No matter what they have to do, buy 
land or do anything like that. 

Thank you for your comments. 

BW-7 One more thing I want to say is this: It's a real tragedy that 
this is happening for all of us. We all live here. And the 
people who seem like make the decisions don't live here. 
That's what's happening. 

Thank you for your comments. 

August 2, 2018 Public Meeting – Indian River State College, Okeechobee FL 
Commissioner 
Stanley 

Okay. I mean, I'm here representing Glades County and the 
constituents that live there and the safety of the people 
that live in Buckhead Ridge and all of that area. But we're 
definitely against you buying any land in the County and 

Thank you for your comments. 
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taking it off tax rolls. But I mean, we realize that something 
has to be done, but we'll fight that battle and if we can't 
win that battle, then we're -- we're very happy that you 
lowered the level to four feet and everything, but we're 
still trying to get a corridor along Highway 78 a half mile 
for industry. And if this Bass Pro Shop comes in, that's 
going to be a lot of economic developable land that you're 
going to flood. 
So basically -- and also, if you do that, most of the 
homesteads along there that you're buying up will still be 
protected. But I mean, it's just --if there was an eagle's 
nest out there in the middle of this STA or whatever you 
want to call it, you'd build around it and you've got these 
people that got homes out there and you're going to buy 
their home and you won't build -- you'll build around a 
bird, but you won't build around somebody's house. I think 
that we should take into consideration for that. 
But like I say, we're willing to work with you. I mean, any 
time you take land off tax rolls we're not happy. But I know 
something has got to be done, but we're really pushing for 
that corridor. 
Thank you. 

Commissioner Do my two minutes start after I give her my name or Thank you for your comments. 
Culpepper-1 before? You're probably wondering what -- I know more 

about blue-green algae, I think we're on a first-name basis 
and my brain hurts. But I have a vested interest, because 
my family goes back to 1909 on Torry Island. My great-
grandfather, Baxter Culpepper, was the first farmer there. 
So my family, although I never met my great-grandfather, 
was very much a part of that. And I'd like to say, too, I 
know you have the press here, we have Katina Elsken from 
the Okeechobee News who has done an absolutely 
phenomenal job researching what's really causing this. 

Commissioner 
Culpepper-2 

Four years ago we had a meeting at our courthouse and 
this was discussed by some people from the coast, and 
unfortunately it was everything about pointing west. So 

Thank you for your comments. 
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that's when I started really to do some serious research to 
find out is it really us. Does Lake Okeechobee have algae, 
blue-green algae? Absolutely. So does every other 
freshwater body probably on the planet has that type of 
cyanobacteria? However, what I disagreed with was that 
when it leaves Okeechobee and it goes to the coast, all 
those people that bought those beautiful homes on 
Sewall's Point and along the estuaries are all on septic 
tanks and drainfields. 
So what happens, if you look at the overhead photos they 
did with infrared that was done and shown in the paper, 
that's tomography. Because you can't see algae from 
satellite images, but what you can see is all of that algae 
was hugging along the coastal areas. The reason why is 
because when the drainfields leak, that is very rich in 
phosphorus and nitrogen and that's what feeds that. So it 
becomes a whole different compound. 

Commissioner So I started doing all this research and finally Harbor Thank you for your comments. 
Culpepper-3 Branch came out a week or two after I did an interview 

with the news media, Harbor Branch came out and they 
validated exactly what I had said; was that the 
temperature, as the temperature goes up in the Lake, the 
algae bloom takes off. It's doing its happy dance. When 
you block the outflow of that Lake, what happens, that 
temperature goes even higher and that increases the 
algae. Case in point. When they did the pulsed release, it 
went from 90 percent down to 30 percent in a couple 
days. Because what happened, it allowed that fresh water 
to come in off the Kissimmee River, and I live in Pool D 
right on the Kissimmee River, it's in my backyard. 
So what they've done so far with Army Corps and 
reconfiguring back to the old river is definitely working. Is 
it going to be something that's going to give us immediate 
relief? No. But I think this is a multi-pronged approach, 
taking the right thing. 
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Commissioner And I mentioned about the deep well injection. Someone Thank you for your comments. 
Culpepper-4 on the coast said "Oh, no, that will pollute the surface 

water, the aquifer." Well, unless you're drinking salt water, 
it's not going to do that because it goes down 3,000 feet 
into the boulder zone. And it moves at the incredible light 
speed of one mile per year towards the coast. And when it 
does surface at the coast, it's quite a ways offshore. 

Commissioner So when you take this algae in the Lake and it goes out in Thank you for your comments. 
Culpepper-5 salt water, it breaks down the cellular structure and it 

dissipates. When it mixes with the effluent, and Clemson 
just did a pretty interesting study about septic tanks and 
drainfields, said to be effective, they should be drained 
and pumped every year. Well, you know, for most people 
that's economically not feasible to do that. But if you 
don't, then the septic tank is becoming less and less 
efficient. So more and more of that water is going into the 
estuary. 
So I think if we sit down and look this all over -- and I may 
have a little thing when we went down to Clewiston, 
instead of going like this (indicating), we need to go like 
this (indicating) and work together to solve this and quit 
pointing fingers. Because the biggest thing is let's get these 
septic tanks and wells into a municipal system, because I 
don't want to spend 1.4 billion dollars if that's not going to 
help. 
So with that being said, thank you, and I look forward to 
the presentation. Thank you. 

Mayor Mali Thank you, Lieutenant Colonel. Good evening, my name is The Project Team intends to use lands already owned by the District 
Gardner-1 Mali Gardner and I'm Mayor of Clewiston. And I'm so 

happy to be here today to hear the presentation, but also I 
just wanted to make a few statements. 
We don't believe that any land that is not already owned 
by the State or Federal Government should be used for 
any more Everglades restoration projects. We believe that 
from Orange County down, that there's land that the 
Federal Government and State Government probably 

whenever possible. District owned lands near Orange County are reserved 
for existing projects. 
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owns that should be looked at for any type of north of 
Lake Okeechobee project. Now, I know that that might not 
be feasible, it might not work out exactly, but we believe 
that the land that is already owned by the Government 
should be used for Everglades restoration, and we don't 
want to see any more land taken off anybody else's tax 
rolls. We know in Hendry County what it's done to us and 
we certainly don't want to see that here on the north side 
of the Lake. 

Mayor Gardner-2 Saying that, I also know that this project, there's a lot of 
good things. The deep well --injection wells, we're fully 
supportive of that. 
We're fully supportive of the ASR wells. We know that 
those are part of CERP, those must be done. And we need 
to reduce the amount of land that is taken out of viable 
future projects for all the counties. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mayor Gardner-3 And I agree with the Commissioner, I think we all have to 
work together, because it's a problem north, south, east 
and west of the Lake Okeechobee. And all of us want to 
see Lake Okeechobee as healthy as possible. 
I see Paul Gray here. I know he's been an advocate for Lake 
Okeechobee for many years. I agree Katina Elsken has 
done a remarkable job of giving us the facts and the truth 
about these issues. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mayor Gardner-4 So we stand together tonight knowing that projects must 
be done, but we need to lessen the impact for the 
communities that are right around Lake Okeechobee. We 
don't need to be -- especially I'm speaking on the south 
end, we continue to have fingers pointed at us that we're 
the problem and we know that we're not the problem. And 
we just want to see projects get done. We want to see C-
43, C-44, the Lake dehydration project, you know, this 
project north of Lake Okeechobee, we want to get these 
projects done; it takes too long. And so we hope that we 
can expedite whatever is decided as soon as possible to 
get the projects done. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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So I again thank you tonight. I enjoyed the presentation 
and it's good to be in Okeechobee. 

Linda Cran-1 Right now I don't really have any questions. I have a lot on 
the fact that you're putting it on the -- the project on top 
of caprock. I don't know how you're going to move it 
north. Nobody has mentioned the Smooth (phonetic) 
project that is happening right below it. I just think it's a 
shame to take this land out of production. I don't think the 
animals and wildlife has complained about it. And I know 
the thieves haven't, but I think that the District owns 
enough land to store water on within that project and up 
the river and into Osceola County that they can do storage. 
I mean there are WRP projects up there, there are projects 
on Lykes Brothers for storage, there are projects -- water 
farming. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Linda Cran-2 And I just don't know how you're going to hold water on 
top of caprock. Those cow pens were set in with dynamite. 
The rim canal controls the water table there. And you have 
a lot of containment that's already there. There are some 
dipping vats. When the Lake was cleaned up with high 
arsenic, it was put on that land. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Linda Cran-3 There's, you know, there's places that you need to look at. 
Plus the Reservation, I'm sure they have some questions. 
There's probably some cultural sites within that site 
because they're so close. And I just hate to see the project 
go. I just think there's more availability of storage within 
that system. And you can't pump that water uphill. You got 
L-59 there, I don't know what you're going to do with that. 
There are users on that. It's not sovereign land, but it is 
owned by the Seminole Tribe. That will have to pump out 
of that, and you'll need permits to pull water out of that 
canal. I don't understand, I looked at the topo maps 
(inaudible). 

Thank you for your comments. 

Steve Dobbs Yes. Steve Dobbs, I am an engineer. I do live in Buckhead 
Ridge. Being an engineer, I always go through this process 
and tell people -- ask them if they know what a NIMBY is. 

The purpose of the K-05 WAF (Wetland Attenuation Feature) is to capture 
water from the Kissimmee River downstream of the S-65E spillway before 
and during high flow events. The WAF will store water until drier periods 
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It's "Not in my back yard." And where do they live? 
Anywhere I'm trying to do a project. And I always tell 
people "You may be a NIMBY, too, you just don't know it 
yet." Well, guess what? I'm a NIMBY tonight. Not 
necessarily against the project. You know, my question is, 
and I know you're not answering questions right now, but 
I'll ask the question. 
Has anybody looked at -- you know, you want to build --
you know, originally it was 27 feet high. Have you looked 
at excavating? You know, I do know that projects that have 
deep, wide, slow-releasing canals will drop the nutrients. 
Personal experience. It needs to be looked at. You really 
need to take a hard look at that. 
Anyway, appreciate your time. 

when it can be released back to the Kissimmee River or be drawn down by 
the ASRs (aquifer storage and recovery wells). The conceptually planned 
storage for the WAF is 46,000 acre-ft. 
Due to the shallow water table in the vicinity of the planned WAF, 
excavation to make the storage capacity of the WAF is impractical. 
Therefore, the WAF feature is planned as an above ground storage. 

Matt Pearce-1 Matt Pearce. I represent Rock Hill Ranch and Pearce Cattle 
Company, a multi-generational family that's in the project 
area. I represent two homesites, one of them was 
established in the early 1900's. I'm strongly opposed to the 
project, but I appreciate what the Corps and the District 
are trying to do for the Lake. We're stewards of the land 
and we protect the land, like many of the other 
landowners in the room tonight. So we value Lake 
Okeechobee and what it does to the economy and what it 
does for my family, for the generations that will come. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Matt Pearce-2 And there are some things that have been mentioned as 
far as cultural and archeological sites. 
I saw the list that you put up of all the things that were 
done as far as native species and some of the things that 
Linda mentioned. I would like to see a report of that. I 
think the public would like to see a report of that to make 
sure that that's been done. Because I was on the property 
two weeks ago -- or two days ago that had some of these 
archeological sites on them that the District bought and 
now they can't use them. And I would hate to see the 
taxpayers' money put into this project, all the effort, and 
then that not get completed. 

Limited archaeological surveys have been conducted on publicly owned 
lands.  Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is 
deferring final identification and evaluation of historic properties until after 
project approval, additional funding becomes available, and prior to 
construction by executing a Programmatic Agreement (PA). Pursuant to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 CFR § 
800.8), the USACE is employing a phased process to identify and evaluate 
historic properties and assess effects subsequent to project approval by 
Congress and the appropriate funding obligated. Cultural resources surveys 
and evaluations will be conducted in areas that have not been previously 
surveyed and have high potential for containing historic properties.  Each 
suite of project features will be subject to separate consultation and 
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consideration of effects during Preconstruction Engineering and Design 
(PED) and prior to construction.  These surveys and a final determination of 
effects for any historic properties within the area of potential effect will be 
coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the 
appropriate Federally Recognized Native American Indian Tribes.  Discovery 
of historic properties may also lead to the development of avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation plans. This phased approach has been 
coordinated with the consulting parties referenced above and will be 
documented in the Record Of Decision (ROD) in accordance with Section 106 
of the NHPA (36 CFR § 800.4[b][2]).  The project is currently in compliance 
with Section 106 of the NHPA and will be subject to additional consultation 
and review prior to construction of each feature. 

Matt Pearce-3 Upstream, not pointing any fingers, but the District owns I 
think it's 4,000 acres just south of Highway 60 on the east 
side and about 7500 acres just south of Highway 60 on the 
west side. That's coming out of Lake Kissimmee. That 
would be an excellent place to start something. You know, 
I don't hear anybody talking about that. But it's already 
District-owned lands. And this is a large project, it's going 
to affect a lot of people that are here tonight. 

The lands adjacent to the Kissimmee River on the south side of Highway 60 
are part of the Kissimmee River Restoration Project. These lands contribute 
to the estimated 100,000 acre-feet of storage that the Kissimmee River 
Restoration Project will provide. 

Matt Pearce-4 But another thing I would mention as far as the Kissimmee 
River restoration, when you go up Highway 98, look to 
both sides before you get to the river, it's inundated with 
Wax Myrtles. I didn't see that in the hydrology. You know, I 
don't think that's the way it's supposed to look. The 
Kissimmee River used to be where you -- up that way, we 
got property there, too -- you could look across the river 
and see the guy on the other side. That's not the way it is 
now. 
So those are my comments. I appreciate what you've done. 
And I thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Ramon Iglesias-1 Any time you have difficult projects, you're going to have a 

mixed room of emotions. However, on the Lake side of 
course we -- we're in support of this project. Is it possible 
to start the ASR wells and deep injection wells without 
taking any land, number one? 

At the time of this report, the ASR wells are in the first construction 
contracts, followed but wetland sites, then the WAF. This schedule is 
provided in Section 6. 

Ramon Iglesias-2 Number two, this is something for Lake Okeechobee, the 
liquid heart of the Everglades. If we don't have a healthy 
Lake, we're not going to have a healthy Everglades. But I 
would ask you and challenge your staff, and there's plenty 
of project managers here, that before you take any land, 
you need to make sure that these people are 
compensated. I mean I met Mr. Pearce at a WRAC meeting 
here a few months ago and he's a fifth generation cattle 
farmer. My father lost 3300 acres of sugar cane and cattle 
land in Cuba that was taken from the Fidel Castro regime 
and had nothing to show for it when he got here. So due 
diligence. 

Any land owners impacted by acquisition as required for this project will be 
fairly compensated. To the extent possible, the LOWRP is using public lands 
to limit impacts to land owners. 

Ramon Iglesias-3 We do need this project, we need it for the health of the 
Lake. But if you get to the point that you do have to take 
any land, you need to make sure these people are 
compensated with that heavy hammer that you guys use 
to spend money in the Government. 
Thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Brad Phares-1 Again, landowner in the area. That's (indicating) one of my 
relatives. There's others here tonight that will talk that are 
also my relatives. Our property is not within the current 
footprint of the reservoir. However, what it's effectively 
going to do is sandwich our property between two giant 
bodies of water. And quite frankly, I don't trust the fact 
that it's not going to leak. I know that we've been told that 
we're supposed to be compensated and assured that there 
won't be problems with leakage. But again, we're talking 
about the bulk of that land down there being situated on 
limestone caprock. Water percolates and seeps through 
limestone. So I really don't think it's feasible economically 

The design of the Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) includes seepage 
control.  The conceptual design of the WAF includes a seepage canal 
around the perimeter of the reservoir embankment.  The seepage canal 
will collect seepage from the reservoir.  The design also includes two pump 
stations to return the seepage to the reservoir. 
Soil borings were collected on property within SFWMD ownership within 
the proposed WAF in order to describe the material beneath the proposed 
reservoir. In addition, hydraulic conductivity testing was conducted at the 
locations of the borings. This testing was done to calculate the rate of 
movement of water within the soils at the sampled location. The results of 
the hydraulic conductivity testing were used in the preliminary seepage 
models in order to calculate a value of seepage from the planned reservoir. 
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to line that entire reservoir. So I have little faith that it's 
not going to leak and affect our property next door. 

The seepage value was used to size the conceptual design of the seepage 
canal and the seepage return pump stations. 

Brad Phares-2 Not to mention all these families, and my family indirectly, 
that are in this area that have worked that area for so long. 
You know, we do business with other companies here in 
Okeechobee. They're going to have loss of income if we're 
not in business doing business with them. The County is 
going to lose money from the tax rolls. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Brad Phares-3 And as everybody has already pointed out abundantly, 
between here and Metro Orlando the District already 
owns nearly three-quarters of a million acres. There's 
plenty of other sites that could be looked at. I realize 
there's a CERP boundary. Maybe we should reconsider 
that because it was adopted thirty years ago. Science has 
changed, times have changed, the environment has 
changed. Maybe we could re-look at that. And there's a 
way to go just outside the CERP boundary. 

The Project Team intends to use lands already owned by the District 
whenever possible. District owned lands near Orange County are reserved 
for existing projects. 
The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project Comprehensive Review 
Study (1999 Yellow Book) is the CERP guiding document. The scope of the 
LOW Project is defined in the Yellow Book as including the following 
locations: Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basins, Okeechobee and Highland 
Counties, and wetland restoration sites in various wetlands north of the 
lake. Conceptual storage and restoration features defined in the 1999 
Yellow Book were envisioned within three main counties: Glades, 
Okeechobee and Hendry, which are the focus area for the LOW Project. 
Furthermore, limiting the project to areas both north and in close proximity 
to Lake Okeechobee is anticipated to yield greater benefits and lower cost 
features due to the availability of water and increased operational 
flexibility. 

Brad Phares-4 We definitely have Florida bonnetted bats, we've got 
Florida burrowing owls, sandhill cranes, tri-colored herons. 
I mean, there's a list of imperiled species that we're 
providing habitat for now. We get spoonbills, pelicans 
when they migrate. We got plenty of wading birds that 
we're providing benefit to right now as everything exists 
and if they're on our property, they're on the adjacent 
properties. 

We are consulting with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on the Endangered 
Species Act and they will be providing us with a Biological Opinion. 

Brad Phares-5 So I just feel like, you know, we're on board with this and 
the fact that it needs to be done to address the issues, I 
just think there should be a better place to do it. 
Thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Phyllis Norris-1 I'm Phyllis Norris. I am a very small -- very, very small piece 

of property right in the middle. And I've spoken before, so 
I'll make this very short.  These are just questions. Since 
they're not going to be answered, I'm just going to throw 
them out there. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Phyllis Norris-2 Were there any proposals for partnership regarding 
storage or cleanup of water presented before the decision 
for eminent domain? 
There was a listening session by USACE in May of 2018. 
Was there ag. representation? Was there a designated 
agriculture representation at that meeting? They slammed 
those landowners or stakeholders and I don't think -- I 
don't think they've had a fair shake in their representation. 

The SFWMD manages dispersed water management projects.  These are 
interim solutions to water storage needs.  The proposed storage features 
in LOWRP are permanent storage solutions. The passive dispersed water 
management project solicitations are offered where any party interested 
in participating could have submitted a proposal. The proposal is 
evaluated by a team and the projects that provide the most benefits were 
awarded contracts under the Northern Everglades Payment for 
Environmental Services. Additionally, the SFWMD has hosted various 
landowner workshops throughout the study. 

Phyllis Norris-3 What on-site data has been collected? I've asked that 
question in many ways and I've received repeated answers 
of why there has not been on-site data. 
What project pilot has been done to prove that this 
concept which we proved won't work; we -- we suggest --
my son and I had a phone conversation with Jennifer and 
with Ray Palmer. 

Limited on-site data was collected on property within SFWMD ownership. 
Soil borings were collected in order to describe the material beneath the 
proposed reservoir.  In addition, hydraulic conductivity testing was 
conducted at the locations of the borings. This testing was done to 
calculate the rate of movement of water within the soils at the sampled 
location. The results of the hydraulic conductivity testing were used in the 
preliminary seepage models in order to calculate a value of seepage from 
the planned reservoir.  The seepage value was used to size the seepage 
canal and the seepage return pump stations. Additional information is 
located in the Final PIR/EIS, Engineering Appendix. 

Phyllis Norris-4 Why can't you do, on the property that is already owned, a 
site project --a pilot project from north to south to prove 
what you're trying to do here? Because this is -- this is --
this is all data, but it's not production. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Phyllis Norris-5 What geological testing has been completed on site? What 
water testing has been done to the artisan wells and what 
will happen to them? 

Please see response to Phyllis Norris-3 

Phyllis Norris-6 Why was eminent domain the first choice? Why did Lykes 
Brothers Corporation get the opportunity for a privilege of 

Eminent domain is the standard process if willing seller negotiations are 
not successful. This project is for a permanent above ground storage 
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partnership and these agricultural people were not given 
that at all? 

facility which requires District ownership of the lands.  The Lykes Brothers 
agreement is intended for temporary water storage. 

Phyllis Norris-7 Why did the EAA project south of the Lake include a "No 
eminent domain" clause and ours did not? 

Although eminent domain is typically used if willing seller negotiations are 
not successful, the EAA project has specific statutory restrictions regarding 
the use of eminent domain. 

Phyllis Norris-8 Why has L-59 not been used to store more water? The proposed WAF has a storage capacity of 46,000 acre-ft.  The L-59 is a 
narrow canal and not capable of storing a large volume of water. Due to 
the shallow depth of the water table the WAF is conceptually designed as 
above ground storage. 

Phyllis Norris-9 Why are there so many arguments when the water goes 
low, then there's people that can't use water from the L-
59. This is not fair. It's held up at one end and it's not at 
the other end. 

One of the objectives of the LOWRP is water supply. The WAF and 
especially the ASR wells will help with water supply during time of drought. 

Phyllis Norris-10 And last of all, I think we should extend the public 
comment period because I think this is just finally getting 
to the public. 

The 45-day public comment period is in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Justin Jones Hi, my name is Justin Jones. I'm a fishing guide on the Lake. 
I see a lot of this stuff is renewing the Everglades and 
grasses and all that stuff. Some of that we talked about, is 
spraying of Lake Okeechobee. It is being silted in at an 
extreme rate. I would challenge the biologists and the 
people that are doing this to rethink the idea of the 
invasiveness of hydrilla type of grass, seagrass, things of 
that nature to improve the water quality in the Lake. That's 
a small thing that takes up a lot of Government money, 
whereas you're spending all this time and money and 
effort on these projects that will hurt landowners and all of 
that stuff. So just re-think the grass spraying in 
Okeechobee. Help the water quality, help the people on 
the coast. It's a small thing. 

Thank you for your comments. Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission, as well as the US Army Corps, manage invasive aquatic plants 
on Lake Okeechobee. While the invasive exotic species Hydrilla is targeted 
in other waterbodies in the state, like the Kissimmee Chain of Lakes, it is 
not sprayed on Okeechobee. Water levels fluctuate too rapidly and wave 
energy is too high for hydrilla to ever reach the problematic levels it tends 
to be on other, smaller lakes. Some navigation trails have been treated in 
Fisheating Bay in the past by FWC, but only on a small scale. They regularly 
hold public meetings to gather input from concerned citizens like yourself. 
Visit https://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/habitat/invasive-plants/ for more 
information. 

Donald Jones-1 My property is not in the footprint right now. 
It has been in the footprint. It's been taken out of the 
footprint. I'm not sure that what we're seeing now is going 
to be the final project. I've been dealing with the Water 
Management District and Corps of Engineers ever since 

Thank you for your comments. 
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I've been an adult and in business. And I'm going to say 
this, more as a condemnation, You have started so many 
projects. Have y'all ever finished one? There was one that 
was started years ago called the SWIM project, where 
water quality going into the Lake, our area, which is also 
the area down there around C-40, C-41, we got a basin-
wide general permit, meaning that our water was clean 
enough off of our pasture land to go into the Lake. But yet 
agriculture is being blamed for the problem in Lake 
Okeechobee. 

Donald Jones-2 And I don't think that agriculture is getting the respect that 
it needs for taking care of the land, taking care of the 
wildlife that lives on it, and taking care of Lake 
Okeechobee, which is vital to this area. And we just get the 
brunt from the coast because the coast has more people, 
we have more cows. And people vote, cows don't. And I 
think that's where the issue lies. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Keith Pearce-1 Hi, my name is Keith Pearce and I'm President of the 
Pearce Ranch, Incorporated. I am probably the largest 
landowner within this footprint. If I'm not, I'm the second 
largest landowner in this footprint. Some of the other 
properties that are family members that are put together 
may be larger than me. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Keith Pearce-2 My dad fought against channelization of the Kissimmee 
River. He told the Corps it was going to be nothing but a 
problem. It was a problem. They came back to him about 
restoration of the Kissimmee River. He told them "Leave it 
alone. You dug through the biggest bed of phosphate in 
the world and you dug it out." Where do you think that 
phosphate went? It went to Lake Okeechobee. They 
dredged it, so it was in the water. Now they're pushing it 
right back in the channel. Where do you think that 
phosphate that is still embedded in that ground is going? 
Right back into that Lake. You're creating a bigger mess, 
you're going to start another project here that's going to 
be the same type issue. You're going to get into it and 

The C-38 channel was dug as part of the 1948 Central and South Florida 
Project. Since then, the state and Federal government has realized that this 
project had unintended environmental consequences and has embarked in 
the Kissimmee River Restoration Project to reduce the natural flow and 
floodplain. This project will create additional storage to allow for more 
flexibility in the system to improve Lake Okeechobee and estuary health, 
along with creating wetlands for more natural storage. 
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you're not going to have money to do it properly, you've 
got dozens of projects that have been started. 

Keith Pearce-3 Let's take this 1.8 billion proposed dollars that you're 
talking to do this and put it in those projects that were 
already started or projects where the land has been 
purchased and nothing has ever been done. I have 
attended meeting after meeting, I've attending the WRAC 
Committee with the District, a majority of the WRAC 
members said the system is broken. It's time to fix it. 
We've got to stop buying land and doing nothing. We've 
got lands that are turned into jungles because they haven't 
had any money to do anything with it. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Keith Pearce-4 Let's redirect and think about this project and say "Use this 
money that we're talking about to do this project," which 
we don't even know if 1.8 will do it. 1.8 billion probably 
won't even touch this project. But let's take this money 
and redirect it to the coast. Do something about the septic 
system problem. Educate these people that think that all 
this water is coming out of Lake Okeechobee. The District 
will tell you 15 percent of the water going into the two 
estuaries comes out of Lake Okeechobee. That's not 
causing their problems. I'm sorry that I'm over run, this is 
not a two-minute time frame, it is not enough for me to 
even get started. But thank you. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Captain Kyle Yes, ma'am. I'm here on behalf of the fishermen around Thank you for your comment. You are correct that periodically having lake 
Monti the Lake. I'm one of the few that I know of that actually 

grew up on the south end of the Lake and now I reside in 
Okeechobee, so I've seen the effort made on both ends of 
the Lake and I get why everybody is kind of going in a circle 
here. But for me, outside of this project, you know, short 
term I'd like to see that the 12 and a half to 15 and a half 
feet on the water levels is what you guys have deemed to 
be efficient. But under the current circumstances that the 
Lake is in, I think that if we could come up with a short-
term policy that would allow that water to stay lower in 
order to allow some of the grasses that Justin brought up 

stages lower than 12.5 feet in the summer is beneficial for submerged 
vegetation species like you mentioned. Generally, dry conditions occur 
every few years that drive lake stages lower regardless of water 
management (2007, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2017), and these natural events 
allow submerged plants to recover and gain height to endure higher stages 
later. While stages did decline well below 12 ft in 2017, there was near 
record rainfall in June that caused water to rise too quickly for many 
recovering plants, followed by Hurricane Irma in September. Lake 
managers are aware of the need to have lower stages in the near term to 
recover these plant beds, but there are many users of the Lake and its 
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earlier to come back naturally, the hydrilla, pepper grass, 
things like that that used to be there, it might help short 
term as far as water quality reaching the coast until we can 
actually figure out like, you know, a lot of people have 
brought up, you know, when and how long this is going to 
take before we can actually see a benefit from it. 

water, and driving down lake stages artificially may be at odds with several 
other objectives 

Mike Krause-1 It's good to see the business owners, it's good to see the 
guides, it's good to see the fishermen and the local 
community come out. We, unlike the coast where they 
have thousands and thousands and thousands of different 
types of businesses, we don't. We have farming, we have 
ranching, we have fishing, we have a community. We don't 
have -- we have a 30-mile path on the right-hand coast, we 
have a 30-mile path on the left-hand coast, and we have a 
path of homegrown people from North Central Florida all 
the way to the south end of Lake Okeechobee. Once you 
get to the south end of Lake Okeechobee, you have 
Everglades, you have things that a lot of us in here don't 
understand. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Mike Krause-2 One question I have, and it goes back to endangered 
species, we're hurting four habitats over a bird. Four 
habitats over a bird. Our businesses, local business owners 
in here, local farmers, that we depend on tourism, we 
depend on the tax dollar, we depend on the tourism 
dollars to come in and out. Right now the way the Lake is 
kind of goes back to what Kyle is saying about short-term 
fix; we need something -- to do these projects, I agree with 
every landowner in here that spoke so far. 

It is true that some species may be impacted by converting uplands to 
wetlands, but a much greater amount of species will benefit from improved 
wetlands, Lake Okeechobee stage levels, and reduced freshwater flows to 
the northern estuaries. The USACE is continuing to consult with USFWS to 
reduce/minimize/impacts to species in the area. 

Mike Krause-3 The District owns so much land north of Lake Okeechobee 
that all of these different projects could be -- this could be 
shelved and work -- actually take this money and work on 
a project that would help north of Orlando. We didn't 
create Disney World, we didn't create the -- from 2000 --
or from 1980 to 2018, we over doubled in population. 
Two-thirds of that population starts at Interstate 4 and 
comes south. We're taking the brunt of that. The amount 

Thank you for your comments. 
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of negative publicity that we receive on Lake Okeechobee 
and the surrounding area, Okeechobee City, the --
everything, it's -- the negativity has got to stop. Because if 
it doesn't stop, none of the business owners in here will 
have a business. 

Mike Krause-4 Short-term fix, keep the grasses in the lake, then look at 
long-term projects on the north end. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Dennis Duke-1 Good evening, I'm Dennis Duke for the U.S. Department of 
the Interior. I'm here to comment and congratulate the 
team on getting the project this far. Ten years ago or more 
when I was with the Corps, we got it to a draft report but 
never got released. So congratulations on getting it out. 
Thank you for your dedication and preservation to do this. 
I know this is your third night out on the road with this, 
plus other projects. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Dennis Duke-2 I would like to comment on the overall project. It provides 
a lot of good -- as proposed, provides a lot of good 
benefits, both to the lower Kissimmee in terms of Paradise 
Run restoration which has been on the books for many 
years, over 30 years trying to get that done. And it 
provides Lake benefits by holding the Lake level lower. And 
through the ASR storage and the storage talked about 
here, you can take almost a foot off the Lake, if I 
understood the numbers right with this, and that will 
reduce not only the Lake -- harmful high Lake levels, but 
damaging discharges to the estuaries as well. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Dennis Duke-3 I do have some concerns. I'm a little disappointed that the 
presentation did not show more of those benefits. It 
concentrated a lot on the environmental benefits, which I 
enjoyed that as a park -- Interior employee, but I would 
like to see more benefits shown on the estuaries, the Lake 
and so forth. 

The LOWRP modified TSP would improve the quantity, timing, and 
distribution of water entering Lake Okeechobee; provide for better 
management of lake water levels; reduce freshwater flows to the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries; improve system-wide water 
management operational flexibility and restore portions of the historic 
Kissimmee River channel and floodplain. Maintaining Lake Okeechobee 
stage levels within the ecologically preferred stage envelope would benefit 
plant and animal communities by providing appropriate depths and 
seasonality of flooding, concentrating prey resources in the marsh for 
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wading birds, improving nesting and foraging habitat for endangered 
Everglade snail kites, increasing spawning habitat for sport fish, increasing 
light penetration for submerged and emergent plants at the edge of the 
marsh, and creating a diverse littoral vegetation community. It would also 
reduce the frequency and severity of water shortage cutbacks to the LOSA. 
Reducing the return frequency, volume, and duration of freshwater flows to 
the Northern Estuaries would improve salinity and turbidity conditions, 
benefiting seagrass beds and the animals that inhabit them. The restoration 
of historic Kissimmee River sites would result in improved connectivity, more 
natural hydrologic conditions, and improved habitat for fish and wildlife 
resources. The flow-through WAF may provide wetland habitat, resulting in 
improved connectivity, more natural hydrologic conditions, and improved 
habitat for fish and wildlife resources. Recreational features would enhance 
the existing opportunities for resource-based recreation found in the study 
area. 

More information on environmental benefits is provided throughout the 
report. 

Dennis Duke-4 Also I'm a little disappointed in the amount of storage 
provided by this project. In the original CERP plan, there 
was several hundred thousand acre feet of storage 
proposed by this project, in addition to the large amount 
of ASR storage that has been significantly reduced now, 
and you may want to relook at that as you go forward. 
Thank you. 

You are correct. The original CERP plan called for approximately 250,000 
ac-ft of storage north of Lake Okeechobee (north storage + Taylor Creek) 
and 200 ASR well clusters around Lake Okeechobee. Although we’re 
proposing 43,000 ac-ft of storage and 80 ASR, the performance of this plan 
is equal to that envisioned in CERP. 

The proposed project considers the best available information, 
incorporates new realties and constraints not known when the original 
plan was developed. By integrating features and improving operational 
guidelines, this project is capable of achieving close to what CERP 
envisioned despite the reduce storage available. 

Paul Gray-1 Hi, I'm Paul Gray, I work for Audubon Florida. And I've 
worked for Audubon, I've been in this area for 30 years 
working at the Lake. My office -- Sid and I work out of 
Lorida. 
As everybody here knows, the Lake rose 17 feet last year 
with Irma and all that. And it really caused a lot of damage 
and drown a lot of grasses and stuff like that. And we also 

Thank you for your comments. 
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know that pretty soon we're going to have a drought and 
the Lake is going to go down to nine feet or whatever. And 
that's another type of harm to the Lake; you know, not 
only you can't use the boat ramp, but the water is not 
even within a mile of it, some of the boat ramps around 
here. 

Paul Gray-2 So the people that designed the Everglades restoration 
knew that. They knew we needed to have storage north, 
south, east and west of the Lake. And the idea is that if we 
could catch a foot of water equivalent in the Lake, north of 
the Lake, then if Irma came in, instead of going to 17, we'd 
go to 16, and that's much more survivable. 

So this project is moving in that direction; it's trying to get 
us the ability to catch water before it gets to the Lake. And 
not only it helps take off the highs, but then when the 
drought starts, we have water left over to try to help with 
human water supply needs and not have the Lake go so 
low. 
So we really strongly support this project. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Paul Gray-3 I know that the reservoir component is controversial, and I 
hope everyone understands that this is really a conceptual 
design right now. And whatever is going to be built is going 
to be different. It might be a little bit different or a lot 
different. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Paul Gray-4 So as this moves forward, the Corps is going to have to 
look at do we have willing landowners, do we have the 
geology understood, do we have all these other things that 
have to work together. So this is not the final design. The 
ASR wells we think will help restore Paradise Run, is 
wonderful. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Paul Gray-5 And with that all that said, you know, this is just one 
component of the sixty in CERP. And we need a lot more 
projects than the Okeechobee Watershed. And so I hope 
the Corps also can in the future consider working with 
private landowners. If we're going to spend money to build 

Thank you for your comments. 
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a reservoir and store water in it, can we pay them to help 
us store water, do these water projects like water farming 
and paying for environmental services, and can we do that 
through the whole watershed. 
So I think this is a good step. Looking forward to guys 
moving forward. And thank you for your efforts. 

Diana Umpierre-
1 

Okay. Hi, I'm Diana Umpierre. And I have three comments. 
One is it's sad that, you know, pertaining to water quality is 
not a priority of the project. I think it's a missed 
opportunity. It was initially in CERP. And while I 
understand that there is potential secondary (inaudible) 
water quality on the project, it's a really major missed 
opportunity, as many people mentioned the concerns on 
water quality. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Diana Umpierre-
2 

Secondly, in terms of the report, I think it would really be 
helpful for the decision makers, as well as just the public 
for them to really understand one is the uncertainty of the 
ecological benefits that, you know, that have been 
predicted, including the amount of reduction to the --
discharges to the estuaries. And knowing what portion of 
the various components of the project. You know, you 
have the wetlands, you have the wetland attenuation 
feature, you have two types of ASR's, and you had the 
reservoir, which is not part of this, this elected plan. But 
understanding which one of those features gives the most 
benefit for the estuaries, I think making that known is 
important. 

In order to address uncertainty, a component of all technical work in CERP, 
a sensitivity analysis was performed. The results showed that uncertainty 
did not affect the selection of alternative features. 

Generally speaking, the WAF provides short-term storage benefits (e.g. 
capturing high flow events) and ASR provides long-term storage benefits 
(e.g. providing water to Lake Okeechobee during dry events). The storage 
features (e.g. wetlands, ASR, WAF, ASR supporting the WAF) were not 
designed to be operated independently but were designed to be mutually 
supportive. When implemented, these storage features will provide a 
robust solution capable of managing short term and long term benefits of 
Lake Okeechobee and the northern Estuaries. 

Diana Umpierre-
3 

And my last comment is unrelated to water, but it's 
something that is very important for this watershed. And 
that's the light quality in Okeechobee in this whole area. 
To all the landowners that is here, thank you. Thanks to 
them, you know, we have a night sky park and I'm glad, 
when I read the Draft EIS report and saw that you guys 
actually had light pollution, you addressed that, you know, 
as an environmental issue type thing and also an issue on 
visual -- you know, visual resources and aesthetics, which 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
are some of the other ways that you addressed that on the 
NEPA report. 

Diana Umpierre-
4 

And my recommendation is that you enhance that section, 
that recommendation to include direct commendation 
that the fish and wildlife have on proper lighting to protect 
the eco system, which includes amber lighting, lower 
height lighting, and some other things that they have in 
the national parks that also have great resources. 
So, you know, it's a minor thing, but it's important. Thank 
you. 

Thank you for your comments.KD 

Larry Howard-1 Hello. Well, I want to speak on behalf of Arnie Gore. My 
name is Larry Howard. I'm the Board Representative of the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida right here on the Brighton 
Reservation. 
We have an opportunity -- we had an opportunity to have 
a conversation with you guys in the past. And my concern 
here is not only for my Reservation, if you can see this map 
here, you see where our Reservation sits. I had an 
opportunity to go out on our Reservation and go in that far 
corner just to see where we stand with this project. And 
my concern is from back in the past and my ancestors and 
everybody else that shared the story with me on things 
and people could understand what happened in the past 
when the Okeechobee Lake breached. And when that 
breached back in the day, those bodies washed out down 
to Fish Eating Creek. So now you have an opportunity to 
put us in a bowl right now. 

Over the course of government to government consultation meetings, 
results of planning-level dam breach assessment along with geotechnical 
investigations were discussed to assess the potential for flooding and 
seepage to Brighton Reservation.  USACE has an obligation to avoid 
degradation of existing levels of flood protection to areas outside the 
project. Due to topography and the current footprint, Brighton 
Reservation will have little to no flooding in the unlikely event of a breach 
and no incremental life loss risk. The topography in the area slopes from 
the northwest to the southeast.  Any water from a breach would flow in 
this direction. Also, the project is separated from Brighton Reservation by 
the L-59 Canal.  The C-40 Canal also prevents water from moving to the 
west towards the reservation. A primary project constraint is to maintain 
flood protection as per the Assurances Provisions in the Water Resources 
Development Act 2000 Sec 601(h).  Detailed modeling during PED and 
monitoring during construction will confirm that current levels of flood 
protection are maintained. The project will be designed so there are no 
changes to flood protection caused by the project. Overland flow to the 
southeast towards the project will be captured by the L-59 Canal as it 
currently operates. Any flow to the north in the L-59 canal will be diverted 
into the project seepage canal and then released into L-48 through an 
existing unnamed canal. Flow to the south in the L-59 canal will release 
into the C-40 canal as it does currently. Overland flow between the L-59 
canal and the project will be captured by the seepage canal.  USACE 
performed a qualitative risk assessment with dam breach analysis. The risk 
assessment judged that the WAF would likely be below the societal 
tolerable risk guideline (defined in ER 1110-2-1156) assuming further 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
refinement of the design concepts and construction of the WAF is 
completed in accordance with current dam safety standards. The feature, 
regardless of name, meets the requirements of a dam in ER 1110-2-1156 
and is designed as such. 

Larry Howard-2 You know, I'm not in favor of this project, not only thinking 
about the people from my Reservation, I'm thinking about 
the people on the east side of this reservoir, which is the 
Okeechobee side. So when I think about that stuff, what if 
there was a breach on that side? They're going to reap 
those things that's going to happen on that side just as 
well. These people have families out there. You know, we 
never know what's going to happen from day to day. We 
all live here in this world. We all see the climate change, 
we see the change in the weather. 

Thank you for your comment 

Larry Howard-3 Like I said, I'm from a world of people that have seen this 
world evolve and what it went through and what we see 
and look at today. And so as we see here and watch this, 
you know, we didn't create that land, God created that 
land. I'm just speaking on the record on some of these 
things. But I think it all comes to some of the places when 
you talk about these lands that you're trying to disturb. 
These lands right here were put there for a reason. We 
want -- the problem is, I'm going to say it just like I'm going 
to say it, I'm a straight shooter and I tell you how I feel. 
These problems started when you guys came in and put all 
these different things here to stop the water from flowing 
through. 

The LOWRP is being proposed to correct some of the ecological problems 
caused by earlier projects put in place by governmental/local/private 
entities. 

Larry Howard-4 Because at the end of the day, I say this and I say it with a 
heavy heart on this type of situation, because I have a 
family, I have many family members that are still on that 
Reservation and also have family on the opposite side that 
don't stay on the Reservation. But at the same time, if 
something was to happen, I'm going to feel real bad 
because I didn't -- when I had an opportunity to speak, I 
did not say what I felt. Like I said, everybody have a voice, 
everybody has a chance to voice their opinion on 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
something that may happen. You know, so when I speak, 
I'm not only speaking for my native people, I'm speaking 
for the people in the County of Okeechobee just as well. 
There are other projects that you could do. This project, I 
know it, everybody else in here know it. And at the end of 
the day, the fix to this thing is not buying land or disturbing 
the land. You're going to create -- you're going to try to fix 
a problem and create another problem. 

Larry Howard-5 So what's going to happen when this right here is a mini 
lake? How are you going to change this so it's going to 
move farther up north? You're going to keep pushing it 
farther with more and more people. And at the end of the 
day, all of us are going to be reaping the repercussions of 
this thing with contaminated water. You see it happening 
at the Indian River. You see when you release that water 
and it goes out there to the ocean, we're killing our fish 
and everything else that happen out there. Wildlife. 
Those kind of things is an eye opener for everybody to see. 
You can be blind, but if you hear any of the conversation 
and it's more -- it's speaking more volume when you got to 
see what's going on around you. Like I say, there's a fix to 
this. You're going to spend 1.8 billion dollars to fix a 
problem. Okay. You're going to spend 1.8 to go out there 
and fix this problem, but you're going to create a problem. 
Then you're going to have to find that at the end of the 
day, we all got to pay for that, because we're going to pay 
taxes. We can't afford something that you're going to build 
that is going to be a problem in the future. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Larry Howard-6 Why not invest that 1.8 into a filtration system for that 
Lake? Let alone disturb the land, if you don't want to move 
it. 
I'll say it just like this: It's a real common sense fix, but it's 
going to take a lot of money. And it's taken a lot of money 
to try to fix it now. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Larry Howard-7 I'm going to say it real short and sweet and I hear my little 
comment. Everybody here -- everybody stay in this county. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Public Comment AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT USACE RESPONSE 
You take a fish tank and filtrate it with a filter. Okay? It's as 
clear as day. Take that filter out for two months and see 
what happens to that fish tank. It's going to turn green and 
everything, just like the algae for those people out there in 
that Lake. But in order to fix that, put that filtration back in 
that tank and two months it's going to clear up. 

Larry Howard-8 So if you think that 1.8 will do a project, create a filtration 
system that can clear out the Lake. And then there's a 
byproduct, too, if you think about how you're going to get 
your money back. Bio meds. Algae. You can get money 
back here. So there's all kinds of ways that you can fix this 
thing. You know, I just want to share this with you. There is 
a fix to it, but at the same time that right there is going to 
put a lot of lives in jeopardy. Worst scenario, if that thing 
breached, and you say it won't breach, but if it does, 
everything have a worst scenario to it. Think about the 
things that y'all are going to do if that happen. Think about 
all the families out here if that was to happen, where you 
could have found somewhere else to do that and you 
would've saved all these lives. And that would be on you 
guys. 

The level of design of project features during the planning phase is 
insufficient for numerous engineering analysis, including a full dam breach 
analysis. A qualitative risk assessment was performed to identify potential 
failure modes and assess project risks. The WAF is being designed to have 
an extremely low probability of a breach. A dam breach analysis will be 
performed prior to filling the WAF with water. 

Larry Howard-9 But at the end of the day, I appreciate what you guys are 
doing trying to fix it, but a little common sense goes a long 
way. Maybe this little thing right here could fix the 
problem, but at the end of the day you got to think about 
everybody that's sitting in this room right here today. We 
live here. We are the ones that got to raise our kids here. 
We're the ones that did more than talk. So I'm going to sit 
here today and tell you how I feel about it. I want to have 
everybody thinking about it. So like I said, I appreciate 
what you're doing and this will just kind of go somewhere. 
But at the end of the day, I am going to fight that project; it 
should be other places. Thank you. 

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Appendix E of the PIR/EIS 
(Plan Formulation) for a detailed description of sites analyzed for above 
ground storage features. 
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C.3.4 Revised Draft Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement Notice of 
Availability 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the LOWRP Revised Draft PIR/EIS was published in the Federal Register 
(84 FR Volume 3216883) on 5 July 2019 and mailed to interested stakeholders to begin the 45-day review 
period. The review period closed on 3 September 2019. The Revised Draft PIR/EIS was filed in accordance 
with ER-FRL-8994-7, Amended Environmental Impact Statement Filing System Guidance for Implementing 
40 CFR 1506.9 and 1506.10 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations Implementing the 
NEPA, and made available for public and agency review. The Revised Draft EIS was published on the 
following websites: 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/EnvironmentalBranch/EnvironmentalDocuments.aspx 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-Restoration/Lake-Okeechobee-Watershed-
Project/ 

The comment response matrix is included in subsection C.3.4.2. 
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C.3.4.1 Notice of Availability and Federal Register of Revised Draft PIR/EIS 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

701 SAN MARCO BLVD 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32207-8915 

JUL O 5 2019 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Regulation (33 CFR 230.11), this letter constitutes the notice of availability of 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) revised draft Project 
Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (PIR/EIS). A revised draft 
PIR/EIS is being prepared to provide opportunity for additional public comments on the 
optimized Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), which has been modified from the TSP 
described in the Draft PIR/EIS dated July 2018. The optimized TSP footprint was 
revised based on feedback from stakeholders, along with more detailed design 
optimizations to increase the cost-effectiveness of the LOWRP. Additionally, the 
revised draft PIR/EIS includes: 

a. Results of the Qualitative Risk Assessment 

b. More detailed design in the engineering appendix 

c. More detailed recreation plan 

d. Responses to Tribal/agency/public comments 

The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is proposing a 
wetland attenuation feature with a storage volume of approximately 46,000 acre-feet 
(ac-ft); 80 aquifer storage and recovery wells with a storage volume of approximately 
448,000 ac-ft per year; and two wetland restoration sites along the Kissimmee River, 
Paradise Run and Kissimmee River Center, to restore wetland areas. Implementation 
of the optimized TSP will improve the quantity, timing and distribution of water entering 
Lake Okeechobee, provide for better management of Lake Okeechobee water levels, 
reduce large freshwater releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, 
improve system-wide operational flexibility, and will restore portions of the historic 
Kissimmee River Channel and floodplain. 

The optimized TSP is located within Okeechobee, Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, 
Martin and St. Lucie Counties, FL. 



-2-

The revised draft PIR/EIS is available for your review on the Corps' Environmental 
planning website, under multiple counties and at the project's website: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/EnvironmentalBranch/E 
nvironmentalDocuments.aspx and 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental/Ecosystem-Restoration/Lake
Okeechobee-Watershed-Project/. A printed copy of the report is also available at the 
following libraries: Okeechobee County Public Library, Okeechobee, FL, Blake Library, 
Stuart, FL and Fort Myers Regional Library, Fort Myers, FL. 

Any comments you may have should be provided within 45 days of the date of this 
letter by email OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil or to the letterhead 
address. If you have any questions regarding the information in this letter, please 
contact Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger at 904-232-1682. 

Sincerely, 

Angela . Dunn 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
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C.3.4.2 Revised Draft PIR/EIS Comments and Responses 

Table C.3-9.  Revised Draft PIR/EIS Comment Response Matrix for letters and emails received. 
LETTER Date 

Received 
AGENCY/PUBLIC COMMENT CORPS RESPONSE 

Federal 
United States Department of the Interior (DOI) 
DOI-1 8/15/19 The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 
Project. We offer no comments at this time. 

Thank you for your support. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
EPA-1 8/27/19 Overall, the EPA is supportive of the USACE's optimized TSP. 

However, the EPA notes that some of our DEIS comments were not 
addressed in the Revised DEIS and we have enclosed some 
additional technical recommendations for your consideration (See 
enclosure). The EPA requests the USACE incorporate our 
comments in the Revised Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). 

The USACE has incorporated EPA comments into the PIR/EIS. Please 
see responses to EPA comments below. 

EPA-2 8/27/19 The EPA has enclosed a copy of a letter dated March 1, 2019, sent 
to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
clarifying Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulatory 
compliance issues related to the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) ASR operations. The EPA requests that you 
continue to work with the FDEP on addressing these potential 
issues. 

The USACE is in concurrence with USEPA comments on the Revised 
Draft PIR/EIS, and appreciates additional guidance regarding the UIC 
permitting process and the shared responsibilities of FDEP and 
USEPA.  As the USACE did with the CERP ASR Pilot Projects, it is 
anticipated that there will be close coordination with FDEP-UIC 
through all phases of design through operation, and with the USEPA 
regarding tribal concerns about ASR implementation.  Regarding 
the USEPA letter dated 1 March 2019, the USACE is in concurrence 
with USEPA regarding the concern as applied to ASR operations in a 
USDW, and also the concerns regarding potential groundwater 
quality impacts during ASR operations.  These concerns are 
addressed as follows: 
1.  Disinfection of recharge water.  Off-the-shelf wellhead UV 
disinfection technology has advanced since the original pilot project 
design in 2005.  The USACE intends to investigate improved and 
more efficient disinfection technologies during project PED phase. 
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2.  Disinfection byproduct formation: The USACE does not intend to 
use chemical additives to disinfect recharge water, specifically to 
avoid exceeding the disinfection by-product drinking water criteria. 
3.  Recharge of untreated water into the Floridan Aquifer System: 
The USACE recognizes that this issue will require a much more 
detailed technical investigation of microbial die-off rates and 
controls before this method is proposed in a permit application. 
4.   Impacts to the sole source aquifer (Biscayne Aquifer).  The USACE 
will consider including risks to the Biscayne Aquifer in an ecological 
risk assessment planned in the future. 

EPA-3 8/27/19 Aquifer Storage and Recovery: The EPA recently sent the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) a letter on March 
1, 2019, clarifying UIC regulatory compliance related to the CERP 
ASR operations and outlined potential issues related to ASR 
operations (See enclosure). 

Recommendation: The EPA recommends the USACE closely 
coordinate with FDEP and EPA, as appropriate, regarding ASR 
siting, design and operations to ensure compliance with applicable 
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and Clean Water Act (CWA) laws 
and regulations. 

Please see the response to the comment above. 

EPA-4 8/27/19 Tribal: As previously stated in the EPA DEIS comment letter dated 
August 16, 2018, the EPA recognizes that the USACE is currently 
consulting with both the Seminole Tribe of Florida and the 
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida to try to resolve tribal water 
quality and water management concerns. 

Recommendation: The EPA encourages the USACE's ongoing 
consultation with the Tribes. The EPA notes that it works closely 
with both the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida on environmental matters and is 
committed to working with other federal partners to prioritize the 
Tribes' water quality and water management concerns. The EPA 
encourages continued consultation and coordination by the USACE 
with the Tribes at all levels of decision-making. 

The USACE remains committed to ongoing government to 
government consultation with Federally-recognized Tribes. 
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EPA-5 8/27/19 Environmental Justice (EJ): In reviewing the Revised DEIS, the EPA 
notes that the EJ comments for the DEIS outlined in our comment 
letter dated August 16, 2018, were not addressed in the Revised 
DEIS. 

Recommendation: The EPA's concerns regarding EJ remain the 
same and recommend that the USACE consider our comments in 
the Revised FEIS. 

The USACE has incorporated the EPA technical recommendations 
into the Environmental Justice analysis. The revised EJ analysis is in 
Section 4 and Appendix C.2. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
NOAA-1 8/27/19 Information in the EIS includes an assessment of effects on EFH. 

The EIS states implementation of the project would reduce the 
frequency of high volume freshwater discharges during the wet 
season and result in minor beneficial effects to EFH within the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries. Large freshwater releases 
from Lake Okeechobee reduce salinity within the Caloosahatchee 
and St. Lucie estuaries and can adversely affect EFH. We concur 
with the USACE’s determination of anticipated minimal EFH effects 
through implementation of the LOWRP. Therefore, NMFS has no 
EFH conservation recommendations to provide. This satisfies the 
consultation procedures outlined in 50 C.F.R. Section 600.920 of 
the regulation to implement the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act. 

Thank you for the review and concurrence on our determination of 
anticipated minimal EFH effects through implementation of the 
LOWRP. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs(BIA) 
BIA-1 9/27/19 On behalf of the Bureau of Indian Affairs Eastern Regional Office 

(BIA), we would like to thank the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) for allowing BIA to provide late comments to 
the July 2019 Draft Integrated Project Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement (PIR/EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project (LOWRP). 

Thank you for your comments. 

BIA-2 9/27/19 As a result of the concerns and issues raised by the Seminole Tribe 
of Florida (STOF) in a correspondence dated August 30, 2019, BIA 
requested that the Jacksonville District of the USACE to provide 
additional information related to both the Jacksonville District's 
and the BIA's Dam Safety program related to the WAF. Staff from 
the Jacksonville District responded by providing the BIA Safety of 
Dams the detailed Risk Assessments briefing presented on 
September 20, 2019. As such, all questions and concerns 

A briefing was provided to BIA on September 20, 2019. 
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previously raised by the STOF referencing the Dam Safety risks and 
engineering were adequately answered and the BIA will have no 
additional comments or recommendations on the project at this 
time. 

BIA-3 9/27/19 As you are aware, the BIA has considerable Trust interests within 
the project area and is concerned that Trust and cultural resources 
may be negatively impacted by the project at the Brighton 
Seminole Indian Reservation as outlined in the Tribe's 
correspondence dated August 30, 2019 regarding the TSP. 
Therefore, the BIA would like to request that the Jacksonville 
District carefully address these issues and concerns as raised by the 
Tribe. 

Detailed responses to the issues and concerns as raised by the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida are provided below. 

Tribes 
Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) 
STOF-1 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe of Florida ("Seminole Tribe") is in receipt of the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers' ("USACE") Revised Draft 
Integrated Project Implementation Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement ("Revised Draft PIR/EIS") for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project ("LOWRP."). While 
the USACE has addressed some of the Seminole Tribe's concerns 
from the initial Draft PIR/EIS, many of the Tribe's most important 
concerns remain unresolved. The Optimized Tentatively Selected 
Plan {"Optimized TSP") remains a threat to the Brighton Seminole 
Indian Reservation ("Brighton Reservation") and its natural 
resources, and therefore the Seminole Tribe will not support any 
plan that has the potential to put its community at risk of flooding, 
to impact its cultural resources, or to impact its ability to access 
Lake Okeechobee water during times of drought for both the 
Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. 

The Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has performed extensive 
analyses to identify and reduce risks to the Brighton Reservation, 
along with risks to other communities in proximity of LOWRP 
features. Please see below summaries regarding flooding, cultural 
resources, and water supply analyses: 

Flooding: Over the course of government to government 
consultation meetings, results of planning-level dam breach 
assessment along with geotechnical investigations were discussed 
to assess the potential for flooding and seepage impacts to Brighton 
Reservation. USACE has an obligation to avoid degradation of 
existing levels of flood protection to areas outside the project.  The 
results of the full qualitative risk assessment are located in Appendix 
A of the Project Implementation Report (PIR). Due to topography 
and the current footprint of the Wetland Attenuation Feature 
(WAF), the populated area of Brighton Reservation will not 
experience flooding impacts in the unlikely event of a breach. The 
topography in the area slopes from the northwest to the southeast. 
In the unlikely event of a breach, water would flow to the southeast 
away from the Reservation towards Lake Okeechobee.  The project 
is also separated from Brighton Reservation by the L-59 Canal.  In 
addition, the C-40 Canal prevents water from moving to the west 
towards the Reservation.  A primary project constraint is to 
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maintain flood protection as per the Assurances Provisions in the 
Water Resources Development Act 2000 Sec 601(h).  Detailed 
modeling during the pre-construction, engineering and design (PED) 
phase and monitoring during construction will be used to confirm 
that current levels of flood protection are maintained. The project 
will be designed so there are no changes to flood protection caused 
by the project. Overland flow to the southeast towards the project 
will be captured by the L-59 Canal as it currently operates. Any flow 
to the north in the L-59 canal will be diverted into the project 
seepage canal and then released into L-48 through an existing 
unnamed canal.  Flow to the south in the L-59 canal will release into 
the C-40 canal as it does currently.  Overland flow between the L-59 
canal and the project will be captured by the seepage canal. 

Cultural Resources: The USACE is committed to avoiding, 
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to historic properties. Due to the 
timeline of the study, limited access to private property, and funding 
constraints, the USACE is currently unable to identify and evaluate 
cultural resources and determine effects of the TSP on historic 
properties prior to completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 
306108 and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring final cultural 
resource surveys and evaluations of historic properties until after 
project approval via execution of a Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement. 

Water Supply: Model results indicate that there will be a positive 
impact to STOF water supply. The RECOVER “WS-1 Frequency and 
Severity of Water Restrictions for Lake Okeechobee Service Area” 
performance measure was used to calculate improvements in water 
supply performance. Model results indicate that the Optimized TSP 
shows a 24% reduction in water supply cutbacks for Lake 
Okeechobee Service Area users, which includes the Brighton and 
Seminole Big Cypress Reservations, when compared to the future 
without project condition. 

STOF-2 8/30/19 Based on a detailed review of the supplied information and with a 
deep understanding of the region, the Tribe concludes that the 
Optimized TSP should not be authorized and efforts should be 
made to return to a more detailed planning stage that broadens 

At this time the USACE is not planning on returning to the plan 
formulation phase and considering other alternatives. The plan 
formulation effort considered a diverse array of management 
measures to address problems, such as dredging Lake Okeechobee, 
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the array of alternatives for review, supported by studies and 
science at levels of detail sufficient to properly evaluate alternative 
plans. 

deep and shallow reservoirs, wetlands, ASR wells, deep injection 
wells, and dispersed water management. Over 30 locations 
throughout the authorized project area were considered for 
reservoir and wetland attenuation siting. 

STOF-3 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe values the government-to-government 
relationship as established by Executive Order and the USACE's 
own Tribal Consultation Policy. The Seminole Tribe understands 
that the USACE is required to fulfill the requirements of numerous 
legal authorities in addition to its trust obligation to the Seminole 
Tribe. However, we want to ensure that the Seminole Tribe's 
interests have been heard and fully considered. Accordingly, the 
Seminole Tribe provides the following comments and objections to 
the Revised Draft PIR/EIS and, in particular, describes the potential 
for negative impacts of the Optimized TSP to the Brighton 
Reservation. 

-

STOF-4 8/30/19 I. National Environmental Policy Act Alternatives Concerns 
The National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") was created to 
ensure that federal agencies assess the environmental impacts 
of, and alternatives to, major federal actions significantly 
affecting the environment prior to making their decisions. 
NEPA's purpose is to foster action that protects, restores and 
enhances our environment by providing public officials with 
relevant information that allows a "hard look" at the potential 
environmental consequences of a project. In doing so, federal 
agencies are required to systematically assess the environmental 
impacts of their proposed actions and consider alternative ways 
of accomplishing their missions, which are less damaging to and 
protective of the environment. 

-

STOF-5 8/30/19 The USACE initially identified Alternative 1BW as the TSP and the 
least-cost plan that reasonably maximizes environmental 
benefits. As a result of comments received in response to the July 
2018 draft PIR/EIS on LOWRP, the USACE issued a Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS that includes an Optimized TSP which purports to greatly 
reduce many of the concerns raised by the Seminole Tribe about 
the potential effects to Native Americans; however, after 
reviewing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe 
disagrees with the USACE's conclusions and objects to the 

Four different rounds (iterations) of alternatives were analyzed prior 
to the selection of the TSP. In each round, optimizations were made 
to all project alternatives to either improve efficiency/effectiveness, 
to increase acceptability to stakeholders, to avoid/minimize impacts 
to wetlands and/or listed species, and to provide a buffer zone from 
the Brighton Reservation and other local communities. The full 
description of alternative optimization is provided in Appendix E, 
Plan Formulation Screening. 
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Optimized TSP. While the Seminole Tribe has consistently urged 
the USACE to eliminate Alternative 1BW from plan consideration 
throughout the LOWRP planning process, the USACE has chosen 
instead to simply modify its preferred alternative. 

Aboveground storage within the K05 footprint, including 1BW, 
continued to be considered throughout the planning process for 
numerous factors as further detailed in Section 4: 

• The ability to co-locate ASR wells with aboveground 
storage in this location improves operational flexibility 
and maximizes ecological performances for the Northern 
Estuaries 

• The ability to co-locate the WAF with the Paradise Run 
wetland restoration site, further improving project 
efficiencies and providing wetland habitat connectivity 

• The K05 footprint maximizes the use of public lands within 
the project area, thereby reducing land acquisition and 
economic impacts to local communities 

• The K05 location avoids critically endangered Florida 
grasshopper sparrow habitat and high-quality wetlands 

• The location of the K05 WAF is further downstream than 
other alternatives considered, which would provide more 
efficient and effective performance compared to the 
upstream basin sites. The downstream sites provide 
access to the entire basin’s runoff, therefore offering 
greater opportunity for storage. 

STOF-6 8/30/19 1. In its attempts to justify the selection of Alternative 1BW, the 
USACE continues to imply that the Seminole Tribe was fully 
involved in the initial screening of the LOWRP planning 
alternatives; however, the Seminole Tribe maintains that it 
was not a part of the initial screening process, and the Tribe's 
concerns regarding the location of large water storage 
features in close proximity to the Brighton Reservation were 
not considered at the outset. 

2. The location and design of the Wetland Attenuation Feature 
("WAF") in the Alternative 1BW, continues to cause great 
concern to the Seminole Tribe and its people living on the 
Brighton Reservation due to the potential for flooding, 

3. The potential impacts to cultural resources of importance to 
the Tribal Members, and 

1. The USACE has strived to meet our government to 
government responsibilities throughout the LOWRP 
formulation process. We believe we have provided adequate 
opportunities for the STOF to provide meaningful input to the 
formulation process. A robust outreach effort has been 
conducted for LOWRP, beginning with a letter dated 24 June 
2016 inviting the STOF to participate in Government to 
Government consultation and following shortly after with a 
letter dated 28 June 2016 inviting the STOF to be a 
Cooperating Agency under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). STOF accepted the NEPA Cooperating Agency 
invitation via a letter dated 13 September 2016. STOF staff 
attended and presented at the 25 July 2016 LOWRP kick-off 
charrette. After the initial kick-off charrette, the Project 
Delivery Team (PDT) held weekly public plan formulation sub-
team meetings to discuss project siting and initial screening 
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4. The potential for dispersal of threatened and endangered 
species due to land use changes in correlation with the TSP, 
amongst other things. 

with regular attendance and representation from STOF legal 
staff. Additionally, STOF legal staff participated in weekly 
meetings with SFWMD to discuss various project issues. 
Following a request from STOF to set up separate meetings in 
addition to the PDT meetings, the USACE scheduled official 
government-to-government consultations beginning in 
January 2017. At the request of STOF, numerous modifications 
were made to the footprint of the aboveground storage 
feature to 1) avoid cultural sites, 2) provide a ½ mile buffer 
between LOWRP features and the Brighton Reservation, and 
3) to reduce the footprint of the surface storage component 
directly north of the Brighton Reservation. Modifications were 
also made to the STOF ‘least objectionable’ alternative 
(Alternative 2Cr with the K-42 reservoir) based on STOF 
feedback to improve performance, including improving water 
conveyance to the K-42 reservoir, expanding the footprint to 
increase storage capacity, and adding ten additional 
watershed ASR wells.  Additionally, the USACE considered 
alternatives suggested by the STOF early in the planning 
process. Storage in Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough and in 
Fisheating Creek was considered but not carried forward due 
to the nature of the watershed and the lack of consistent 
water availability for a reservoir in these sub-watersheds. 

2. The response to STOF-16 below describes results of the 
qualitative risk assessment 

3. Cultural resources are addressed in response to STOF-1 above. 
4. According to USFWS, some upland threatened and 

endangered species, specifically, Northern crested caracara 
and Eastern indigo snake, could potentially move onto Tribal 
lands as a result of the construction of the WAF. All northern 
crested caracara territories on Tribal lands are currently 
occupied and unless the existing Northern crested caracara 
allow their territories to be reduced in size, the Tribal lands are 
currently at carrying capacity for this species. There is also 
potential that Eastern indigo snakes could potentially 
immigrate to Tribal lands as their preferred habitat of pine 
flatwoods, moist hammocks and cypress swamps also exist on 
the Brighton Reservation. The USFWS will provide a Biological 
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Opinion for the Final PIR/EIS that will address the fate of 
displaced threatened and endangered species.  Species 
surveys in the project footprint will be done during the PED 
phase. 

STOF-7 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe learned that the USACE and the South Florida 
Water Management District ("SFWMD") worked together for 
several months prior to the July 25, 2016 kick-off charrette in a 
"pre-screening" process in which a number of alternative plans 
and features that the Seminole Tribe would have favored were 
eliminated from further consideration. In fact, Figure 3-2 of the 
Revised Draft PIR/EIS shows a number of potential reservoir sites 
that were screened out before the Seminole Tribe was engaged 
by the USACE in this planning effort. As a result, the Seminole 
Tribe was left to select amongst a variety of alternatives which 
posed significant risks to the health and safety of our Tribal 
Members and to the land and water of the Brighton Reservation. 

LOWRP project staff are unaware of any pre-screening that 
occurred prior to the kick-off charrette. STOF staff attended and 
presented at the 25 July 2016 LOWRP kick-off charrette.  After the 
initial kick-off charrette, the Project Delivery Team (PDT) held 
weekly public plan formulation sub-team meetings to discuss 
project siting and initial screening with regular attendance and 
representation from STOF legal staff. Screening of the potential 
reservoir sites that are shown in Figure 3-2 were discussed at the 
weekly public plan formulation meetings in the first three months 
of the project that included participation from STOF legal staff. 

STOF-8 8/30/19 1. The NEPA process is intended to identify and evaluate 
alternatives in an impartial manner; however, the 
Seminole Tribe does not believe that the alternatives in 
the LOWRP were assessed equally. While the USACE 
"heard" the Seminole Tribe's concerns in regards to the 
screening of water storage management measures, it is 
clear that the USACE did not fairly evaluate the Tribe's 
acceptability considerations in regards to the selection 
of the Optimized TSP. 

2. For example, when the Seminole Tribe engaged the 
USACE and the SFWMD to make plan formulation 
improvements to another reservoir alternative, the 
poorly formulated Alternative 2C (K-42), the USACE and 
the SFWMD made great strides to improve Alternative 
1BW to edge out the Tribe's preferred alternative by 
subsequently scaling it down. Additionally, Alternative 
1BW included the added benefit of reservoir-assisted 
ASRs in order to reduce costs and improve performance. 
Ecosystem benefits are greatly increased or decreased 
by inclusion (or not) of ASR as well as overall operation. 
These refinements assured that Alternative 1BW would 

1. Acceptability was a major consideration during plan 
formulation and evaluation. Throughout the project 
scoping and Tribal/stakeholder outreach process, project 
alternatives were discussed, and concerns were 
documented. The major categories for the acceptability 
criteria are detailed further in Section 4.1.2 and include 
Tribal acceptability, land ownership, and capital costs. 
Alternatives with aboveground storage features in the K05 
footprint ranked lower regarding STOF alternatives than 
Alternative 2Cr with a reservoir in the K42 footprint. 

2. Modifications were made to all of the alternatives 
throughout the planning process, including to the STOF 
‘least objectionable’ alternative (Alternative 2Cr) based on 
STOF feedback to make this alternative perform better. 
Modifications to the K-42 reservoir included improving 
water conveyance and expanding the footprint to increase 
storage capacity.  ASR wells could not be co-located with 
the K-42 reservoir without causing adverse impacts to 
existing water users. Due to the much lower number of 
permitted water users in the vicinity of K-05, ASR wells 
could be co-located with the WAF, which improved 
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edge out Alternative 2C in performance. No similar 
modifications were made to Alternative 2C. This in turn 
set up an unfair comparison between the two 
alternatives, affecting the success criteria of each 
alternative and greatly rewarding the modified 
Alternative 1BW. 

3. In NEPA planning protocol, it is not appropriate to 
continue to optimize the preferred alternative and not 
propose similar refinements for the other alternatives. 

performance. However, in order to improve performance 
of Alternative 2Cr, ten additional watershed ASR wells 
were added to this alternative. These ten additional 
watershed ASR wells were not included in Alternative 
1BW. 

3. The NEPA process followed CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 
C.F.R. § 1502.14. All alternatives were objectively 
evaluated under the same criteria. 

STOF-9 8/30/19 The USACE has also justified its selection of Alternative 1BW by 
stating that the Optimized TSP proposes a shallow WAF rather 
than a deep reservoir, which reduces overall dam safety 
concerns and seepage losses. The Optimized TSP, however, is a 
significantly different project than the alternative plan that 
competed with Alternative 2C. Alternative 1BW initially included 
a deep reservoir. As a result of dam safety concerns, the 
reservoir was later reduced in depth making it a much lower 
performing yet high cost reservoir. Alternative 2C, however, did 
not have the same dam safety concerns as it was proposed to be 
located farther away from populated areas. 

Alternative 1B was converted to shallow storage due to dam safety 
concerns due to close proximity to a downstream population and 
topographic considerations. It is true that this reduced the overall 
cost-effectiveness of this alternative, however, it is important to 
note that cost-effectiveness is only one tool that the USACE uses to 
compare alternatives. The overall costs of the Optimized TSP are 
significantly lower than Alternative 2Cr (approximately $400 
million). Additionally, the ability to co-locate ASR wells with the 
shallow storage option allowed for additional operational flexibility 
and performance of this alternative. Alternative 2Cr, the only deep 
reservoir in the final array, was retained as the maximum storage 
alternative with reduced dam safety concerns. This option was the 
most cost-effective ‘best buy’ plan, but was not retained due to the 
following reasons as further detailed in Section 4: 

• Inability to co-locate ASR wells with this reservoir, thus 
hindering operational flexibility and reducing overall 
storage capacity of this option. During project planning, a 
smaller reservoir in the K05 footprint (50,000 ac-ft with 
co-located ASR wells) was actually able to divert more 
water than the K42 reservoir (200,000 ac-ft with no ASR 
wells). See figure below. 
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• Alternative 2Cr had the highest overall cost 
(approximately $400 million more than Alternative 1BW). 

• This footprint was comprised solely of private lands and 
would have higher regional economic impacts than other 
alternatives that include public lands 

• The entire K42 footprint contains potential Florida 
grasshopper sparrow habitat 

• The K42 footprint contains the greatest amount of 
wetlands that would be impacted as compared to other 
alternatives 

STOF-10 8/30/19 Additionally, the USACE contends that the Optimized TSP co-
locates ASR with the WAF and provides synergistic attributes 
improving flexibility and maximizing ecological performance for 
the northern estuaries while minimizing the need for additional 
infrastructure. The USACE further states that this saves capital 
construction costs and long-term operations and maintenance 
requirements. In regards to Alternative 2Cr, however, the USACE 
argues that it would not allow for co-location of the K-42 
reservoir site and ASR wells because this would cause adverse 
impacts to existing water users, there is a lack of geotechnical 

The figure below shows the locations of permitted pumping wells in 
the Floridan Aquifer System relative to the footprints of the K-42 
reservoir (purple line) and K-05 WAF (red line).   The number of 
permitted pumping wells (existing users) are significantly greater, 
and are located proximal to the northen boundary of the K-42, 
within the footprint, and adjacent to the periphery.  LOWRP ASR 
wells are unlikely to be permitted in this extensively pumped area. 
The number of existing users is much lower in the area of the K-05 
WAF. 
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data in the area to the depth that would be required, and there 
is a greater potential for impacts to Florida wells north of 
Alternative 2Cr. In reaching this conclusion, however, the USACE 
failed to conduct any analysis of the impact. Instead, the USACE 
simply looked at the SFWMD's database and assumed above-
ground reservoir-assisted wells would be a problem. Therefore, 
instead of considering engineering solutions to the alleged 
problem, the USACE has chosen to yield to the political pressures 
of the day. 

STOF-11 8/30/19 1. Despite Alternative 2Cr being shown as the "best buy" plan 
and providing more overall benefits to Lake Okeechobee 
than the Optimized TSP, the USACE argues that the cost of 
Alternative 2Cr is nearly $400M more, and provides less 
overall estuary benefits. 

2. Ecological differences between Alternative 2Cr and the 
other alternatives would be shown, however, if Alternative 
2Cr had the benefit of the additional planning that went 
into refining Alternative 1BW, especially in terms of ASR 
features, size refinements, operations, and a willingness to 
fairly consider acceptability for both alternative plans. 

3. Notably, the USACE abandoned the cost in dollars per acre-
foot of water storage metric when K-05 WAF in the 
Optimized TSP was significantly downsized. The cost per 
acre foot of storage in the Optimized TSP WAF is many 
times greater than the original K-05 or K-42. In fact, the 
cost per acre foot for the WAF exceeds $20,000/acre-foot. 
The extremely poor cost-effectiveness of the WAF/K-05 
should have disqualified Alternative 1BW or at least the 

1. Cost-effectiveness is only one criteria that the USACE uses to 
compare alternatives. Section 4 Table 4-37 provides a full 
overview of the evaluation criteria, which includes: 
maximizing benefits in a cost-effective manner, 
acceptability, completeness, efficiency, effectiveness, 
environmental quality, National Economic Development, 
Regional Economic Development, Other Social Effects, and 
additional considerations (including co-location of project 
features which Alternative 2Cr would not allow as discussed 
in the response to STOF-10 above). 

2. Modifications were made to all of the alternatives throughout 
the planning process, including to the STOF ‘least objectionable’ 
alternative (Alternative 2Cr with the K-42 reservoir) based on 
STOF feedback to make this alternative perform better. 
Improvements made to Alternative 2Cr include improving 
water conveyance to the K-42 reservoir, expanding the 
footprint to increase storage capacity, and increasing the 
number of watershed ASR wells. However, unlike alternatives 
with aboveground storage within the K-05 footprint, ASR wells 
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WAF feature from further consideration. However, it is 
clear that the high cost per unit of storage of the TSP was 
offset by it having additional ASR wells while the low cost 
per unit of storage for K-42 was not considered. 

could not be co-located with the K-42 reservoir site without 
adversely impacting existing water users. 

3. Costs per ac-ft of reservoir and ASR storage are not an ‘apples 
to apples’ comparison. While reservoirs are more expensive in 
dollars per ac-ft, they have the ability to capture the larger peak 
flows that damage estuary ecology.  Each 5 MGD (8 cfs) ASR 
well can only store a limited volume of water per day. 
Therefore, although reservoirs may be more expensive, in cases 
of high flows they provide more immediate benefits than ASR 
due to a more proactive capacity. Both storage systems are 
needed to achieve the maximum benefits of the project. 
Therefore, the cost-effectiveness analysis considers all of the 
storage components rather than individual portions of each 
alternative. 

STOF-12 8/30/19 The SMART Planning process currently utilized by the USACE 
works at odds with the ability of the USACE to address many of 
the Seminole Tribe's concerns. While intending to improve and 
streamline feasibility studies, reduce costs, and expedite 
completion, the SMART Planning process has resulted in no 
traditional analysis for feasibility level design for the TSP, no 
detailed flood routing and dam safety information, and little to 
no cultural resource and habitat surveys for LOWRP. As 
previously stated by the Independent External Peer Review 
("IEPR") in the Final Independent External Peer Review Report 
Central and Southern Florida Project, Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan, Lake Okeechobee Water Shed Restoration 
Project, the "information used to date does not rise to the level 
of a conceptual design or feasibility assessment that would allow 
for a proper assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the 
methods and analyses used." 

The USACE has completed a qualitative risk assessment of the K-05 
WAF, and results are summarized in Engineering Appendix A, 
Section A.2.4 Dam Safety Considerations.  The risk assessment 
concluded that all potential failure modes that could be identified at 
this stage of the project had been addressed by feasibility level 
design. 

The USACE completed a cultural resource survey within portions of 
two of the final alternatives which includes approximately 13% of 
the WAF within the TSP. This survey included a literature search and 
records review, a Phase I cultural resources assessment survey, and 
a reconnaissance survey of portions of the Paradise Run Wetland 
Restoration Area. 

The USACE understands the Seminole Tribe’s concerns regarding 
impacts to cultural sites and burial resources; however, final project 
impacts to historic properties are unknown at this time as the project 
design is subject to change in PED and based on the results of future 
cultural resources surveys. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 and § 
800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring additional cultural resource 
surveys and evaluations of historic properties until after project 
approval via execution of a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. 
Both the Seminole and Miccosukee Tribes are consulting parties to 
this Programmatic Agreement. The USACE will continue to consult 
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with the Seminole Tribe on cultural resources survey methodology, 
the evaluation of historic properties, and determinations of effects to 
historic properties. 

STOF-13 8/30/19 Given the scope of the Project, and the potential impacts to the 
Seminole Tribe, the Tribe believes more time is needed for the 
LOWRP study. The Tribe believes it is unacceptable to move 
ahead on a proposal for which limited information prevents 
meaningful analysis of alternatives, impacts or the means to 
mitigate impacts. This approach undermines the integrity of the 
entire LOWRP effort and fails to accurately account for any 
alleged benefits, harms or costs associated with the Project. 

The USACE does not intend to pursue an additional waiver request 
for more time to complete this project. The USACE believes that the 
appropriate amount of information has been obtained for the 
feasibility phase of this study and plans to obtain additional 
information during later study phases to further reduce project risks 
and uncertainties. 

STOF-14 8/30/19 II. Flood and/or Seepage Impacts 
As noted in prior comments, the TSP's proximity to the Brighton 
Reservation continues to cause great concern to the Seminole 
Tribe due to the potential for seepage impacts and flood risks 
associated with the WAF (K-05 Reservoir). Design Engineering 
Regulation ER 1110-2-1150 states that for feasibility-level 
designs "[e]ngineering data and analyses in the feasibility phase 
shall be sufficient to develop the complete project schedule and 
baseline cost estimate with reasonable contingency factors for 
each cost item or group of cost items." The Revised Draft PIR/EIS, 
however, acknowledges that limited geotechnical data is 
available and detailed flood routing studies have not been done 
and will not be done until after project authorization as part of 
the Planning, Engineering and Design ("PED") phase. Despite this 
acknowledgment, the USACE has concluded that the 
implementation of any of the alternatives will not degrade the 
existing level of flood protection, and that "the incremental life 
loss risk is within the tolerable limits." These findings are 
unacceptable to the Seminole Tribe. 

The Final Engineering Appendix includes seepage modeling. 
Seepage from the WAF will be managed within a seepage canal that 
surrounds the WAF.  Groundwater modeling and monitoring will be 
performed during PED and monitoring will continue during and after 
construction. 

Permeability measurements using double ring infiltrometer 
methods were made during the PIR, please see section A.6.2.3.1 
through A.6.2.3.3 in PIR-EIS Appendix A Engineering.  These 
measurements were made to support seepage modeling at several 
locations across the WAF berm, also described in those sections. 

STOF-15 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe contends that the level of design of project 
features is insufficient for important analyses to be properly 
performed on LOWRP. The Seminole Tribe is disappointed that 
the USACE has resisted performing any dam safety or seepage 
analyses and has instead chosen to perform a qualitative, 

Please see responses in STOF-12 and STOF-14. 
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instead of a quantitative, risk assessment between the initial 
Draft PIR/EIS and the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. Qualitative risk 
assessments are subjective. They evaluate and document the 
probability and the impact of potential project risks against a 
pre-defined scale. They are carried out by individuals 
participating in a project based on their personal perceptions of 
the risk likelihood and consequences. While, on the other hand, 
a quantitative risk analysis numerically evaluates the effect of 
potential project targets. It is focused on creating realistic time 
and cost targets and calculating the probability of achieving 
project objectives. Given the Seminole Tribe's increasing 
concerns about the potential for adverse impacts to its water 
rights, Tribal lands, environmental resources resulting from the 
possible implementation of this Project, the Tribe requests that 
more thorough analyses be done. 

STOF-16 8/30/19 In the USACE's discussion of the qualitative risk assessment in 
the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE has asserted that there will 
be no flooding of the Seminole Tribe Brighton Reservation in the 
unlikely event of a breach, and no incremental life loss risk. This 
statement, however, is inconsistent with information presented 
by the USACE to the Seminole Tribe on April 30, 2019, in which 
the USACE stated that a breach could cause flooding on the 
Brighton Reservation of 0 to 2 feet of water depth for a "sunny 
day" breach and 0.1 to 3 feet for a probable maximum 
precipitation (PMP) event. Nor is the USACE's comment 
consistent with its response to the Seminole Tribe's NEPA 
scoping comments, in which the USACE characterizes flooding as 
a result of a breach on the Brighton Reservation as "little 
flooding." Flooding most severely threatens people who are 
elderly, disabled, immobile, or very young (i.e., people who lack 
the mobility to escape flooding). Sudden flooding of the Brighton 
Reservation, with 2 to 3 ftof water from a breach, could very well 
pose a life loss risk to those most vulnerable. Additionally, future 
generations might live closer to the WAF, where life loss risk 
from a breach is the greatest. The USACE, however, failed to 
consider future land use patterns in its breach analysis. 

Breach on the northwest cell of the WAF could cause some flooding 
on the Seminole Tribe Brighton Reservation.  Flooding as deep as 2 
feet of water could occur in low lying depressions and sloughs. 
Other than local depressions and sloughs, the flood water is less 
than 1 foot deep in the very unlikely event of a breach. Breach was 
also modeled after WAF loading from the PMP event to test the 
maximum impacts that could occur.  These models also show 
flooding could occur in currently undeveloped parts of the Seminole 
Tribe Brighton Reservation; however, the PMP, or any other 
hydrologic event that caused significant rise in the water surface 
elevation in the WAF, would also cause significant flooding in the 
areas surrounding the WAF from direct rainfall (the PMP would 
result in several feet of direct rainfall on the basin and would cause 
several feet of inundation on the Seminole Tribe Brighton 
Reservation.  For these reasons, breach at normal pool is considered 
most representative of possible incremental flooding. The presence 
of the WAF would actually contain a part of a regional PMP and 
lessen flooding in the basin and allow for quicker recovery of the 
local drainage infrastructure. None of the breach models show that 
flood water would cross the Indian Prairie Canal and impact 
currently developed areas.  Breach models also show that only 
depressional wetlands and sloughs would flood with water in excess 
of 2 feet in the unlikely event of breach. 
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The presence of the WAF would not make the lands closer to the 
WAF undevelopable nor would development of these lands be 
expected to change the risk characterization for the WAF. Any 
future development would require regrading lands for stormwater 
drainage and resulting slightly elevated roads and building pads. 
The incremental flooding that could be experienced from flooding 
in the unlikely event that the WAF breached would not cause life 
threatening floods. 

STOF-17 8/30/19 Therefore, the USACE's characterization of breach-related risk 
on the Brighton as "no incremental life loss risk" is, at best, 
unsupported and questionable, and, at worst, is completely 
wrong. Despite the numerous consultations that the Seminole 
Tribe has had with the USACE regarding its dam safety concerns, 
it is clear that the USACE does not care about or respect the 
Tribe's sovereignty with regard to how the Tribe views the risks 
it would be subjected to by the Optimized TSP. Instead of 
addressing the Seminole Tribe's concerns in the Draft Revised 
PIR/EIS, the USACE simply directs the Seminole Tribe's attention 
to ER 1110-2-1156, wherein the USACE defines tolerable risk 
limits, and further directs the Seminole Tribe to the Engineering 
Appendix, which purports to describe in detail how dam safety 
risks were assessed and how tolerable risk limits were defined 
for this study. While Engineering Manual ER 1110-2-1156 
provides general guidance in regards to tolerable risk limits, it 
does not tell the engineer exactly how to assess every detail in a 
risk assessment for a particular project. For example, ER 1110-2-
1156 does not tell the engineer how much risk exists when up to 
2 ft. of water suddenly floods the Brighton Reservation. Hence, 
the Seminole Tribe maintains that it has a right to be involved in 
defining acceptable risk, including details beyond the scope of 
the general guidance provided in ERll0-2-1156. The Seminole 
Tribe is very concerned that the USACE has mischaracterized 
breach-related risks as "no incremental life loss risk" without 
accounting for the Seminole Tribe's input. 

The dam safety assessment estimates no incremental life loss risk 
on the Seminole Tribe Brighton Reservation.  This assessment 
treated the WAF and surrounding lands equally to all other flood 
control structures nationwide. 

USACE does not change the definition of risk based on different 
populations and we treat all humans equally when assessing risk 
around a USACE facility.  Different populations or individuals have 
different understandings and tolerances for risk based on 
perception, life experiences, or cultural differences.  In dam and 
levee safety, USACE uses a uniform set of criteria to quantify risk and 
treats all groups equally in the assessment of tolerability. 

STOF-18 8/30/19 There are similar reservoir projects surrounding Brighton 
Reservation, including Thistle Pen Pond, Brighton Valley, 
Nicodemus Slough and West Waterhole Marsh, and the 

USACE treated this project the same way they treat all other water 
retaining projects nationwide.   The likelihood of breach of this low 
head facility will be very low, and the WAF actually has a flood risk 
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incremental addition of the Optimized TSP will create a higher 
risk to the Tribe. Instead of effectively communicating about the 
risks that informed the decision-making process, the USACE has 
chosen to dictate the risk to the Tribe. The Tribe does not ascribe 
to the USACE's standards for acceptable risk. The risk of dam 
failure associated with the TSP is an added risk to everyday life 
on the Brighton Reservation that increases the risk profile of 
Tribal Members to an unacceptable degree. Unlike other 
landowners in the area, the Seminole Tribe does not have the 
luxury of selling the property and moving if it determines the risk 
is too high. As a federally designated Indian Reservation, the 
Seminole Tribe is on these lands in perpetuity. This creates a 
unique set of risks not shared by the population in general. 

reduction component to the lands around the reservoir in that it 
captures a significant percentage of the direct rainfall on the basin 
and will lesson flooding during an extreme rainfall event and will 
allow local drainage system to more quickly recover after a 
significant event. 

STOF-19 8/30/19 The Revised Draft PIR/EIS fails to provide an explanation or 
information on the assumptions that went into determining that 
"the incremental life loss risk is within the tolerable limits," as 
the qualitative risk assessment was not provided in the Revised 
Draft PIR/EIS. The failure to include the qualitative risk 
assessment makes it extremely difficult for the Seminole Tribe to 
judge the risk to the Brighton Reservation. The Seminole Tribe is 
therefore forced to rely upon a skeletal solution without any 
details and trust that harm will not come their way as a result of 
this Project. Without a detailed description of engineering risks, 
an explanation of how local residents were consulted in 
assessing the risks and how the conclusion was reached that the 
risks are within tolerable limits, along with an explanation of how 
risk informed the decision making process, the Seminole Tribe 
will continue to voice its objections to this Project. 

The qualitative risk assessment is For Official Use Only and USACE 
limits distribution.  USACE has presented the assessment process 
and results to Tribe technical staff. 

STOF-20 8/30/19 Notwithstanding the Seminole Tribe's previous comments 
objecting to the Optimized TSP, when considering the potential 
life loss risk posed by this Project, an ASR-only option is worth 
considering. Eliminating the WAF and replacing the lost water 
storage capacity with additional ASR wells would eliminate the 
incremental life loss risk entirely. The WAF stores 43,000 acre-
feet of water. The 80 ASR wells have a storage capacity of 
448,000 acre-feet per year, or 5,600 acre-feet per well. The 
installation of 8 additional ASR wells would provide 44,800 acre-
feet of additional storage capacity, which is more capacity than 

The storage function of an ASR system is not equivalent to the 
storage function in the WAF.  The WAF captures and stores short-
duration peak flows from the Kissimmee River, and serves as a surge 
tank from which ASR wells recharge the aquifer. Each 5 MGD (8 cfs) 
ASR well can only store a limited volume of water per day. 
Therefore, some benefits (decreased flows to the estuaries) cannot 
be realized with an ASR-well only scenario.  Both storage systems 
are needed to achieve the maximum benefits of the project. 
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the WAF. The cost of the WAF is approximately twice the cost of 
the 80 ASR wells. Thus, eliminating the WAF and constructing 8 
additional ASR wells would not only maintain the desired water 
storage capacity and eliminate the life loss risk associated with 
the WAF, but it would also cut the total project cost by more than 
half, saving the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars. 

STOF-21 8/30/19 While the USACE maintains that it did consider an ASR-only 
option in the Engineering Appendix of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, 
the USACE fails to provide any substantive detail of the analysis 
that was conducted by the USACE of this option, nor has this 
option ever been presented to the Seminole Tribe in any 
government-to-government consultation with the USACE. The 
ASR-only discussion, included in the Engineering Appendix of the 
Revised Draft PIR/EIS (one paragraph), only appears to compare 
the ASR-only option to "Existing Conditions Baseline" and 
"Future Without." Additionally, the ASR-only discussion fails to 
state how many ASR wells were considered for the ASR-only 
configuration and fails to compare the ASR-only configuration to 
other alternative plans. The Seminole Tribe therefore urges the 
USACE to fully assess the ASR-only option in the spirit of 
exploring ways to truly minimize life loss risk to tribal members 
and members of the general public, as the design of the LOWRP 
should be focused on protecting public safety. 

This alternative is discussed in more detail in Appendix E Section 
E.1.2. It was initially considered due to the overall lower cost, 
reduced need for land acquisition, and due to feedback received 
during earlier project scoping. However, this option was not 
retained. Although this option shows improvement over the FWO 
condition, the projected Lake Okeechobee Habitat Unit benefits are 
slightly lower than the existing conditions. Improving Lake 
Okeechobee health is a significant goal of CERP and LOWRP, so this 
configuration was not retained. 

Additionally, total storage volumes in ASR is not equivalent to 
storage in reservoirs. A reservoir has a larger pump station and is 
capable of capturing larger peak flows responsible for large 
freshwater flows to the northern estuaries, while ASR wells have 
smaller intake capacities. This allows for long term storage at a 
slower recharge and release rate than a reservoir which reduces ASR 
reactive capacity to larger events. ASR operations would be more 
proactive than a reservoir, which could be used in reaction to a 
larger event. The combination of both of these storage tools, rather 
than an ASR-only alternative,   provides a relatively high diversion 
capacity tool with potentially recoverable storage volume. A 
reservoir assisted by ASR (co-located ASR wells) could be used to 
divert more water and more directly provide relief to Lake 
Okeechobee or reduce the need for estuary flows can could 
potentially be filled more than once during a season or event as ASR 
empties the reservoir, making this facility not limited by surface 
storage volume. 

STOF-22 8/30/19 In reviewing the updated limited design aspects of the Project, 
the USACE has either failed to address, or did not adequately 
provide, a response to some of the Seminole Tribe's concerns 
regarding near surface soils in the Optimized TSP WAF, soil 
cement armoring, and overtopping in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. 

Detailed berm design aspects such as armoring using turf 
reinforcement mats, soil cement on embankments, use of 
geosynthetic materials, or rip-rap are defined using detailed 
hydraulic model output, that show the range of flows and levels 
expected at a structure or canal.  These simulations then inform 
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Namely, the USACE has stated that "[i]f, however, during PED, it 
is found that in addition to a vegetative cover some form of hard 
armoring (i.e. turf reinforcement mat) or soil amendment is 
needed, it will be added to the design of the embankment." This 
response is inconsistent with the USACE response to the 
Seminole Tribe's NEPA scoping comments (Comment 7), in which 
the USACE definitely states that a turf reinforcement mat will be 
used, without any contingencies. If there is a possibility that a 
turf reinforcement mat will not be used, then the USACE should 
explain the basis on which such a decision would be made (i.e., 
which tests would be performed and which methods of analysis 
or design would be used to support the decision). While a design 
with a turf reinforcement mat helps to protect turf from erosion 
in the short term, all geosynthetic materials, including turf 
reinforcement mats, are subject to deterioration over time. 
Therefore, the USACE should explain the design life of a turf 
reinforcement mat, the information that is available to 
demonstrate that the mat will be effective for many decades, the 
decision making process involved in using additional protective 
measures, and the methods of analysis and design, amongst 
other things. 

development of berm design.  Each feature (berm for example) has 
a typical life cycle, and will be subject to periodic inspection during 
the operation phase.  Berm maintenance activities occur in response 
to inspection results. 

STOF-23 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe is also concerned that a sufficient vegetative 
cover will not be able to be maintained on the xeric soil 
conditions that are likely to prevail along the embankment of the 
WAF, and hard armoring could become problematic for 
maintenance. The prevention of erosion will depend on vigilant 
maintenance. The Tribe, however, is concerned that given recent 
shortfalls in funding of Operation & Maintenance of federal 
projects by the USACE, if these types of proposals will be funded. 

The vegetative cover is maintained by the USACE on the HHD dam, 
and the embankments are routinely inspected for maintenance 
requirements. At the completion of construction, CERP project 
operations are transferred to the SFWMD, who will maintain the 
project features.  

STOF-24 8/30/19 The USACE also failed to address the Seminole Tribe's concern 
that no proof has been provided to demonstrate that soil-
cement will function effectively on this particular project. The 
Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE has not provided 
any information demonstrating successful, long-term 
performance of soil-cement armoring for projects similar in size, 
function, climate, environmental conditions, and function as the 
proposed WAF. Instead, the USACE has broadly stated that 
"[t]here has been much research and many successful projects 

The soil cement mix design will be completed during the PED phase, 
and tested during embankment construction. Soil cement design 
has been tested successfully in demonstration sections by the 
SFWMD at the C-44 reservoir site. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-2018 



      

        
  

  
   

     
 

   
 

 
    

   
    

  
   

 
    

 
      

   
 

         
   

  
  

  

  
   

 
 

    
 

   
     

  
 

  
   

     

   
  

   
  

        
      

  
 

    
 

        

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

using soil-cement for erosion protection going back decades. 
There are projects 60 years old in which the soil-cement is still 
functional for its intended use." While it is true that soil-cement 
has been used successfully for various projects for decades, the 
USACE has not demonstrated that it has been used successfully 
for this type of project in this type of environment. The 
environment in Florida is challenging because plants, burrowing 
animals, and insects all would tend to probe into the ground and 
weaken the soil-cement from the penetrations. Further 
armoring can sometimes be dry and submerged below water, 
creating cyclic wet-dry conditions. Due to the fact that the 
underlying fine sands are highly erodible, it is essential that the 
soil-cement function well for decades. Specific examples of long-
term performance of soil-cement armoring under similar 
climatic and environmental conditions are necessary if the 
USACE is to argue credibly that demonstrated past performance 
is adequate to support the use of soil-cement for this particular 
project. 

STOF-25 8/30/19 Lastly, the USACE has failed to adequately address the Seminole 
Tribe's overtopping concerns. The USACE states that "[a]n 
overtopping assessment was performed in general accordance 
with the Acceler8 Design Criteria Manual 2, Wind and 
Precipitation Design Criteria for Freeboard. Case 3; a 100-year 
wind combined with the Probable Maximum Precipitation for 
the location. This is an extreme rainfall event combined with an 
unlikely wind event." This broad-based response by the USACE 
has failed to ease the Seminole Tribe's concerns regarding risk of 
breaching caused by overtopping. While the embankment 
heights have been determined based on overtopping 
calculations, the embankments were not sized to resist 
overtopping for the most severe conceivable wind event, but 
instead were designed to resist overtopping for a storm with 
one-in-a-hundred probability of striking in any one year (i.e., the 
100-year wind event). Characterization of the 100-year storm by 
the USACE as an "unlikely event" is not appropriate. The wind 
speed for the 100-year event is 102 mph. Such an event may be 
unlikely in any one year, but over a long period of time such an 
event is likely to occur at least once. Over a very long period of 

The 1/100 ACE wind on top of a Probable Maximum Precipitation 
event is an extreme event on top of an antecedent extreme event. 
A 1/100 ACE wind would not cause overtopping on a normal pool or 
on an intermediate high pool with embankments designed with 
approximately 9 to 13 feet of freeboard. It is fully anticipated that 
the WAF could experience such a wind event throughout its service 
life and this is accounted for in the design. Even a more severe wind 
speed on normal pools would not result in overtopping.  The 
embankment height was selected used the most conservative 
design case in the DCM with a 1/100 ACE wind occurring on top a 
PMP pool. All cases in the DCM will be analyzed during PED. 
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time, an even more intense storm is likely to occur at least once. 
This mischaracterization is especially significant given the fact 
that the embankment would be constructed of highly erodible 
fine sand and overtopping might wash away the sand and cause 
a breach. Thus, overtopping from an extreme event remains of 
great concern to the Seminole Tribe. 

STOF-26 8/30/19 Given the USACE lack of consideration of failure modes and 
impact on safety, Alt 1Br should not have been allowed to move 
forward as the preferred alternative until flood risk studies could 
be done to show no risk to Seminole Tribe members, and other 
people living in the communities adjacent to the WAF. 

The risk assessment predicts no incremental life loss risk in the 
Brighton Reservation from all breach scenarios, regardless of how 
unlikely these breach scenarios may be. USACE assessed all 
identified potential failure mode possibilities during the assessment. 

STOF-27 8/30/19 Ill. Cultural Resource Impacts 
While both the Seminole Tribe and Miccosukee Tribe of Indians 
of Florida object to the impacts to cultural sites, the USACE 
seems to largely ignore the positions of the two tribes. During 
the consultation process, the Seminole Tribe expressed concerns 
about the numerous unknowns regarding cultural resources 
within the area of potential effect, as the USACE cultural 
resource investigations for known archaeological sites have been 
limited to a literature search and records review. The Seminole 
Tribe's interests, however, are broader than just "historic 
properties," as defined under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. Although the boundaries of the 
Brighton Reservation are today noted as static lines on a map, 
for thousands of years these lines did not exist. According to the 
archaeological record, written documentation, and the Tribe's 
oral histories, ancestral populations continuously crossed 
through the various areas that are today delineated by private 
property boundaries surrounding our ancestral homeland. Many 
Seminole families intimately knew their landscape through 
generations of traditions that resulted in a cultural landscape 
made of camp locations, burial sites, resource clusters, trading 
sites and more. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe's interests include 
any culturally significant site, including burial sites. This is why 
the protection of the sacred ancestral landscape surrounding the 
Brighton Reservation is so important to the Tribe. 

The USACE is committed to first avoiding when possible, then 
determining ways to minimize and/or mitigating impacts to historic 
properties and historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance to Indian tribes through consultation with the Seminole 
and Miccosukee Tribes. The USACE understands the Seminole 
Tribe’s concerns regarding impacts to cultural sites and burial 
resources; however, final project impacts to historic properties are 
unknown at this time as the project design is subject to change in 
PED and based on the results of future cultural resources surveys. 
All alternatives considered as part of the NEPA process have a high 
potential to contain cultural resources and historic properties based 
on the size of the project. The USACE has completed a cultural 
resource survey within portions of two of the final alternatives 
which includes approximately 13% of the WAF within the TSP. This 
survey included a literature search and records review, as well as a 
Phase I cultural resources assessment survey, and a reconnaissance 
survey of portions of the Paradise Run Wetland Restoration Area. 

Due to the timeline of the study, limited access to private property, 
and funding constraints, the USACE is currently unable to identify 
and evaluate cultural resources and determine effects of the TSP on 
historic properties prior to completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 
U.S.C. 306108 and § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring additional 
cultural resource surveys and evaluations of historic properties until 
after project approval via execution of a Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement. Both the Seminole and Miccosukee Tribes are 
consulting parties to this Programmatic Agreement. The USACE will 
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continue to consult with the Seminole Tribe on cultural resources 
survey methodology, the evaluation of historic properties, and 
determinations of effects to historic properties. 

STOF-28 8/30/19 While the Revised Draft PIR/EIS continues to recognize that there 
is a high potential for burial resources within the TSP footprint, 
the Revised Draft PIR/EIS acknowledges that few of the cultural 
resource surveys have focused on the area of the proposed 
alternatives. The Seminole Tribe suspects that there are likely 
other unrecorded sites within the overall footprint that have not 
yet been identified. Of particular concern is the Mulberry Mound 
Site (8GL77), which has a high potential for containing burial 
resources, and is located within the TSP footprint. See Exhibit A, 
a map identifying the Mulberry Mound Site that the Seminole 
Tribe requests be avoided by USACE planning. The USACE has 
also identified two other cultural sites {8GL494 and 8GL495) 
within the Alternative 1BW footprint which may be impacted by 
the Optimized TSP. The Seminole Tribe opposes any impacts to 
sites that contain burial resources. The Seminole Tribe continues 
to maintain that the Optimized TSP should be modified to avoid 
the Mulberry Mound site, along with 8GL493 and 8GL495. The 
Seminole Tribe's Tribal Historic Preservation Office ("THPO") has 
presented to the USACE two possible alternatives to the 
Alternative 1BW TSP footprint that would avoid the Mulberry 
Mound site. These sites, especially the burial sites, hold 
significant cultural/religious importance to the Seminole Tribe. 
The tree island landscape, which usually host these sites, form 
the fabric of the Seminole Tribe's cultural identity. ·The Seminole 
Tribe respectfully requests that the Mulberry Mound site, as well 
as other sites with potential burials, be avoided. 

Impacts to sites 8GL494 and 8FL495 are unknown at this time. These 
sites are not known to contain burial resources. Mulberry Mound 
site (8GL77) is located within the TSP WAF footprint; however, the 
site boundaries and the presence of burial resources are unknown. 
Only one shovel test was excavated at the site during a 1989 cultural 
resources survey. Additional archaeological investigations during 
PED will define the site boundaries, determine the presence of 
burial resources, and evaluate the integrity of the site. These 
investigations will assist in determining potential adverse effects of 
the project at this site. Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 and § 
800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring additional cultural resource 
surveys and evaluations of historic properties until after project 
approval via execution of a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. 
The Seminole Tribe is a consulting party to this Programmatic 
Agreement. The USACE will continue to consult with the Seminole 
Tribe on cultural resources survey methodology, the evaluation of 
historic properties, and determinations of effects to historic 
properties consistent with the Programmatic Agreement. The 
cultural resources investigation of Mulberry Mound will require 
additional consultation with the STOF pursuant to the Programmatic 
Agreement and, if burial resources are identified, the Burial 
Resources Agreement. Subsequent to these surveys, the USACE and 
STOF will consult on avoidance measures, if necessary. 

STOF-29 8/30/19 Despite Alternative 1BW being identified as having a higher 
probability to contain additional historic properties/cultural 
resources within the WAF than any of the other alternatives, 
Alternative 1BW has been selected as the LOWRP TSP. The 
USACE has acknowledged that the impacts to cultural resources 
appear higher in Alternative 1BW compared to the other 
alternatives due to the presence of tree islands on nearby 
Brighton Reservation. Particularly alarming is the fact that there 
is a potential for flooding to the eastern portion of the 

All alternatives considered as part of the NEPA process have a high 
potential to contain cultural resources and historic properties based 
on the size of the project. It is not the intent of the LOWP WAF to 
fail resulting in the temporary inundation of burial sites; therefore, 
the USACE has determined that breach of the WAF is not a 
reasonably foreseeable effect of the proposed undertaking as 
applicable to Section 106 of the NHPA or the Burial Resources 
Agreement. The Burial Resources Agreement is only applicable 
when burial resources are likely to be affected by a proposed action. 
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reservation as a result of overtopping or a dyke breach. Such an 
event would place a great many burial sites underwater. The 
THPO has worked with many community members who have 
loved ones that were laid to rest in the tree islands and other 
features along the eastern boundary of the reservation. The 
Seminole Tribe has also recorded a number of pre-contact 
burials in this area. Any impact to these sites would cause great 
distress to the community. Therefore, although some of the sites 
on the Reservation, which might be subjected to flooding, may 
not be in the area of potential effect, the Seminole Tribe 
requests that the USACE address these impacts through the 
Burial Resources Agreement. 

The USACE will continue to consult with the Seminole Tribe under 
the Burial Resources Agreement within the area of potential effects 
during implementation of the LOWP Programmatic Agreement. 

STOF-30 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE has selected 
Alternative 1BW as its TSP without the benefit of an 
archaeological survey to determine the significance of additional 
cultural resource sites. The cost estimate for surveying and 
avoiding unknown sites is significant and has not been included 
in the cost benefit analysis for the Project alternative. The 
Seminole Tribe believes that had there been sufficient time and 
funding to perform the required analysis that these issues would 
have affected the feasibility of Alternative 1BW and its selection 
as the TSP. 

Due to the timeline of the study, limited access to private property, 
and funding constraints, the USACE is currently unable to identify 
and evaluate cultural resources and determine effects of the TSP on 
historic properties prior to completion of the PIR/EIS. Pursuant to 54 
U.S.C. § 306108 and 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2), the USACE is deferring 
additional cultural resource surveys and evaluations of historic 
properties until after project approval via execution of a Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement. The Seminole Tribe is a consulting party 
to this Programmatic Agreement. The USACE will continue to 
consult with the Seminole Tribe on cultural resources survey 
methodology, the evaluation of historic properties, and 
determinations of effects to historic properties consistent with the 
Programmatic Agreement. 

STOF-31 8/30/19 In order to prevent impacts to cultural resources, it is critical that 
the USACE also complete a comprehensive ethnographic survey 
as part of the USACE overall planning efforts in order to identify 
those areas that need protection from human disturbance 
before moving forward with the LOWRP. It is equally important 
that all the necessary surveys are conducted before the final 
design and implementation of the LOWRP in order to assess and 
avoid any potential impacts to cultural resources. THPO should 
be consulted and allowed to comment on any Phase II proposal, 
methodologies that might be developed, and on any 
corresponding scope of work/work performance standards. It 
should be noted, however, that THPO has not agreed to the 
necessity of Phase II investigations on any specific site. 

In consideration of the Seminole Tribe’s concerns, the USACE is in 
the process of awarding a contract to the Seminole Tribe of Florida’s 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office to conduct a comprehensive 
ethnographic survey of the larger CERP geographic area. Once 
complete, the ethnographic survey will be utilized to identify 
historic properties within the LOWP area of potential effects 
through consultation with the Seminole Tribe and consistent with 
the LOWP Programmatic Agreement. Consistent with the 
Programmatic Agreement, and the Burial Resources Agreement if 
applicable, the USACE will consult with the Seminole Tribe on any 
Phase II proposals, methodologies that might be developed, and on 
any corresponding scope of work/work performance standards. 
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STOF-32 8/30/19 IV. Water Rights Impacts 
The Seminole Tribe's water rights have been formalized in The 
Water Rights Compact of 1987, and ratified by both the United 
States Congress and the Florida Legislature. The Compact sets 
forth specific surface water entitlements to the Seminole Tribe 
for both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. As noted in 
prior comments to the USACE, the Seminole Tribe remains 
concerned about impacts to the delivery of the water rights 
entitlement during drought to both the Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations. 

The District will still make water deliveries to the reservations 
consistent with the Water Rights Compact (Compact) and 
Agreement No. C-4121. Analysis performed under LOWRP shows an 
improvement in water supply performance than would otherwise 
be expected under LORS 2008. 

STOF-33 8/30/19 The Revised Draft PIR/EIS concludes that there will be no 
elimination or transfer of existing legal sources of water for the 
Seminole Tribe as a result of LOWRP and that there will be an 
improvement of overall water supply conditions to the Seminole 
Tribe and other Lake Okeechobee water users; however, the 
Seminole Tribe believes that the analysis is flawed. Lake 
Okeechobee is the back-up water supply for both the Brighton 
and Big Cypress Reservations, especially in drought conditions. 
The LOWRP diverts water to wetland attenuation features, 
wetland restoration features and ASR wells prior to entering 
Lake Okeechobee with the primary goal to reduce discharges to 
the estuaries from the Lake, with an additional goal to 
supplement the Lake with water when conditions are dry in 
order to benefit the Lake. STOF believes the total inflow to Lake 
Okeechobee that would result from this project would result in 
a long-term decrease in overall Lake Okeechobee inflows 
thereby negatively impacting the Tribe's water rights. Whether 
the timing is improved is dependent on how effectively ASR may 
work and how this Project and Lake Okeechobee may be 
operated in the future. 

The LOWRP is designed to improve operational flexibility of Lake 
Okeechobee by creating additional storage features within the 
watershed.  This is achieved by utilizing the storage capacity provided 
by ASR systems working in conjunction with the WAF to retain water 
that would otherwise flow to tide during the wet season when lake 
stages are high. During the dry season when lake stages are low, the 
storage features provided by the LOWRP allow water to be recovered 
and returned to Lake Okeechobee for environmental and water 
supply benefits, also reducing the frequency and volume of water 
supply cutbacks. Modeling results presented in Annex B show a 
reduction in unmet demand for the Brighton Reservation from 3.3% 
to 2.6% (Figure B-4) and a reduction in unmet demand for the Big 
Cypress Reservation from 3.7% to 3.3% (Figure B-5).  ASR recovery 
efficiency from the Upper Floridan Aquifer has been conservatively 
estimated at 70%, whereas cycle test results of the existing Kissimmee 
River ASR project indicate higher recovery efficiencies (100%) have 
been achieved. 

STOF-34 8/30/19 1. Additionally, the analysis for the amount of storage 
needed north of the Lake is based on the assumption 
that the current Interim 2008 Lake Okeechobee 
Regulation Schedule will still be in place at time of 
project operation. However, the LORS is an interim 
schedule which significantly reduced the storage 
capacity of the Lake, and in turn reduced the Seminole 
Tribe's access to Lake Okeechobee water during times of 

1. The current Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule, LORS 
2008, replaced the Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule 
known as WSE (Water Supply/Environmental), which had 
been in effect since July 2000. One of the primary 
objectives of LORS 2008 is to manage lower lake 
elevations to reduce risk to the Herbert Hoover Dike and 
to lessen the likelihood of flows to the Northern Estuaries. 
LORS 2008 also provided in-lake environmental benefits. 
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drought for both the Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations. LOWRP, as modeled, shows an 
improvement to the Tribe, but not as compared to the 
quantity of water it had available in 2000 when the 
Savings Clause was made law. 

2. In addition, due to a reliance on the interim LORS as the 
assumed Schedule for project operations many of the 
proposed benefits of the Project may not have been as 
great, or even needed, if and when LORS is updated to 
take advantage of the benefit of the improvements to 
the Herbert Hoover Dike. 

USACE determined that LORS 2008 was an “intervening 
non-CERP activity”, therefore, the Savings Clause analysis 
was not applied. WRDA 2000 does not require CERP 
projects to make up for the loss of water supply from 
intervening non-CERP activities. However, the non-federal 
sponsor and numerous stakeholders, requested that 
LOWRP consider water supply as a project objective. . 
There is no legal obligation under CERP to make up for the 
loss of water supply between WSE and LORS 2008. 

2. The USACE is currently re-evaluating Lake Okeechobee 
operations via the Lake Okeechobee System Operating 
Manual (LOSOM). LOSOM is currently in the early 
planning stages and the operating manual is estimated to 
be completed in 2022. Improving water supply is an 
objective of LOSOM, but due to infrastructure limitations 
the improvement likely will not achieve the desired 
regional water supply. LOWRP infrastructure provides 
overall additional operational flexibility throughout the 
entire system allowing more water to remain in the basin 
and not flow to tide. The LOWRP will provide water supply 
benefits and overall operational flexibility for 
environmental and water supply benefits under any 
future operational schedules.  

STOF-35 8/30/19 V. Displaced Endangered and Threatened Species Impacts 
The Seminole Tribe remains concerned that the proposed land 
use changes in the LOWRP, particularly the WAF footprint, will 
result in habitat loss of threatened and endangered species, such 
as the northern crested caracara, surrounding the Brighton 
Reservation and ultimately displacement of these species onto 
Tribal lands. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("the Service") 
Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, included in the 
Draft Revised PIR/EIS, reiterated this concern, indicating that 
within the WAF conversion to wetland type habitat is likely to 
force upland species to move off the site (e.g. sandhill cranes, 
crested caracaras, eastern indigo snakes). However, the 
assessment of displacement of these species remains lacking 
from the analysis completed thus far. The USACE fails to explain 

According to USFWS, some upland threatened and endangered 
species, specifically, Northern crested caracara and Eastern indigo 
snake, could potentially move onto Tribal lands as a result of the 
construction of the WAF.  All northern crested caracara territories 
on Tribal lands are currently occupied and unless the existing 
Northern crested caracara allow their territories to be reduced in 
size, the Tribal lands are currently at carrying capacity for this 
species.  There is also potential that Eastern indigo snakes could 
potentially immigrate to Tribal lands as their preferred habitat of 
pine flatwoods, moist hammocks and cypress swamps also exist on 
the Brighton Reservation.  The USFWS will be providing a Biological 
Opinion prior to the Final PIR/EIS that will address the fate of 
displaced threatened and endangered species.  
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how the displacement of listed species will be mitigated for, and 
the type of evaluation that will be completed by the Service to 
properly identify the impacts to the Tribe. 

Species surveys in the project footprint will be done during the PED 
phase.  For the Northern crested caracara, there are known 
gathering areas and foraging habitat within the footprint of the TSP 
based on the Northern crested caracara nest locations that have 
been reported and other Northern crested caracara observations in 
the USFWS’s database from 1994 to 2017.  During the PED phase 
surveys will be conducted to identify Northern crested caracara 
nests and better define the magnitude of adverse and in contrast, 
potentially beneficial effects. The Recommended Plan is likely to 
have unavoidable adverse effects on Eastern indigo snakes due to 
removal of pasturelands and uplands.  The Corps will utilize 
Standard Protection Measures for eastern indigo snakes throughout 
project design and construction in order to minimize any potential 
adverse effects to the extent practicable.  USFWS will address the 
effect of the project on Northern crested caracaras that would be 
displaced by the TSP in the Biological Opinion (BO). USFWS will also 
address eastern indigo snakes and the Florida bonneted bat.  For 
eastern indigo snakes, USFWS will likely reduce the available habitat 
that was assessed in the Biological Assessment because improved 
pasture does not have a lot of resources for eastern indigo snakes, 
which will reduce the number of eastern indigo snakes that 
ultimately might be displaced.  Limited Florida bonneted bat surveys 
have been completed in the project area, so Florida bonneted bat 
surveys will need to be completed during PED.  The Corps will 
coordinate the draft BO with the Seminole Tribe once received. Any 
requirements of the BO in the form of reasonable and prudent 
measures, terms and conditions, and/or agreed to conservation 
measures will be incorporated into the Final PIR/EIS. 

STOF-36 8/30/19 Secretarial Order 3206: American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-
Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act 
clarifies the responsibilities of agencies, bureaus and offices of 
the Department of the Interior and the Department of 
Commerce when actions taken under authority of the 
Endangered Species Act and associated implementing 
regulations affect, or may affect Indian Lands, tribal trust 
resources, or the exercise of American Indian Tribal rights. 
Secretarial Order 3206 is intended to ensure Indian Tribes do not 
bear a disproportionate burden for the conservation of listed 

The assessments are based on the best available information due to 
limited access to the properties.  For the Northern crested caracara, 
there are known gathering areas and foraging habitat within the 
footprint of the TSP based on the Northern crested caracara nest 
locations that have been reported and other Northern crested 
caracara observations in the USFWS’s database from 1994 to 2017. 
Once the project is authorized, additional survey will be conducted 
to identify Northern crested caracara nests and better define the 
magnitude of adverse and in contrast, potentially beneficial effects. 
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species, so as to avoid or minimize the potential for conflict and 
confrontation. In reviewing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE 
acknowledges that known caracara gathering areas and foraging 
habitats exist within the WAF, and that approximately 13,913 
acres of potential habitat for the northern caracara will be 
removed by the Project. However, the Revised Draft PIR/EIS 
concludes that it is unlikely that any displaced caracaras will 
successfully nest on the Brighton Reservation unless it displaces 
a current pair or new caracara habitat is created. The USACE 
further states that unless the existing Northern crested caracara 
allow their territories to be reduced in size, the tribal lands are 
currently at carrying capacity for this species. The Seminole Tribe 
believes the analysis by the USACE is flawed. Instead of 
completing an appropriate assessment on the behavioral 
responses to caracaras within the Brighton Reservation, the 
USACE has simply provided a seemingly blanket statement from 
the Service that all territories are full. 

STOF-37 8/30/19 The Revised Draft PIR/EIS also identifies the potential for impacts 
to the Eastern Indigo Snake, Florida Bonneted Bat and the Florida 
Panther. While the USACE has stated that a Programmatic 
Biological Opinion with the Seminole Tribe addresses how 
threatened and endangered species are treated on Tribal lands, 
as well as Biological Opinions for specific action on the Brighton 
Reservation, these Biological Opinions do not take into 
consideration future external projects (such as LOWRP). Take 
associated with external future projects should not be used for 
the Tribe's mitigation. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe is 
concerned that these species impacts could have the potential 
to disproportionately impact Tribal lands due to the loss of 
habitat. 

Once the project is authorized, additional surveys will be conducted 
to identify impacts to the Eastern indigo snake, Florida bonneted bat 
and the Florida panther to better define the magnitude of adverse 
and in contrast, potentially beneficial effects.  There is also potential 
that Eastern indigo snakes could potentially immigrate to Tribal 
lands as their preferred habitat of pine flatwoods, moist hammocks 
and cypress swamps also exist on the Brighton Reservation.  The 
USFWS will be providing a Biological Opinion prior to the Final 
PIR/EIS that will address the fate of displaced threatened and 
endangered species.   The Corps will coordinate the draft BO with 
the Seminole Tribe once received. Any requirements of the BO in 
the form of reasonable and prudent measures, terms and 
conditions, and/or agreed to conservation measures will be 
incorporated into the Final PIR/EIS. 

STOF-38 8/30/19 Due to the expedited timing of the Project, costs and access 
issues, the planning process has not allowed for sufficient 
surveys to fully understand the scope of impacts to threatened 
and endangered species within the LOWRP footprint. Hence, the 
LOWRP could potentially result in a disproportionate burden on 
the Seminole Tribe for additional conservation measures 
associated with these displaced, endangered and threatened 

The USFWS will be providing a Biological Opinion prior to the Final 
PIR/EIS that will address the fate of displaced threatened and 
endangered species. Species surveys in the project footprint will be 
done during the PED phase to identify the magnitude of adverse and 
in contrast, potentially beneficial effects. The Corps will utilize 
Standard Protection Measures for threatened and endangered 
species throughout project design and construction in order to 
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species, and possible restrictions on the use of Tribal lands. As 
the Service's Biological Opinion is not yet complete, and will not 
be until after comments are due on the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, 
the Seminole Tribe is requesting a copy of any updated Biological 
Opinion prior to finalization of the Final PIR/EIS. 

minimize any potential adverse effects to the extent practicable. 
USFWS will monitor T&E species that are displaced from the LOWRP 
project area. If species are displaced onto STOF lands, the STOF can 
apply for an exemption to the Endangered Species Act with the 
USFWS.  If this occurs, USFWS will work with STOF to provide 
additional monitoring on STOF lands.   The USACE does not believe 
there is a higher risk of dispersing endangered species to Brighton 
Reservation as compared to other nearby communities. Therefore, 
the USACE does not believe there will be a disproportionate burden 
to the STOF. 

STOF-39 8/30/19 VI. Aquifer Storage and Recovery Wells 
In reviewing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe 
remains concerned with the extensive use of ASR wells that are 
being proposed for implementation under the TSP (total of 80 
wells). The ASR Regional Study team, the ASR Pilot Studies and 
the National Academy of Sciences, U.S. Geological Services 
(USGS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission have identified a number of issues with ASR wells, 
including potential impacts from clustering of wells, the impacts 
to ecology, water quality in the underlying aquifer and in the 
water when it comes back up for use in the Everglades surface 
water system. While the Seminole Tribe recognizes that ASR 
technology could be very beneficial to Everglades restoration, 
ASR wells, at the scale proposed, are a new technology with 
limited information regarding their use, effectiveness, and 
impacts. Due to concerns about the impact of ASR well clusters 
on the quality of the underlying aquifer, and the quality of the 
water when it is returned to surface water systems for the 
Everglades, the Seminole Tribe prefers that the ASR wells and 
well dusters are located as far away from reservation lands as 
possible so as not to affect their groundwater resources. 

The locations of the ASR well clusters will be sited along the 
southern alignment of the WAF, which is at least 3 miles from the 
eastern boundary of the Brighton Reservation. In addition, the 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) permitting process precludes 
groundwater impacts to existing users.  The UIC permit application 
must demonstrate (for example, model output) that existing users, 
including the Brighton Reservation, will not be affected. UIC permits 
typically contain conditions prohibiting adverse impacts to the 
water quality of the receiving waterbody. More specifically, the UIC 
permit application will include an appropriate water quality 
monitoring program. 

STOF-40 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe was disappointed to see in the Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS that the USACE continues to remain silent on committing 
to the National Academy's recommendations for testing of ASR 
wells. Instead, the USACE states that "(pilot testing along the 
Kissimmee River and the Hillsboro Canal, along with current 
projects, show proof of concept. ASR wells could be moved 
based on testing of individual well locations." The Seminole 

Four years of successful cycle testing was completed at the 
Kissimmee River ASR system, located approximately 0.5 miles east 
of the WAF.  This serves as a “seated quarantined test of multiple 
years”, and probably has one of the most intensive ASR water 
quality datasets. This testing demonstrated that the maximum 
lateral extent of our largest volume recharge event (1 billion gallons) 
was less than 2,350 ft from the ASR well. In addition, there is a 
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Tribe, however, stands behind its original comment. Short-term 
pilot testing or relocation of a well to a different location does 
not address risk of long-term clogging or reduction of storage 
capacity over time. Further, the intentions to treat (for water 
quality concerns) water injected or recovered from ASR wells 
have not been made clear. The National Academy of Science 
("NAS") has recommended testing of ASR wells with respect to 
chemical and biological water quality with a seated, quarantined 
test of multiple years before proceeding with large scale 
implementation of ASR. The Seminole Tribe agrees with NAS, 
and is concerned that treatment of such large quantities of water 
(not per well, but for 80+ wells) will be fraught with practical and 
cost issues that will make this not possible. These National 
Academy recommendations are critical, especially that the water 
recovered will be discharged/released into natural surface water 
bodies where environmental concerns of contamination are 
paramount. 

significant amount of existing borehole data for this area (Paradise 
Run FAS wells; Brighton Reservation ASR and monitoring wells; OKF-
105, and the ASR and associated monitoring wells at the Kissimmee 
River ASR system). 

The UIC permitting process requires that recharge water be treated 
to drinking water standards.  Wellhead disinfection and filtration 
technologies have advanced since those used the 2005 facility 
design, and we expect those advances to inform the pre-treatment 
design process during PED. It is likely that ASR implementation will 
benefit from “economies of scale” where pre-treatment of recharge 
flows to many well clusters can be developed. 

Four years of analyses of recovered water confirms that the only 
treatment required in recovered water was re-aeration to increase 
dissolved oxygen concentration prior to release into the Kissimmee 
River.  During cycle test 4, the FDEP was sufficiently convinced about 
the lack of impacts to surface water quality that they reduced the 
water quality monitoring requirements associated with the facility 
NPDES permit. 

STOF-41 8/30/19 The pumping of surface water into ASRs also has the potential to 
severely impact aquatic resources within the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed. The overall impacts to the aquatic resources, due to 
fishery impingement and entrainment, are currently unknown 
and have the potential to adversely affect aquatic resource 
population dynamics including Tribal trust resources. 
Additionally, temperature and dissolved oxygen changes during 
ASR well discharge events could cause detrimental effects to 
fisheries. Adverse impacts to wildlife and human health may be 
further compromised by the potential production of 
methylmercury from increased sulfate loads, thereby decreasing 
the overall water quality. The relationship between sulfate 
loading and methylmercury production was analyzed in the 
USGS Scientific Investigation Report 2007-5240 An Assessment 
of Potential Effects of Aquifer Storage and Recovery on Mercury 
Cycling in South Florida. The results of the study concluded that 
sulfate added from the release of recovered ASR water can 
contribute to additional methylmercury formation within the 

Concur that more detailed evaluation of the effects of recovered 
water on aquatic resources is required. Evaluation of larval fish 
entrainment, water quality changes, among others will be the 
subject of a focused ecological risk assessment to be conducted 
during PED. 
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receiving waters. The Seminole Tribe is concerned that the 
USACE finds it acceptable to cause a buildup of methylmercury, 
as the WAF is touted for its wetland benefits. It is expected that 
many animal species will use the WAF, which could not only lead 
to bioaccumulation within the aquatic food chain, leading to 
adverse effects on the Tribe and its members who continue to 
exercise their customary and traditional hunting, fishing, 
trapping and frogging rights on millions of acres of lands and 
waters across South and Central Florida. 

STOF-42 8/30/19 Of paramount concern to the Seminole Tribe is the effect of ASR 
wells on the Tribe's water supply. The 2014 Regional Ecological 
Risk Assessment of CERP Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
Implementation in South Florida has looked at the intermittent 
chronic toxicity within ASR discharge waters. Based on current 
ASR standards, in order to reduce the level of chronic toxicity 
sufficient dilution, water must be available within a mixing zone. 
The Seminole Tribe has concerns that the quantity of dilution 
water required for discharge may not be available when 
operation of ASR wells for water supply is most critical during 
drought and the dry season. Furthermore, ASR is a relatively new 
water resource technology that has not been previously installed 
on such a scale that is proposed under LOWRP. Further analysis 
of the proposed impacts associated with the use of ASR, for both 
restoration and water supply purposes, is required to ensure 
detrimental effects to aquatic resources do not result as a 
component of this Project. 

ASR wells co-located at the WAF will recharge and recover within 
the WAF so that water quality changes can be monitored 
throughout the ASR recharge-recovery cycle without impacting 
Kissimmee River aquatic resources. Mixing models using surface 
water quality and recovered water quality data can predict the 
percent of “dilution water” needed to meet surface water quality 
within the WAF, and these can be developed in advance of ASR 
testing.  Please note that ASR testing has been conducted in south 
Florida since at least 1989. 

STOF-43 8/30/19 While the USACE contends that an Underground Injection 
Control permit for an ASR system requires no impacts to 
adjacent users, permit requirements, especially in their early 
incarnations are not imperfect and are not always sufficient to 
guarantee no harm occurs. Permit requirements typically evolve 
as a result of experience and "lessons learned" from harm that 
occurs. Since ASR has never been used in this way (stormwater 
returned to surface waters) and at this scale (multiple clusters of 
wells) the Seminole Tribe does not want to be victim of a 
regulatory learning process that is in its infancy and may result 
in unintended consequences. This is why NAS's 
recommendations, which are part of the work of the Task Force 

Concerns noted.  FDEP has been issuing UIC permits (or the 
precursors) to ASR systems in Florida since the 1980’s. 
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which is overseeing CERP, must be followed to avoid harm that 
could result from an immature regulatory process. 

STOF-44 8/30/19 As previously stated, notwithstanding the Seminole Tribe's 
objections to the Optimized TSP, and the Tribe's concerns 
regarding the use of ASR wells in the Project areas on this large 
scale, the Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE did not 
give more serious consideration to an alternative that eliminates 
the WAF and the life loss risks associated with the WAF, white 
making up for the lost storage capacity with the addition of a few 
more ASR wells. If the K-05 WAF was eliminated from the 
Optimized TSP, the cost of the nearly $2B project could be 
reduced by at least half, and the plans' performance would be 
only slightly reduced. In the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE 
argues that the ASR-only configuration provides slightly lower 
habitat unit benefits to Lake Okeechobee than existing 
conditions, and for this reason, was not considered further. This 
very brief explanation of the ASR-only option leaves the 
Seminole Tribe with more questions than answers such as the 
significance of the subtle habitat units benefits, the margin of 
error in estimates of habitat units, the value assigned to the 
habitat units relative to the large cost of the WAF, and of most 
importance, why the ASR-only option was not discussed with the 
Seminole Tribe in government-to-government consultations or 
Project Delivery Team meetings. 

An ASR-only alternative was considered but subsequently screened 
as discussed in the response to STOF-21.  An ASR-only alternative 
would have significantly less benefits than an alternative including 
both ASR and surface storage. 

STOF-45 8/30/19 An ASR-only Alternative is not only attractive in terms of 
minimizing life-loss risk and other negative impacts to the 
Seminole Tribe, but it also reduces the cost of the Project by 
more than half. While the USACE has concluded that an ASR-only 
option is not feasible, a SFWMD Project Manager for this Project 
has confirmed that the ASR component of this Project can be 
independent of WAF. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe requests 
that a thorough analysis of the ASR-only Alternative be 
undertaken by the USACE, considered in this planning effort, and 
discussed with the Seminole Tribe. 

See response to STOF-21 and STOF-44 

STOF-46 8/30/19 Lastly, based on the Seminole Tribe's review, including what was 
presented at the July 11, 2019, SFWMD Governing Board 
Meeting, the ASR studies conducted to date are incomplete. The 

The SFWMD has convened a team to accelerate ASR studies in 
support of LOWRP ASR implementation. The USACE and SFWMD 
are nearing completion of a pre-project partnership agreement to 
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Seminole Tribe recommends that NAS review the ASR studies to 
determine if there are gaps and identify further studies needed. 
Additionally, in keeping with one of the SFWMD Governing 
Board Members, the Seminole Tribe requests that the USACE 
and the SFWMD complete the recommended studies on the 
existing ASR well on the Kissimmee River, and establish an ASR 
Task Team or Working Group to analyze potential ASR impacts. 

allow USACE participation prior to WRDA authorization, and to 
convene a project delivery team for the project. 

STOF-47 8/30/19 VII. Environmental Justice Concerns 
The Seminole Tribe remains concerned about the USACE's 
compliance with Executive Order 12898 ("EO") and the CERP 
Guidance Memorandum 24 ("GM") regarding Environmental 
Justice in Everglades Restoration Planning for LOWRP. The 
Seminole Tribe disagrees with the USACE Environmental Justice 
analysis which concludes that no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts or benefits are impaired upon the STOF and/or 
lower income communities. Not only does the Tribe not derive 
any benefits from this Project, but it bears most of the risk, 
creating adverse environmental justice concerns. 

A robust environmental justice analysis was completed in 
compliance with EO 12898 and the Environmental Justice GM and 
the USACE has concluded no disproportionately high impact to the 
STOF. The full analysis is in Appendix C. The STOF, along with other 
LOSA users, benefit from this project due to a reduction in water 
supply cutbacks from Lake Okeechobee. 

STOF-48 8/30/19 The Council on Environmental Quality, as the lead federal agency 
for ensuring government compliance with Executive Order 
12898, adopted Environmental Justice Guidance Under the 
National Environmental Protection Act ("EJ Guidance") to 
provide advice to agencies about how they should implement 
the Executive Order. The EJ Guidance lists six (6) principles to 
assist agencies in identifying whether an agency action raises 
environmental justice issues, namely, consideration of the 
composition of the affected area, public health and industry 
data, including the historical patterns of exposure to 
environmental hazards, and interrelated cultural, social, 
occupational, historical, or economic factors that may amplify 
the natural and physical environmental effects of the proposed 
agency action. Likewise, the CERP Guidance lays out screening 
measures to be used to avoid siting project features such as 
reservoirs or stormwater treatment areas in such a way to divide 
or otherwise create high and adverse effects. Pursuant to the 
CERP Guidance, alternatives with unacceptably adverse 
environmental consequences (including adverse environmental 
justice consequences) should be eliminated or modified. 

The EJ analysis did not show high and/or adverse impacts to the 
STOF or local communities. Environmental Justice is encompassed 
in the ‘Other Social Effects’ criteria that the USACE uses to screen 
and select plans. The screening criteria is listed in Section 4 Table 4-
37. 
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STOF-49 8/30/19 The location of the Brighton Reservation is not optional, it is a 
part of the ancestral homeland of the Tribe, narrowed and 
constricted into a reservation by the federal government. This 
Reservation is already impacted by its location to other federal 
projects and/or federally operated systems such as the Central 
and Southern Florida Flood Control Project, the Herbert Hoover 
Dike project, the Kissimmee River and Lake lstokpoga. The 
USACE was unwilling to consider the Tribe's environmental 
justice concerns at a level equivalent to the State's preference to 
site the Project without buying additional lands, so as not to take 
lands out of tax rolls in the area. While this is an important goal 
for the State, the Tribe believes that the health, safety and 
environment of the Tribal members that live on the Brighton 
Reservation should have been given as much importance in the 
screening of alternatives. 

Special consideration was given to assessing intensity of impacts to 
the STOF Brighton Reservation. Cumulative effects of other projects 
was considered in this analysis. Private land acquisition was one of 
many criteria used to compare and select a plan, however, this was 
only a single consideration out of many, including acceptability, 
completeness, efficiency, effectiveness, environmental quality, 
national economic development, regional economic development, 
other social effects, and additional considerations as further 
detailed in Section 4. 

STOF-50 8/30/19 The USACE has instead offered a bare-bones conclusion that the 
Seminole Tribe would not be disproportionately harmed by the 
LOWRP, and the Alternative 1BW in particular. This conclusion 
stems from the fact that the USACE failed to take a hard look at 
the environmental justice considerations. In part, this is due to 
the lack of information that the USACE has in its possession. The 
Draft PIR/EIS recognizes that additional investigations will be 
needed to identify archaeological sites within areas that have 
not been surveyed. Additionally, formal dam safety risk 
assessments have not been performed to determine what type 
of effect the LOWRP would have on the Seminole Tribe. Further, 
the USACE has not conducted the necessary surveys to 
determine the effect of listed species displacement to the 
Seminole Tribe's Brighton Reservation as a result of the LOWRP 
project. Without this critical information, the USACE is unable to 
make a convincing case that no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts will be imparted upon the Seminole Tribe. 

Additional analysis and surveys will be done during later project 
phases, such as archaeological and environmental surveys. 
Additional coordination with the STOF will continue through later 
project phases. The plan is subject to refinements based on the 
findings of these surveys and additional more extensive analyses. 

STOF-51 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe maintains that as a sovereign entity, it 
defines and assesses risks according to its views and perspectives 
and does not subscribe to the national standards set by the 
USACE or other agencies. The Seminole Tribe sees risks as 
additive and this reservoir adds to the risk profile of its members 
that reside on the Brighton Reservation, increasing their overall 

The USACE defines dam safety risks based on an overall population 
at risk and does not distinguish distinct groups during this process. 
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risks above that of other Tribal Members. Accordingly, the 
national scale of risk should be modified (and/or a coefficient 
applied) based on the total Seminole Tribe members that may be 
impacted from the proposed project (given the impact to the 
total population of the Seminole Tribal Members is significant 
when compared to the number of Seminole members ... much 
higher than when compared to the national population). 

STOF-52 8/30/19 The Seminole Tribe is committed to its lands inextricably and 
legally and cannot choose to move the Reservation or its people 
due to the risk of flooding from the Project. If this Project moves 
forward the Seminole Tribe, its lands, people and resources will 
be at greater risk culturally, socially and economically due to the 
location of the preferred alternative adjacent to the Brighton 
Reservation. This alternative should have been screened out due 
to the unacceptable adverse environmental justice 
consequences to the Seminole Tribe and others in this region. 

The USACE and SFWMD offer to perform additional outreach with 
the Brighton Community to discuss project risks and concerns. 
Based on the environmental justice analysis in compliance with E.O. 
12898, none of the action alternatives result in disproportionate and 
adverse impacts upon one demographic over another. 

STOF-53 8/30/19 VIII. Conclusion 
In accordance with the USACE Tribal Consultation Policy, 
Executive Order 13175, and other related guidance documents, 
the USACE has certain trust responsibilities to the Seminole 
Tribe. This trust obligation requires that the USACE act in a 
fiduciary manner with regard to the Seminole Tribe's interests, 
which includes the consideration and protection of the Seminole 
Tribe's water rights, environmental, wildlife and cultural 
resources in your agency's decisions to the fullest extent 
possible. Despite the optimizations that have been made to 
Alternative 1BW, the Seminole Tribe believes that the 
Jacksonville USACE has not complied with these obligations and 
their own planning process policies. The Jacksonville USACE did 
not involve the Tribe in the development of this Project until 
after selection of the first set of alternatives. The Seminole Tribe 
was not asked to be involved in the screening of the original 20 
sites under consideration, and notably, the USACE did not 
engage the Seminole Tribe in the vetting of the ASR-only option 
as discussed in the Revised Draft Engineering Appendix. 

The USACE has strived to fulfil Tribal trust responsibilities 
throughout the LOWRP planning process. The USACE believes that 
the STOF was given adequate opportunities to participate during the 
planning process. 

STOF-54 8/30/19 The Revised Draft PIR/EIS does not adequately or fully develop 
and evaluate several important configurations of Alternatives, 

Although the USACE did consider land ownership during the 
screening process, water source availability and the potential to co-
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measures, and features. For the Alternatives that the USACE did 
fully develop and evaluate, it applied evaluation criteria that 
placed a high value on publicly owned lands, which is not 
standard for civil works planning, and which biased the plan 
selection process. In turn, this greatly favored any plan that 
contained a reservoir within the K-05 footprint, the only site with 
a significant amount of public land. Notably, the only plan that 
contained a reservoir in the K-05 footprint is the TSP. The 
qualitative risks analysis has revealed, as the Tribe had 
maintained throughout consultation, that the Brighton 
Reservation will face serious risks if the WAF/K-05 reservoir is 
implemented and would be seriously impacted if its dam is ever 
breached. Additionally, building a reservoir on this site will 
violate the integrity of numerous cultural sites beyond what can 
be mitigated or is acceptable to the Tribe. This has validated the 
Tribe's insistence that the WAF/K-05 reservoir component be 
removed from the TSP. 

locate water storage features with ASR wells and wetlands were 
weighted higher in importance in the overall scoring of siting above-
ground storage locations. The results of the qualitative risk 
assessment as described in greater detail in Appendix A show that 
the risk of flooding impacts to the Brighton Reservation in the very 
unlikely event of a breach are extremely low. 

STOF-55 8/30/19 As a CERP project, LOWRP will be guided by principles of 
adaptive management. The Tribe urges the USACE to take the 
time needed to complete research and apply peer-reviewed 
science to future planning and design, as well as to do the site 
surveys required to protect cultural resources and construct safe 
features. 1. Given the lack of long-term experience with ASRs at 
this scale, the possibility of disappointing or gradually 
diminishing performance of ASR wells seems real. If the PED 
phase efforts do not yield robust solution to integrated WAF and 
ASR system operations, the Seminole Tribe fears that ASR will be 
installed anyway with an insufficient solution or the Project may 
be halted due to the lack of a solution. 2. Federal funding could 
also be reduced, causing changes to critical safety design 
features. 3. The Tribe is very much aware that repurposing is a 
possibility due to the proposed changes to the Central 
Everglades Planning Project to include the Everglades 
Agricultural Area Storage Reservoir. The Seminole Tribe is 
concerned that, since no back-up plan has been presented, 
expansion of the WAF might become the default back-up plan. 
4. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe seeks assurances that should 
the quantitative analysis of flood and seepage risk and 

1. There are certain issues that affect ASR system 
performance that can be anticipated, and these 
uncertainties, and ways to improve system performance 
are included in the Adaptive Management and Monitoring 
Plans described in Annex D to the PIR-EIS. 

2. Federal funding for dam safety features would not be 
reduced. The USACE must follow engineering standards 
regarding dam safety when designing this project. 

3. The USACE can not guarantee that the WAF will not be 
revised in the future. However, if this happens, a Post-
Authorization Change Report will document any major 
changes and additional NEPA and government to 
government consultation will occur. 

4. Analysis during PED will inform a more detailed project 
design. 

5. Any major changes to the project would require with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and Corps’ policies 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-2034 



      

        
  

  
     

     
 

   
 

   
  

   
  

 
    

 
  

       
   

  
      

     

   
  

      
  

    
   

 
     

 
   

     
   

  
 

  
    

   

 
 

      
   

  

 
  

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

environmental impact, as well as the findings of the cultural 
resource impacts does not support this Optimized TSP, then the 
USACE would be required to complete a new design. If, however, 
the recommended TSP is permitted to move forward, the 
Seminole Tribe recommends that binding language be included 
in the Chief's Report and Congressional authorization for LOWRP 
that prohibits the use of a Reservoir feature in the footprint of 
the WAF. 

STOF-56 8/30/19 The Tribe asserts that additional work to modify the TSP is 
imperative and can resolve the issues that the reservoir poses. 
The Tribe implores the USACE to use all means to overcome the 
limitations and constraints of the 3x3x3 SMART planning process 
so that it does not stand in the way of modifying the TSP. 
Without this additional effort, the planning process mandates a 
simple binary choice of "take it or leave it" or an "all or nothing" 
approach to accepting or declining this flawed TSP. It is 
nonsensical to let the one-size-fits-all 3x3x3 SMART planning 
process force this binary decision on the people of Florida when 
it is obvious a valid solution is available. 

At this point the USACE is not planning on substantially modifying 
the TSP. 

STOF-57 8/30/19 As further stated by IEPR " ... due to the complex nature of this 
Project, including high risk factors for public safety, project 
performance, and project cost, the lack of technical details on 
the engineering analysis, geotechnical investigations, and 
hydrologic-hydraulic modeling of the alternatives is the Panel's 
greatest concern. Without these details and data, the Panel 
cannot determine whether the Project is feasible or safe, and the 
Panel notes that the related uncertainties have led to very high 
cost contingencies being applied." This statement by the IEPR 
adequately captures the Seminole Tribe's greatest concerns. To 
our knowledge, the IEPR has not modified or rescinded this 
statement. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe urges the USACE to 
develop the information necessary to demonstrate feasibility 
and safety to the IEPR and the Tribe's satisfaction before moving 
forward with this Project. 

The IEPR was completed during an earlier phase of the project when 
the detail in the engineering appendix was at a more conceptual 
level. The USACE recognized this and included an additional Agency 
Technical Review to provide technical feedback on the more 
detailed engineering appendix. 

State 
Florida State Clearing House (FSCH) 
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FSCH-1 9/6/19 Florida State Clearinghouse staff has reviewed the proposal under 
the following authorities: Presidential Executive Order 12372; § 
403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management Act, 
16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended; and the National 
Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347, as amended. 

Thank you for the review. 

FSCH-2 9/6/19 The Florida Departments of Environmental Protection has 
reviewed the proposed action and submitted comments. As a 
courtesy, these have been attached to these letters and are 
incorporated hereto. 

The comments from FDEP have been entered into the 
administrative record below. 

FSCH-3 9/6/19 Based on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, 
the state has no objections to the subject project and, therefore, it 
is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program 
(FCMP). 

Thank you for the Florida Coastal Management Program consistency 
review. 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
FDEP-1 9/6/19 The optimized TSP (Alternative 1BWR) does not differ 

dramatically from Alternative 1BW that was reviewed by the 
Department (August 23, 2018) during the previous draft PIR/EIS. 
The Department notes that the abstract has not been updated 
and does not reflect the optimized TSP, Alt 1BWR. The number of 
ASR wells (80) and associated storage volume (448,000 acre-feet 
per year) remained the same. The footprint of the WAF, however, 
has been expanded from 12,500 to 13,600 acres, increasing 
potential storage for this feature from 43,000 to 46,000 acre-feet. 
Adjusting the WAF boundary effectively decreased the Paradise 
Run wetland restoration footprint from 4,100 to 3,600 acres 
which now includes a 1,000-foot buffer from State Road 78. This 
modification reduced the total acres of wetland restoration 
associated with the TSP (4,779 acres in Alt 1BWR vs. 5,279 acres 
in Alt 1BW). 

The USACE concurs that the Recommended Plan is similar to the 
originally-proposed TSP. The original TSP footprint was modified 
based on more detailed design and feedback from stakeholders. The 
eastern boundary of the WAF was moved to the west to eliminate 
the unused land between the WAF and Paradise Run. This resulted 
in an increase in the WAF area and a decrease in the Paradise Run 
area. The WAF boundary and the Paradise Run boundary are now 
contiguous on the entire east side of the WAF. The WAF boundary 
area changed from 12,500 acres to 13,600 acres and was further 
modified to avoid a communication tower in the south east corner. 
This increased the storage volume to 46,000 ac-ft. The Paradise Run 
area changed from 4,100 acres to 3,600 acres and was modified to 
include an approximate 1,000 foot buffer from State Road 78 as 
requested by Glades County to allow for a commercial corridor. The 
portion of Paradise Run that was removed and added to the WAF 
footprint was an area that would be difficult to hydrate and would 
have low wetland restoration value. All of the WAF infrastructure 
was further developed from the conceptual level. This included the 
addition of internal embankments, tree islands, ungated auxiliary 
spillways, gated spillways, and culverts.  The location of the outlet 
to HHD was moved to the north. In addition, the intake for the 
Kissimmee River-Center wetland was changed from a submerged 
weir to a pump station. The modifications to the WAF footprint, 
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while increasing the storage capacity, would have a minimal effect 
to Lake Okeechobee and Northern Estuary benefits 

FDEP-2 9/6/19 Recreational facilities were also included in the optimized TSP. 
The Department notes that the addition of recreational 
components (i.e., boat ramp, trailheads, and shelters) would 
increase recreation opportunities for the public, and the overall 
improvement to the ecology of the Lake and Northern Estuaries 
would subsequently improve recreational activities. 

Thank you for your review and comments 

FDEP-3 9/6/19 Alt 1BWR would increase the availability of water supply to 
existing legal users in the LOSA by reducing the frequency and 
severity of water restrictions, thereby lowering water supply 
cutback volume by 24% when compared to the no action plan, or 
future without project (FWO) condition. Lake Okeechobee stage 
levels under Alt 1BWR are similar to those under Alt 1BW. More 
specifically, lake levels were within the ecologically preferred 
stage envelope 31.2% of the time when modeled over the 41-
year period of record (1965-2005). This is slightly reduced from 
Alt 1BW (31.9%), but still greater than FWO (27.7%). The 
optimized TSP further reduces the number of high flow events in 
the Caloosahatchee Estuary over FWO, compared to Alt 1BW. The 
reduction of high-volume flows > 2,000 cubic feet per second to 
the St. Lucie Estuary is 19% over FWO, compared to 31 % for Alt 1 
BW. The optimized TSP may reduce TP loading to the Lake by 8-
11 % over the FWO condition because of reduced discharge 
volume (loss to ASR). Water quality improvement is not a study 
objective of LOWRP, and any anticipated improvements to water 
quality would be ancillary benefits. 

Concur 

FDEP-4 9/6/19 The eastern boundary of the WAF is now contiguous with the 
Paradise Run wetland restoration site. This design optimization 
reduces the need for seepage infrastructure and provides 
wetland habitat connectivity. Although the WAF will be shallow, it 
is classified as a high-hazard dam per United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) engineering regulations and design criteria due 
to the potential consequences of dam failure, especially to the 
Buckhead Ridge community. The Corps's Potential Failure Mode 
Analysis and Qualitative Risk Assessment determined that the 
WAF would likely be below the societal tolerable risk guidelines, 

Concur 
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assuming further design refinements and construction using 
current dam safety industry standards. 

FDEP-5 9/6/19 The total first cost of the LOWRP is defined as the capital 
investment costs. The optimized TSP, Alt 1BWR, has a first cost 
(2020 price level) of $1,963,959,000, while the original TSP, Alt 
1BW, had a first cost (2018 price level) of $1,420,000,000. The 
$543,959,000 increase in the total first cost is due in part to 
design refinements incorporating dam safety standards, 
contingencies, and updated price levels. 

Concur 

PRIVATE 
Triple Diamond J Cattle Company (TD) 
TD-1 8/11/19 My family, through the corporation Triple Diamond J Cattle 

Company, Inc. owns 4 parcels in Glades County adjacent to L-59. I 
have communicated with Mr. Ray Palmer of SFWMD about our 
parcels in the past year but want to make sure you are aware of 
the situation as well. Our parcels are not currently included in the 
list of properties to be acquired. If the acquisitions that are 
proposed are carried out, our property will be landlocked, with no 
ingress or egress, surrounded by flooded property. We will be left 
with no access and no value in our 620+ acres. 

If planning and design during PED phase confirm parcels outside of 
the project footprint have become landlocked, then a new access 
location will be identified and authorized by means of Sponsor 
acquired easements and design modifications to accommodate 
those easements.  The new access will provide suitable ingress and 
egress for all impacted parcels. 

TD-2 8/11/19 Unlike other surrounding landowners we are not opposed to sale 
or the project but are absolutely opposed to losing the value in and 
access to our property that this project would cause. In fact, the 
project has already caused a loss of value - the land was on the 
market for sale and as soon as news of the LOWRP broke, viewings 
of our property ceased. We have been forced to accept a very low-
value cattle grazing lease for the past two years as we are unable 
to do anything else with the property because of the general 
knowledge the public has of this project. 

If planning and design during PED phase confirm parcels outside of 
the project footprint have become landlocked, then a new access 
location will be identified and authorized by means of Sponsor 
acquired easements and design modifications to accommodate 
those easements.  The new access will provide suitable ingress and 
egress for all impacted parcels. 

TD-3 8/11/19 Please note that if we are excluded from purchase we will pursue 
all legal avenues available to us to remedy the situation but we 
would greatly prefer to negotiate a voluntary sale. Can you provide 
any insight on why our property, which is adjacent to the L-59 canal 
and bordered on all sides by property that is intended to be 
shallow water storage, would be excluded from the proposed 
acquisitions? 

The referenced parcels were not identified for acquisition because 
they are not located within the revised project footprint. 

United States Sugar Corporation (USSC) 
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USSC-1 8/30/19 USSC Supports Finalizing the LOWR Project and Implementing the 
Much Needed Storage North of the Lake 
USSC supports the LOWR Project and suggests the State of Florida 
partner with the Corps to pursue LOWR Project Congressional 
authorization and appropriation. North of the Lake storage has 
substantially lagged behind CERP's original schedule for project 
implementation and perpetuated high Lake releases to our 
estuaries due to lack of new C&SF infrastructure. This has been 
exacerbated by the temporary LORS08 schedule operating the 
Lake at low stages during HHD repair. With LOWR Project 
implementation, much needed storage and Lake operational 
flexibility can be attained. Specifically, the optimized LOWR 
Project's proposed 80 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells 
are cost effective, can be located on State-owned land, and 
developed in the near-term to provide approximately 448,000 
acre-feet per year of water storage. Intercepting available water 
for below-ground storage is one of the hallmark components of 
CERP infrastructure, essential to advancing State and federal CERP 
objectives. USSC looks forward to successful implementation of 
these wells. 

Thank you for your comment.  The USACE and SFWMD are nearing 
completion of a partnership agreement to convene a project team 
to move forward with the ASR component of the project prior to 
WRDA authorization. 

USSC-2 8/30/19 USSC Encourages Florida's Advance Funding for the ASR Wells 
The Florida Legislature approved $50 million dollars for ASR wells 
- the LOWR Project component designed to achieve the greatest 
reductions in harmful estuarine discharges. The State 
appropriation also directs the South Florida Water Management 
District (SFWMD) to negotiate a Pre-Partnership Credit Agreement 
(PPCA) with the Corps in anticipation of Congressional 
authorization of the LOWR Project. (Exhibit 1) Further 
underscoring their commitment, State Legislators sent letters to 
SFWMD supporting advance development of the ASR wells. 
(Exhibit 2) With the State's $50 million dollars in funding and 
SFWMD's support for developing an initial set of ASR wells, (Exhibit 
3), several ASR wells are soon to become reality. USSC supports the 
State's funding and overall effort to continue leading the way in 
CERP implementation. 

Thank you for your support 

USSC-3 8/30/19 With the LOWR Project, south Florida can expect approximately 
448,000 acre-feet of water to be stored annually, reducing high 
estuarine discharges. This water, as stated by the LOWR Project 

Thank you for the support. 
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Revised Draft PIR and EIS, will be available to meet all C&SF Project 
purposes and serve CERP's objectives by assuring the stored water 
will be accessible to both the Lake's ecology and water users. Truly, 
this long-awaited north of the Lake storage project will provide 
meaningful, diverse benefits. 

USSC-4 8/30/19 The State and the Corps Must Undertake an Updated Saving 
Clause Analysis to Ensure Water Supply is Protected 
USSC remains concerned that the water supply improvements 
afforded by the LOWR Project features will not return Florida's 
permitted water users to their standard performance that existed 
when WRDA 2000 was signed into law. USSC recognizes that the 
cause of this diminished performance is the current Lake 
regulation schedule, LORS08, the Corps' temporary dam safety 
management measure that operates the Lake lower during HHD 
repairs. USSC expects when the HHD is repaired in 2022, the 
taxpayers' investment of approximately One Billion dollars will 
result in the Corps returning to a Lake regulation schedule that 
operates in accordance with the multiple, Congressionally 
authorized C&SF Project purposes, CERP, and State water rights, as 
promised in LORS08.2 In this manner, the new Lake regulation 
schedule operating together with the LOWR Project can address 
these concerns. 

• The Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule is currently 
being revised and currently is scheduled for completion in 
2022. This effort includes a water supply objective and is 
working with stakeholders to determine a water supply 
target 

• Another savings clause analysis for LOWRP will be done 
during the final POM once construction is completed. This 
analysis will use the lake schedule in place at that time 

USSC-5 8/30/19 However, an updated State and Federal Savings Clause analysis 
must be performed at a meaningful point in time, certainly no later 
than the LOWR Project's detailed design, or any increment thereof, 
to provide reasonable assurances of meeting State and federal 
CERP permitting requirements. Both SFWMD's Governing Board 
Resolution and the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection's Final Order indicating Florida's support for the LOWR 
Project represent opportunities to take steps assuring this analysis 
is provided. USSC recommends these measures to facilitate timely 
LOWR Project construction. 

See response to USSC-4 above 

USSC-6 8/30/19 USSC Supports Enhancing Water Supply Availability as Part of 
CERP's Overarching Objectives 
The LOWR Project Revised Draft PIR and EIS states that benefits 
from its added storage will accrue to existing legal users. As an 
existing legal user, USSC appreciates the addition of stored water 

Thank you for the comment. It is true that benefits from LOWRP’s 
added storage will accrue to existing legal users within LOSA. LOWRP 
improves water supply availability within LOSA and is a part of the 
programmatic-scale CERP goal to provide a 1-in-10 level of service for 
water supply within LOSA and the LEC service areas. This goal is 
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to the Lake and the added certainty afforded by the proposed 
LOWR Project to its water rights. Yet, stopping at provision of 
water supply for existing legal users forgets CERP's foundational 
premise, codified in both State and federal laws, to achieve 
restoration of South Florida's ecosystem while providing for the 
other water related needs of the region, including flood control, 
enhancement of water supplies, and other objectives served by 
the C&SF Project. 

detailed in the CERP Performance Measure WS-1, which was 
integrated into LOWRP’s planning process. 

USSC-7 8/30/19 Conclusion 
CERP implementation has proven to be a far more time consuming 
and costly endeavor than originally anticipated. Now, nearly 
twenty years after CERP's Congressional authorization, the Corps 
and the State are making progress in the completion of the LOWR 
Project. USSC supports the implementation of CERP and achieving 
all of CERP's goals, which include the protection of user's water 
rights and enhancement of supplies. To this end, USSC supports 
the prompt completion of the LOWR Project, including the 
development of ASR wells, and the completion of a water supply 
saving clause analysis as is required by State and federal law. 

Thank you for the support. 

Audubon Florida (AF) 
AF-1 9/3/19 The activities envisioned in this PIR address wetland restoration 

but fall far short of the storage envisioned in the Restudy for the 
region and only indirectly address water quality issues, leaving 
both of these critical challenges unresolved and to be addressed 
by an undetermined future plan. We believe this close to $2 billion 
dollar project should better address some of these needs now, not 
later. Audubon would like to offer the following recommendations 
to improve this PIR. 

Formulating the LOWRP plan to meet the CERP target using deep 
storage proved to be challenging due to concerns with water 
availability, seepage, and acceptability to stakeholders. Due to the 
difficulties of siting deep reservoir storage, several configurations of 
shallow storage were considered in the plan formulation process. 

Water quality treatment features like stormwater treatment areas 
(STAs) and reservoir-assisted stormwater treatment areas (RASTAs), 
although originally proposed in CERP components, have not been 
carried forward in the current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has 
adopted a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Lake Okeechobee 
and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. In an effort to achieve the 
water quality improvements necessary to meet the TMDL in the lake 
and watershed, the Florida legislature established the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program, which directed the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop 
and implement water quality improvement plans called Basin 
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Management Action Plans (BMAPs) that provided milestones and 
management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within a 
measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be 
used to meet the intent of water quality improvements originally 
proposed by CERP components A and OPE. As a result, water quality 
features are no longer within the project scope. 

AF-2 9/3/19 Scope 
The study area includes Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, Taylor 
Creek/Nubbin Slough and portions of the Lower Kissimmee. 
Collectively, these sub-basins comprise approximately 920,000 
acres which covers approximately one-third of the 2.6 million acre 
upstream watershed. The study area also is at the bottom of the 
watershed, making the project incapable of addressing factors 

In Section 8 of the PIR the LOWRP study acknowledges that actions 
potentially outside of the current LOWRP effort are needed to 
achieve the restoration envisioned in CERP. These actions include: 

• Additional storage throughout the Lake Okeechobee 
watershed is needed to move closer to a more natural timing 
and distribution of flows coming into the lake. 

from the much larger area that is upstream. This makes the study 
area too small and limited in location to effectively address 
watershed issues. For example, the Kissimmee River Restoration 
Project drains the one million-acre Kissimmee River Chain of Lakes 
(KCOL) region yet has no storage upstream of Lakes Kissimmee, 
Hatchineha, and Cypress to benefit and protect its hydrology. 
Audubon reiterates its recommendation that the study area be 
expanded to the entire upstream LOW. 

• Further reduction of freshwater flows of freshwater from 
Lake Okeechobee to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee 
estuaries through additional storage north of the lake and 
optimized Lake Okeechobee operations to improve estuary 
habitat for indicator species oysters and SAV. 

• Lake Okeechobee schedule optimizations to meet lake stage 
requirements within the preferred ecological band and 
reduce excursions into extreme high and low lake stages. 

• System-wide operational optimization to increase storage 
within the system and provide for better overall quantity, 
timing, and distribution of flows. 

AF-4 9/3/19 Water Storage 
The PIR states that by creating additional water storage north of 
Lake Okeechobee, the Project can facilitate improved flexibility in 
the timing and distribution of water in the Lake, to the Northern 
Estuaries, and throughout the LOW. The importance of water 
storage and retention in the LOW cannot be overstated. Years of 
alterations to natural flows and Florida’s distinct wet and dry 
seasons cause extreme fluctuations in lake water levels. During the 
wet season (especially during extreme weather events) and when 
ground water saturation levels are high, water moves quickly 

The USACE concurs with this statement. 
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through the watershed causing the Lake to rise rapidly. Water from 
rainfall and the surrounding watershed flows into the Lake about 
six times faster than it can flow out. As a consequence, the safety 
of the Herbert Hoover Dike is threatened and harmful high volume 
discharges to the Northern Estuaries are needed to bring Lake 
levels down. 

AF-5 9/3/19 Storing and retaining large volumes of water before it enters the 
Lake or flows downstream to the estuaries and the southern 
Everglades is critically needed in the LOW. The South Florida Water 
Management District’s (the District) Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Construction Project (Phase II) sets a storage goal of 900,000 to 1.3 
million ac-ft. In contrast, the WAF component of the Project will 
have a storage capacity of 46,000 ac-ft which is far below both the 
original CERP recommendation and the District’s storage goal. As 
a point of contrast, a six inch increase in Lake Okeechobee’s water 
level is the equivalent of 225,000 ac-ft or approximately 81 billion 
gallons of water. Hurricane Irma raised lake levels by three and a 
half feet or about 1.5 million acre-feet in a month. Viewed in this 
context, 46,000 ac-ft is only about 3% of Irma’s one-month inflow 
volume. 

The USACE concurs that more storage is needed and discusses this 
in the project recommendations (Section 8). 

AF-6 9/3/19 At a cost of nearly $1 billion and with modest improvements to the 
lake stage envelope and estuary discharges, Audubon believes it 
would be prudent for the Corps to identify opportunities to expand 
surface water storage in the LOW, including the feasibility of 
seeking additional authority to expand the scope of the study area. 

Please see response to AF-5 

AF-7 9/3/19 Water Supply 
We are disappointed that water supply was elevated to a project 
objective. The Project includes among its key goals and objectives: 
enhancing ecological values in the study area’s wetlands, Lake 
Okeechobee, and estuarine ecosystems; maintaining ecologically 
desired lake stage ranges more often; reducing large freshwater 
releases from the Lake to the Northern Estuaries; and, increasing 
the spatial extent and functionality of aquatic and wildlife habitat 
within the Lake and surrounding watershed.3 If water supply 
interests benefit from the Project that is fine, but the purpose of 
the Project is to improve performance of Lake Okeechobee, the 
Northern Estuaries and the Everglades in recognition that human 

Concerns noted. The storage features that capture water during wet 
weather and reduce undesired high flow flows to the estuaries benefit 
both the environment and water supply. The project also reduces the 
occurrence of low lake stage events, thereby benefitting both the 
environment and water supply. 
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activities, prominently including water supply deliveries, have 
created severe harm to these systems in the first place. Elevating 
water supply to a purpose of the Project directly erodes the 
promise of the original project purposes. The emphasis of this 
Project was and should be to improve conditions in Lake 
Okeechobee and the Northern Estuaries, and we should not lose 
sight of that. 

AF-8 9/3/19 ASR Wells 
The PIR points out a number of significant uncertainties and 
concerns with regard to implementation of ASR wells, including 
recovery efficiency in each location, effects on regional 
groundwater systems, increased methyl mercury levels in 
recovered ASR waters4 and impacts to the ecology of the LOW. As 
noted in the PIR, 50 ASR wells to be located in the Avon Park 
Permeable Zone (APPZ) are estimated to have 70% recovery 
efficiency and 30 ASR wells to be located in the Upper Floridan 
Aquifer are estimated to have 30% recovery efficiency. Although 
the PIR points out that these are conservative estimates, assuming 
actual performance is close to what is estimated, approximately 
half the water stored in ASR wells, which is almost twice the 2.5 
million ac-ft operational volume of Lake Okeechobee, will be “lost” 
or irretrievable. Water lost in ASR wells, notwithstanding the 
unknown consequences from displacement of native 
groundwater, is no longer available to help keep lake levels within 
the ecologically preferred stage during dry seasons, nor furnish 
extra water needed for Everglades Restoration. It is also our 
understanding that water might not be retrieved from 
approximately one-third of the ASR wells which, if accurate, would 
render their performance similar to deep injection wells. 

Concerns noted. The recovery efficiency of the ASR wells was 
conservatively estimated during the modeling effort to ensure that 
any benefits calculated from the ASR component of the TSP would 
be robust. Furthermore, the model assumed that recovery 
efficiencies would remain unchanged throughout the project 
life. Although these assumptions are useful for plan evaluation 
purposes, they are unrealistic given that the results from the 
Kissimmee ASR pilot project indicated that 100% recovery efficiency 
was obtained from the Upper Floridan aquifer. Furthermore, it is 
well documented that most ASR systems operated in south Florida 
have obtained recovery efficiencies similar to that at the Kissimmee 
system. 

Uncertainties related to recovery from ASR wells can best be 
addressed by constructing and testing small systems, digesting the 
information, then proceeding based upon the scientific findings. It 
is the not the intention of the project to utilize ASR wells similar to 
injection wells. Performance of the systems – in terms of the 
quantity of water that can be captured then successfully retrieved – 
can only be assessed through construction of systems at the 
proposed cluster locations. This approach follows upon the 
recommendations of the National Academy of Science, upon their 
review of the CERP ASR Regional Study report. 

AF-9 9/3/19 Audubon also has concerns regarding the efficacy of ASR wells 
during extreme weather events. As noted in the PIR, ASR wells 
have low recharge rates - 8 cfs - as compared to reservoirs and 
other surface water storage facilities that can capture larger events 
more quickly and therefore are not effective at channeling water 
rapidly during such events. Given the “flashy” nature of the LOW, 
during extreme weather events limited ASR well recharge rates will 
result in large amounts of water flowing into Lake Okeechobee 

Concur.  The ability of ASR to capture peak flows is very limited, 
which is why the ASR wells are co-located with the WAF. The WAF 
functions as a surge tank to capture peak flows, which then can be 
recharged slowly into the aquifer. 
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that must be discharged for safety and ecological reasons before 
the ASR wells could significantly lower levels. 

AF-10 9/3/19 Due to the operation of the pumps associated with ASR wells, 
some areas have been identified by Florida’s Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) as high-risk for entrainment and 
entrapment of fish and other aquatic organisms, especially larval 
and post larval black crappie which are important to the lake’s 
recreational fishery and currently in decline due to other factors 
affecting the lake’s fisheries. 

Concur. Fish entrainment and entrapment issues can be addressed 
during the design of the intake and release structures of the ASR 
systems. There are numerous features such as screens, gates, 
curtains, baffles, and diffusion chambers to mitigate concerns about 
fish entrainment. Consideration of these systems will take place 
during the design phase of the project. 

AF-11 9/3/19 Given the uncertainties surrounding ASR wells and their potential 
adverse impact on fish and aquatic species, Audubon recommends 
identifying additional surface water storage options to include in 
the Project in order to reduce reliance on ASR wells. 

Concern noted. Uncertainties related to ASR wells can best be 
addressed by constructing and testing small systems, digesting the 
information, then proceeding based upon the scientific findings. It 
would be premature to add additional storage features to the 
project prior to evaluation of the performance of the ASR 
component. 

AF-12 9/3/19 Lake Stage Envelope and Northern Estuary Performance 
As shown in the tables below, the PIR results in very modest 
changes to the Lake Okeechobee stage envelope under the TSP as 
compared to the FWO option. The Corps’ modeling surmises that 
the percent time the lake is within the ecologically preferred stage 
improves by a little under 4%, the percentage time above and 
below the preferred stage envelope changes by less than 2% 
respectively and the percentage time above the extreme high 
stage actually increases under the TSP. Increasing the amount of 
time the lake stage is above 17 feet, which has repeatedly proven 
disastrous for the Lake, is contrary to our shared goals of a healthy 
community of submerged aquatic vegetation and algae-free Lake 
Okeechobee. Avoiding levels near 17 feet would also benefit the 
downstream estuaries and Everglades. 

These projections do not achieve the Restudy’s goals for Lake 
Okeechobee improvement: 
“Lake Okeechobee will once again become a healthy lake. The 
littoral and pelagic zones within the lake, essential to the lake’s 
commercial and recreational fishery and other aquatic species, will 
be greatly enhanced by the water levels projected in the 
recommended Comprehensive Plan.” 

The goal is to increase the time the lake is within the preferred stage 
envelope between 12.5 ft. and 15.5 ft.  This stage envelope is based 
on a wide body of published research that documents the benefits 
of seasonally variable water levels within this range on the plant and 
animal communities of Lake Okeechobee.  While this project does 
not achieve the Restudy’s goals, it does provide storage north of the 
lake and helps keep the lake within the stage envelope more than 
the future without the project.  This project does reduce the time 
the Lake is above the extreme high stage by 1.5% compared to the 
FWO condition.  Other factors such as the Lake Okeechobee 
Regulation Schedule and other CERP projects may help reduce the 
amount of time in the extreme high stage. 
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AF-13 9/3/19 Figure 5-11 further underscores the point that the lake stage 
envelope improvements cited in the PIR are modest. 

See the response above.  This project keeps lake levels within the 
lake stage envelope 4.2% more often than the FWO condition. 

AF-14 9/3/19 Tables 4-4 and 4-5 underscore the point regarding Project impacts 
on the Northern Estuaries. In each instance, Lake contributions to 
detrimental events and the number of times high release criteria 
are exceeded improve modestly under the TSP as compared to the 
FWO option. Number of months minimum flows are not met are 
virtually unchanged. 

This project does reduce the number of high flows to the Northern 
Estuaries.  This project focuses on reducing the high flows, not 
providing water during dry times to the estuaries which is the focus 
of the C-43 CERP project. 

AF-15 9/3/19 It is conceivable that similar or more significant improvements in 
lake stage performance and reduced discharges to the estuaries 
could be achieved under the Corps’ existing operational flexibility 
and potentially under the Lake Okeechobee System Operating 
Manual (LOSOM) currently under development. For example, 
during the most recent dry season the Corps utilized its operational 
flexibility under LORS 2008 to allow Lake levels to recede to just 
below 11 feet in order to allow submerged and emergent lake 
vegetation to recover. The Corps’ lake management decisions 
combined with harmonious weather conditions over a period of 
several months had a number of desired effects, including a 
resurgence of vegetation in the lake’s marsh areas, reduced algal 
bloom activity compared to 2018, additional freeboard which 
could lessen the need for high volume regulatory releases during 
the current wet season, improved lake water quality, and reduced 
discharges to the Northern Estuaries. Given the significant benefits 
derived from the Corps’ exercise of its operational flexibility under 
the existing lake regulation schedule, the modest lake stage 
envelope benefits projected under LOWRP appear unjustified by 
the costs. The problems LOWRP is trying to solve have been 
identified more than 20 years ago. We again emphasize the need 
to sharpen the proposed engineered features to match expected 
benefits and address current challenges now. 

This project, in conjunction with LOSOM and other CERP projects, is 
working to provide improvements in lake stage performance and 
reduce flows to the estuaries. 

AF-16 9/3/19 Evaluate Opportunities to Improve Cost/Benefit of the Project 
As currently comprised, the Project falls short of meeting the water 
storage needs for the LOW, relies on a storage technology 
accompanied by a number of significant uncertainties and, with 
the exception of the wetland restoration feature, provides modest 
ecological benefits to the Lake. It is not surprising the Project does 

Formulating the LOWRP plan to meet the CERP target using deep 
storage proved to be challenging due to concerns with water 
availability, seepage, and acceptability to stakeholders. Due to the 
difficulties of siting deep reservoir storage, several configurations of 
shallow storage were considered in the plan formulation process. 
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not measure up to the visions in the Restudy—there are far fewer The original 1999 CERP plan anticipated a total of 333 ASR wells 
ASR wells than planned, the WAF is much smaller than the constructed throughout south Florida, with 200 of those wells 
reservoirs envisioned, there are no STAs as originally designed, and associated with Lake Okeechobee. During the CERP ASR Regional 
these downsized features cannot deliver the hoped-for benefits. Study, a groundwater model was constructed that determined that 
We think the original scoping for this draft of the PIR was too a reduced total of about 140 ASR wells could be constructed in south 
restrictive and will leave us with an underperforming plan. Florida, with about 80 of those wells associated with Lake 

Okeechobee. This project has carried the findings of the CERP ASR 
Regional Study into the TSP formulation, with 80 ASR wells included 
as a project component. 

Water quality treatment features like stormwater treatment areas 
(STAs) and reservoir-assisted stormwater treatment areas (RASTAs), 
although originally proposed in CERP components, have not been 
carried forward in the current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has 
adopted a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Lake Okeechobee 
and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. In an effort to achieve the 
water quality improvements necessary to meet the TMDL in the lake 
and watershed, the Florida legislature established the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program, which directed the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop 
and implement water quality improvement plans called Basin 
Management Action Plans (BMAPs) that provided milestones and 
management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within a 
measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be 
used to meet the intent of water quality improvements originally 
proposed by CERP components A and OPE. As a result, water quality 
features are no longer within the project scope. 

AF-17 9/3/19 Now is an opportune time for the Corps to reexamine the Project 
in light of a number of current developments to find ways to 
enhance Project performance and benefits in order to achieve the 
overarching goal of LOWRP – “the environmental restoration of a 
northern Everglades ecosystem considered to be of both national 
and international significance.”8 This overarching goal is 
consistent with the mandate set forth in Governor DeSantis’ 
Executive Order directing state agencies and the District to 
accelerate protection of Florida’s natural resources, expedite 
restoration projects, reduce adverse impacts from blue green algal 

The LOWRP would provide ancillary water quality improvements 
that would work in conjunction with other planned and ongoing 
restoration efforts. 
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blooms, and expedite projects with the Corps to improve lake 
management. As a consequence, the recently formed Blue Green 
Algae Task Force is, among other things, evaluating the LOW in 
order to provide its expertise to state agencies on how to reduce 
nutrient inflows to the Lake. FDEP is updating and rethinking its 
nutrient reduction programs, especially the Basin Management 
Action Plans, aimed at improving water quality. The District is 
updating its Lake Okeechobee Watershed Construction Project 
that can create more storage features, and these efforts could be 
coordinated to protect, restore and preserve the LOW. 

AF-18 9/3/19 Multiple efforts are underway at the federal and state level to 
complete Everglades restoration projects in order to reap their 
intended ecological benefits. Close coordination by and among the 
Corps and state agencies is critical in order for projects such as 
LOWRP to achieve maximum synergies and provide the most 
significant benefits for the money. Doing so in a manner which 
increases storage in mutually beneficial ways, reduces reliance 
upon ASR wells and provides more robust benefits to the Lake and 
the Northern Estuaries is in the best interests of all concerned 
parties. 

Concur, thank you for your comment. 

AF-19 9/3/19 Wetlands 
We support the restoration of wetlands described in the PIR and 
we are grateful to the Project Delivery Team’s work on this project 
component. Paradise Run was originally a feature of the 
Kissimmee River Restoration Project and we welcome 
implementation of this critical ecosystem restoration feature to 
rehydrate the northern watershed. Wetlands are critical to 
building our regional resilience. They sequester carbon, hold 
floodwaters, act as buffers for hurricanes and recharge our 
aquifers. We would also like to reiterate our appreciation for the 
elimination of deep injection wells from the Project. Eliminating 
water out of the budget only exacerbates droughts and leaves us 
ill prepared for future ecosystem and downstream water needs. 
Perhaps as a second phase or new initiative, we would encourage 
the Corps to coordinate with the local sponsor to explore ways to 
implement even more wetland restoration in the LOW as a means 
to rehydrate the overdrained floodplains and slow down water 
flows into the Lake. This would complement the CERP LOWRP 

Thank you for your comment. 
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effort and contribute to overall improved water management 
practices. 

AF-20 9/3/19 Conclusion 
The Greater Everglades are at a critical juncture in the restoration 
process. A number of important projects are nearing the finish line 
bringing us closer to the ecological benefits they were designed to 
deliver. With all of the attention and energy that is being focused 
on restoration at both the federal and state level, it is more 
important than ever to get the maximum benefits out of each 
project feature built. We believe there are opportunities to 
significantly improve the Project to provide greater ecological 
benefits to the LOW, the Northern Estuaries and the Greater 
Everglades. 

Thank you for your comments. 

American Sportfishing Association (ASA) 
ASA-1 9/3/19 ASA has been engaged in the planning efforts on this project from 

the beginning and appreciates the amount of time, effort and 
coordination that have gone into developing this project. We 
strongly support the LOWRP and look forward to an expedited final 
report by the USACE that will make the project available for 
Congressional authorization in the 2020 Water Resources 
Development Act. 

Thank you for the support. 

ASA-2 9/3/19 The project features a 46,000 acre-feet wetland attenuation 
feature, 80 aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells that can store 
448,000 acre-feet of water annually, and two wetland restoration 
sites at Paradise Run and Kissimmee River Center. These 
components will benefit the overall system, providing improved 
habitat for fish species, and significantly increase water storage 
capacity north of the Lake. We support expedited construction of 
the ASR wells to achieve storage capacity and operational flexibility 
as quickly as possible. 

Thank you for the comments and support. 

ASA-3 9/3/19 We will continue to advocate for projects that can be expedited to 
provide maximum benefits to the Lake and northern estuaries and 
restore the southerly flow of clean water south. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide input on this most important project. 

Thank you for the comments and support. 

Everglades Foundation (EF) 
EF-1 9/5/19 Attached please find The Everglades Foundation's technical 

comments on the Revised Draft Integrated Project 
Please see responses to comments EF-2 through EF-12 below 
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Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 
Project. In sum, the outlined uses of the Wetland Attenuation 
Feature (WAF) and the Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells 
in the current Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) will result in minimal, 
unknown, or unanalyzed benefits to the hydrological system. 
Given this and the large expense that accompanies this project, the 
Everglades Foundation requests the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to supplement its analysis and modify the alternatives, including 
the TSP, to address the issues raised in the attached technical 
comments prior to finalizing the LOWRP EIS/PIR. Absent successful 
resolution of these issues, we must recommend that the Record 
of Decision find the LOWRP is not environmentally justified, cost 
effective, or in the public interest. 

EF-2 9/5/19 1. Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF). The WAF is not well 
utilized in the overall plan. The WAF appears to be a key element 
of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) 
and consists of approximately 4 feet deep shallow storage with a 
13,600-acre footprint. The estimated construction cost of WAF 
exceeds $1 billion dollars (Table ES-5). To determine the role of the 
WAF in the plan, we looked at the performance with and without 
the WAF. It was difficult to discern WAF benefits in the regional 
hydrologic system. 

It is the USACE understanding that the Everglades Foundation 
modeled the selected plan without the optimized operations that 
the LOWRP modeling team used.  Hydrologic modeling for LOWRP 
was optimized to maximize estuary benefits using the 2008 LORS 
with modifications proposed by CEPP and the new optimizations 
proposed by LOWRP (proposed lake operational optimizations to 
take advantage of HHD repairs and new infrastructure proposed by 
LOWRP). The model results in the effectiveness evaluation reflect 
these optimizations. See Appendix A for more detail on operational 
optimizations. 

It is important to note that Lake Okeechobee and facility operations 
(e.g. up to limits, pulse flows, etc.) must be optimized for a 
meaningful comparison when removing/adding storage features. 

Additionally, project hydrologic benefits are amplified due to the 
interactions between the WAF and ASR wells.  The WAF has the 
ability to capture the larger peak flows that can be harmful to 
estuary ecology.  Each 5 MGD (8 cfs) ASR well can only store a limited 
volume of water per day.  In cases of high flows the WAF would 
capture water more rapidly than ASR wells, although ASR wells have 
the potential to divert more water overall on a longer time scale. 
Both storage systems are needed to achieve the maximum benefits 
of the project. 
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EF-3 9/5/19 For example, Lake Okeechobee stages are nearly identical with and 
without the WAF (Figure 1), and estuary discharges only marginally 
decrease with the WAF (Table 1). Moreover, the WAF had little 
effect on Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) inflows (Figure 2) and 
might even reduce ASR withdrawals (Figure 3). This suggests that 
the WAF might not be amplifying the performance of the ASR to 
any significant degree. 

See response to EF-2 

EF-4 9/5/19 The root issue is clear from Figure C-2-39 of the Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS, which shows that the WAF is either full (45% of the time) 
or empty (45% of the time), with the remainder of the time either 
rapidly filling or rapidly emptying. This suggests that the WAF is not 
very effective in changing the timing of flows to Lake Okeechobee 
or to the ASR wells. 

Although Figure C-2-39 shows the WAF is full/empty 45% of the 
time, the performance measure “reduction in cutback volumes” 
indicate that the WAF/ASR combination adds system benefit. In 
addition, the RECOVER Lake Okeechobee performance measure for 
low lake stage envelope also shows benefits with the WAF/ASR 
feature. This information is provided in Section 6 of the PIR. 

EF-5 9/5/19 We therefore reiterate our earlier recommendation (on Draft PIR 
dated July 2018) that the WAF be converted to a Stormwater 
Treatment Area or Flow Equalization Basin instead of focusing 
solely on the flow attenuation features of this element. 

The WAF would not be converted to a STA because the topography 
in the area is too variable to use the entire WAF as a STA. The 
topography in the northern and center cell is too variable and the 
southern cell would require extensive earthwork. Additionally, a STA 
would have more operational restrictions than a WAF. 

The WAF is similar to a FEB in that both features would attenuate 
flows. The WAF would provide for more water supply benefits and 
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ASR wells recharge as compared to a FEB because typically in a FEB 
water would not be held for as long as a WAF. 

EF-6 9/5/19 2. Aquifer Storage and Recovery. The Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP) contains 80 wells, 25 co-located with the WAF, and the 
remainder scattered around the watershed, and partitioned 
between the Upper Floridan Aquifer (UFA) and the Avon Park 
Permeable Zone (APPZ). 

-

EF-7 9/5/19 A. Unknown and Unanalyzed Effects. 
The 41-year simulation estimates that a net 5.3 million acre-feet of 
water will be injected into the aquifer through the ASR component 
of the TSP. This is an enormous quantity of water. Moreover, it 
must grow at least linearly with time; the PIR simulations show the 
volume growing exponentially (Figure 4). The TSP assumes the 
aquifer has the capacity to receive this volume of water, but there 
has been no study or scientific evaluation to verify this assumption. 
This assumption should be verified through further investigation 
prior to finalizing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. 

The model has been conservatively constructed to assume that the 
ASR wells will have a “permanent” combined recovery efficiency of 
50% for wells completed in the upper FAS and the APPZ.  By doing 
so, the referenced graphic (Figure 4) computes a continuously-
growing quantity of water that is “left behind” in the aquifer over 
the life of the project. While the assumption of a permanent low 
recovery efficiency is conservative, strict interpretation of the 
graphic can falsely lead to a misleading extrapolation that this will 
result in an exponentially large quantity of water emplaced within 
the aquifer during the life of the project. 

In fact, most operational ASR systems experience a gradual 
improvement in recovery efficiency over time, as the recharged 
freshwater “bubble” displaces the brackish water near the vicinity 
of the ASR wellbore.  Numerous ASR systems within south Florida 
are now operating with recovery efficiencies in excess of 90%.  It is 
expected that operation of the ASR wells proposed in the TSP will 
exhibit similar improvements over time. 

Additionally, local findings from the Kissimmee ASR system, 
operated for 4 years by the USACE exhibited recovery efficiencies of 
nearly 100% during each test cycle.  Results from this important 
system give us some assurance that recovery efficiencies assumed 
in the model are somewhat overly conservative. 

When considering this, it is significant to note that even with the 
assumed low permanent recovery efficiencies assumed in the 
model, ASR still provided significant project water supply and 
environmental benefits calculated in the TSP. 
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EF-8 9/5/19 Even if capacity can be verified, the injected water will displace 
native water in the aquifers, and the Revised Draft PIR/EIS does not 
discuss or analyze those effects for the TSP. Since the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations require the 
evaluation of cumulative impacts, an analysis on this "lost" water 
must be included in the PIR. Likely effects should be investigated, 
analyzed, and published prior to finalizing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS 
to ensure the scientific community- and the public - can fully weigh 
the risks and benefits of the TSP. 

See response to EF-7. A local scale analysis of the movement and 
displacement of groundwater within the aquifer via ASR operation 
would best be conducted after site-specific aquifer conditions are 
quantified via exploratory wells at each well cluster location, and 
further “calibrated” by actual multi-well operational testing and 
monitoring as recommended by the National Academy of Science 
review of the CERP ASR Regional Study findings. 

EF-9 9/5/19 Specifically, over a 41-year simulation, the difference between 
what is injected into the aquifer and what is pumped back out is 
5.3 million acre-ft (Figure 4). This "lost" water is about twice the 
operational volume of Lake Okeechobee. Over 50 years (i.e., life of 
the project), the volume of "lost" water could exceed 7.1 million 
acre-ft. Given that the injected water will displace native water in 
a confined aquifer, this water could affect the pressures in over an 
aquifer volume of 20 to 50 times the 5.3 million acre-ft of "lost" 
water. This would almost certainly have profound impacts on the 
hydrogeology of the subsurface, yet is completely absent from the 
PIR. 

See responses to EF-7 and EF-8. 

EF-10 9/5/19 B. Benefits Are Dependent on Loss Assumptions. 
The PIR assumed a loss rate of 50%, leading to an effective loss rate 
of about 52-55%, which led directly to the above concern that the 
extremely large quantity of water assumed to remain in the aquifer 
could lead to secondary effects. The PIR contained no investigation 
of the sensitivity to this extremely important assumption. We 
performed several sensitivity analyses and found that the benefits 
from ASR and therefore the TSP depend on the assumed loss rates. 
For example, if one tries to avoid the "lost" water problem 
described above by assuming 100% recovery, the peak storage 
volume in the aquifers increases from 1.0 million acre-feet to 2.8 
million acre-feet. While that is less than what would be retained in 
the aquifer assuming a 50% loss rate, the volume is still extremely 
large; it is larger than operational storage of Lake Okeechobee. 
And as above, there is no analyses in the PIR of the effects of 
storing 2.8 million acre-ft in the aquifer. 

See responses to EF-7 and EF-8. 
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EF-11 9/5/19 Similarly, if one tries to decrease the required storage volume by 
assuming 100% recover efficiency and a demand that is equivalent 
simulated in the TSP (increasing the volume recovered does not 
seem to reduce unmet demands), then the ASR inflows would have 
to be reduced by 50%. When the ASR inflows go down by 50%, the 
regulatory discharges to estuaries increase by 20% (Table 2), 
indicating reduced benefits to northern estuaries. That is, a 
significant fraction of the benefits to the estuaries is predicated on 
the assumed 50% "loss" of water. 

See responses to EF-7 and EF-8.  Benefits from the ASR component 
of the project will be further quantified once we have additional 
knowledge of ASR recovery efficiencies upon actual testing of the 
systems, as recommended by the National Academy of Sciences. 

EF-12 9/5/19 In sum, the benefits described by the PIR are predicated on and 
sensitive to the unverified assumption of loss rate. This introduced 
enormous uncertainties about the long-term viability of TSP. 

See responses to EF-7 and EF-8. 

Sierra Club (SC) 
SC-1 8/19/19 Sierra Club submits the following comments on the Revised Draft 

Integrated Project Implementation Report (PIR) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) with the goal of seeing 
the LOWRP Optimized Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) drastically 
improved. Sierra Club believes that ecosystem restoration projects 
in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed are essential for the following 
reasons: (1) for the health of the Lake Okeechobee ecosystem and 
its watershed; (2) to improve the quality, timing, and quantity of 
freshwater flows to the northern estuaries; and (3) for the 
redirection of freshwater from the lake to where it is most needed, 
south to the Everglades and Florida Bay. 

Thank you for the comments 

SC-2 8/19/19 1. While we support the wetland restoration of the Paradise 
Run and Kissimmee River Center sites, which would restore 
about 4,800 acres to wetlands, we urge SFWMD and USACE 
to not miss the opportunity to restore more wetlands. As 
stated in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, “about 330,000 acres of 
wetlands have been lost in the LOWRP area” and “more 
wetland acres restored would generally be better” (Appendix 
E, Attachment B). The Lake Okeechobee West site has a high 
restoration potential. We cannot accept leaving out this 
excellent restoration site from further consideration just 
because it is not in “better ecological quality.” We urge 
SFWMD and USACE to modify the Optimized TSP to include 

The USACE concurs that more wetland restoration is needed due to 
the extensive loss of wetlands throughout the study area. The Lake 
Okeechobee West site was screened 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-2054 



      

        
  

       
    

   
 

        
   

     
     

      
    

  
      

     
    

   
      

   
   

      
    

 

  
  

     
 

  
  

  
  

 
  

  
  
  

  
    

  
     

       
     

  
     

   
   

   
     

     
    

      
     

     
 

  
   
    

 
    

 
    

  
    

     

         
     

      
   

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

this site, which would restore 2,800 additional acres of high 
value wetland habitat. The restoration of more wetlands will 
also provide additional opportunity for water quality 
improvements. 

SC-3 8/19/19 2. The goals of the CERP component referred to as "Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality Treatment Facilities 
(OPE)" included not only wetland restoration, but also 
stormwater treatment areas to "retain phosphorus before 
flowing into Lake Okeechobee" (CERP Yellow Book, p. 9-4). 
The CERP Yellow Book makes it clear that an essential aspect 
of Everglades restoration is the inclusion of water quality 
features.  USACE must reconsider and include water quality 
features that are essential to Everglades restoration and 
improve the health of Lake Okeechobee. The USACE’s stated 
current policy of not cost-sharing on water quality features 
runs counter to CERP’s goals of restoration and therefore 
must be reconsidered and modified.  If the federal 
government does not cost-share, whether because of 
administrative policy or legislation, it is still incumbent upon 
the state to provide a locally preferred alternative that 
includes water quality features. 

Water quality treatment features like stormwater treatment areas 
(STAs) and reservoir-assisted stormwater treatment areas (RASTAs), 
although originally proposed in CERP components, have not been 
carried forward in the current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has 
adopted a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Lake Okeechobee 
and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. In an effort to achieve the 
water quality improvements necessary to meet the TMDL in the lake 
and watershed, the Florida legislature established the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program, which directed the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop 
and implement water quality improvement plans called Basin 
Management Action Plans (BMAPs) that provided milestones and 
management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within a 
measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be 
used to meet the intent of water quality improvements originally 
proposed by CERP components A and OPE. As a result, water quality 
features are no longer within the project scope. 

SC-4 8/19/19 3. The Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF)  must be modified 
and modeled as a water quality feature, such as a 
Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) and/or a Flow Equalization 
Basin (FEB). This will help in significantly reducing nutrient 
loading to Lake Okeechobee and thereby also reduce the 
level of nutrients discharged to the northern estuaries. 
Reducing the level of nutrients into Lake Okeechobee is 
essential to Everglades restoration; it must not be omitted 
from this important CERP project. Nutrient loads to Lake 
Okeechobee must be reduced and LOWRP can be designed 
to provide such a reduction. Therefore, we urge USACE and 
SFWMD to modify this feature so it provides what the 
ecosystem needs, clean water for the heart of the 
Everglades. 

The WAF would not be converted to a STA because the topography 
in the area is too variable to use the entire WAF as a STA. The 
topography in the northern and center cell is too variable and the 
southern cell would require extensive earthwork. Additionally, a STA 
would have more operational restrictions than a WAF. 

The WAF is similar to a FEB in that both features would attenuate 
flows. The WAF would provide for more water supply benefits and 
ASR wells recharge as compared to a FEB because typically in a FEB 
water would not be held for as long as a WAF. 

SC-5 8/19/19 4. We strenuously oppose the use of Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) wells in CERP as they are contrary to the 

ASR wells are necessary for project success. They provide an option 
for long-term water diversion with very limited surface features, 
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goals of restoration of the Lake Okeechobee watershed and 
the Everglades. ASRs would waste hundreds of millions of 
dollars of public funding that are needed for actual 
ecosystem restoration. The proposed eighty ASRs will be a 
form of permanent artificial “life support”, creating a 
watershed ecosystem stuck in an Intensive Care Unit. 

thus reducing land acquisition needs. ASR wells provide substantial 
benefits during dry times when water needs to be recovered to 
maintain ecologically-preferred stages in Lake Okeechobee. 

SC-6 8/19/19 5. More shallow surface water storage is required. The 
Optimized TSP lacks the meaningful and long envisioned 
shallow storage needed in the Lake Okeechobee watershed. 

The USACE concurs that more surface storage is needed throughout 
the entire Lake Okeechobee watershed and makes this 
recommendation in Section 8. 

Sanibel Captiva Conservation Foundation (SCCF) 
SCCF-1 9/3/19 We recognize and support the critical need for projects north of 

the lake to improve hydrology through storage and treatment of 
water and restoration of wetlands to improve the delivery of water 
to and conditions in Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 
However, we cannot recommend or support this TSP due to the 
severely limited project benefits from limited storage, treatment 
and hydrologic capacity of the project coupled with a very high 
cost. Opportunities to enhance the project are possible with 
changes to the planning area and should be considered to provide 
an effective and cost beneficial project. 

Thank you for your suggestions. 

SCCF-2 9/3/19 Project Objectives 
The stated purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project (LOWRP) is "to increase water storage capacity 
in the watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water 
levels, improved quantity, timing, and distribution of water to the 
Northern Estuaries, increased accessibility of water supply for 
existing legal Lake Okeechobee Service Area users, and to restore 
wetlands within the project area." 

We are concerned with the addition of water supply as a project 
objective while features to address water quality are limited. The 
original Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
project included water quality while water supply was not included 
in the project as a primary goal. The current TSP only marginally 
addresses water quality and has added water supply to the project 
objective which sets up potential new conflicts in meeting the 

Water supply is included in CERP as Lake Okeechobee Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery (CERP component GG). The Restudy states 
one of the purposes of ASR is to “Increase water supply for 
agricultural, urban, and environmental purposes.” 

Water quality treatment features like stormwater treatment areas 
(STAs) and reservoir-assisted stormwater treatment areas (RASTAs), 
although originally proposed in CERP components, have not been 
carried forward in the current LOWRP effort. The state of Florida has 
adopted a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Lake Okeechobee 
and the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. In an effort to achieve the 
water quality improvements necessary to meet the TMDL in the lake 
and watershed, the Florida legislature established the Northern 
Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program, which directed the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to develop 
and implement water quality improvement plans called Basin 
Management Action Plans (BMAPs) that provided milestones and 
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intent of improving the delivery of water to and conditions in Lake 
Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 

management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within a 
measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be 
used to meet the intent of water quality improvements originally 
proposed by CERP components A and OPE. As a result, water quality 
features are no longer within the project scope. 

SCCF-3 9/3/19 Declining water quality conditions in Lake Okeechobee that flow 
into the lake from the north establishes an imperative that water 
quality treatment be maximized as a functional part of the project. 
Water quality is fundamental to public health, the health of the 
entire ecosystem and the resulting habitat benefits which are the 
primary objectives of Everglades restoration. While water supply 
is an ancillary benefit of the project it should not be credited as 
benefiting ecosystem restoration when operationally it is applied 
to serve private consumptive interests at the expense of the public 
interests of improving the health and function of Lake Okeechobee 
and the estuaries. 

See response to SCCF-3 

SCCF-4 9/3/19 We fully support the wetland restoration portion of the project for 
the habitat and treatment benefits provided. While these areas 
provide important habitat restoration benefits they do not 
contribute significantly to the water capture and storage capacity 
desperately needed. 

The wetlands provide habitat for this project and were not 
developed as water capture or storage components. 

SCCF-5 9/3/19 Project Storage Capacity & Expansion 
A key obstacle in the planning process has been lack of access to 
land from willing sellers in the restricted geographic scope of the 
project. Additionally concerns about seepage from the central 
storage reservoir feature, left the project woefully short of storage 
capacity provided by a Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) in 
place of the reservoir and a significantly reduced number of 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells from that envisioned in 
the original CERP plan. 

The percentage of public land within the project footprint was 
considered as a screening criteria; however, all alternatives 
evaluated for the project required acquisition of private land. The 
use of public lands to the extent practicable minimizes impacts to 
local tax rolls, avoids risks of unwilling sellers and implementation of 
eminent domain authorities, and reduces overall real estate 
acquisition costs and timelines. It is also preferable to have public 
land in a project footprint due to ease of access for geotechnical, 
cultural, and environmental surveys to reduce overall project 
contingency costs and the risk of an unanticipated cultural or 
environmental discovery. 

Formulating the LOWRP plan to meet the CERP target using deep 
storage proved to be challenging due to concerns with water 
availability, seepage, and acceptability to stakeholders. Due to the 
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difficulties of siting deep reservoir storage, several configurations of 
shallow storage were considered in the plan formulation process. 

The original 1999 CERP plan anticipated a total of 333 ASR wells 
constructed throughout south Florida, with 200 of those wells 
associated with Lake Okeechobee. During the CERP ASR Regional 
Study, a groundwater model was constructed that determined that 
a reduced total of about 140 ASR wells could be constructed in south 
Florida, with about 80 of those wells associated with Lake 
Okeechobee. This project has carried the findings of the CERP ASR 
Regional Study into the TSP formulation, with 80 ASR wells included 
as a project component. 

SCCF-6 9/3/19 The project area includes four major drainage basins: Fisheating 
Creek, Indian Prairie, Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, and portions of 
the Lower Kissimmee (S-65D and S-65E), totaling approximately 
920,000 acres. This area represents only the southern third of an 
interconnected 2.6 million acre watershed to the north. 
Attempting to address the volume, quality and timing issues for 
the entire watershed in the lower one third of the watershed is like 
expecting the Caloosahatchee estuary to address/ mitigate the 
influence of the much larger freshwater watershed. Not only does 
it disconnect the watershed from a management perspective, it 
forces the upstream impacts over the majority of the watershed to 
be resolved in the southern fraction of land. 

While federal authority provided under CERP did not allow 
formulation further to the north for storage elements, the PDT 
recognizes that additional storage outside the current LOWRP 
footprint and scope would benefit the system. 

SCCF-7 9/3/19 We suggest an expansion of the project boundary to include the 
entire Kissimmee valley watershed that feeds into Lake 
Okeechobee with potential benefits from connecting with efforts 
in the Everglades Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge and 
Conservation Area. This will conform to the principle of looking at 
the system as a whole and addressing issues and needs closer to 
their source where localized and smaller footprint 
solutions/projects can be applied more cost effectively. 
Distributing the project elements across the entire watershed 
increases the capacity and distribution of regional storage and 
treatment, would enhance flood plain rehydration and habitat 
restoration over a greater extent of the watershed. 

See response to SCCF-6 above 
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SCCF-8 9/3/19 Water Quality 
The TSP provides little to address water quality even though the 
original CERP project included stormwater treatment areas (STA) 
and reservoir assisted treatment areas (RASTA). We are strongly 
opposed to eliminating or reducing dedicated water quality 
features in the plan, especially considering the high levels of 
nutrients documented flowing into the lake from the north, which 
still greatly exceed phosphorus levels identified in the Lake 
Okeechobee TMDL. Extensive harmful algal blooms have been 
documented annually in the Lake in recent years. These harmful 
algae blooms impact the communities that depend on Lake 
Okeechobee as their drinking water supply and the coastal 
estuaries that routinely receive regulatory discharges from the 
lake. 

See response to SCFF-2 above 

SCCF-9 9/3/19 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 
The project capacity and operations rely heavily on ASR at levels 
approximately one third of the original CERP plan design, a result 
of the Regional ASR Study. There is a great deal of uncertainty 
about the performance of ASR since it has never been built or 
operated at the scale and intensity proposed. Recovery rates and 
the operation of wells in high water events provide questionable 
and limited reliability, a concern for a major project feature. We 
suggest that expanding the geographic scope to include the entire 
watershed provides more options for project features to store, 
treat and recharge water instead of relying so heavily on ASR for 
which there is no Plan B substitute. 
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SCCF-10 9/3/19 Ecological Performance Modeling - Caloosahatchee 
The model outputs for the ecological performance of the 
Caloosahatchee is based on a flawed low flow performance 
measure target of 450 cfs, a level that has resulted in the 
permanent loss of over 1,000 acres of freshwater tapegrass habitat 
in the upper estuary due to high salinities and loss of a low salinity 
zone downstream of the WP Franklin Lock & Dam. 

The ecological performance is based on the RECOVER Salinity 
Envelope Performance Measure and was approved by the ECO-PCX.  

SCCF-11 9/3/19 Real-time, monitored data and observations of estuary salinity 
responses to flow have documented this disparity as shown in the 
graphs below. The left graph shows dry season flows averaging 662 
cfs over an eight week period where flows were insufficient to 
prevent an MFL exceedance and harm that lasted 90 days. The 
graph on the right shows salinities in the fall/winter dry season 
where flows over a nine week period averaged 883 cfs stabilizing 
salinities below the MFL harm level, avoiding an exceedance. 

Not only does this document how incorrect flows of 450 cfs are, 
the habitat benefits analysis incorrectly uses this faulty metric to 
derive benefits when a more accurate minimum flow is closer to 
730 cfs and a restoration flow needed to demonstrate benefits 
instead of loss would be even higher. 

The project team can only use approved performance measures and 
is using the RECOVER Salinity Envelope performance measure. 

SCCF-12 9/3/19 We are currently engaged in the RECOVER reassessment process 
to try to correct this error from compounding false calculations in 
CERP projects on water needs of the estuary. Sea level rise is 
influencing and changing the estuary salinity envelope resulting in 
habitat compression and loss of the low salinity zone downstream 
of the Franklin Lock. We are also actively engaged in the LOSOM 
review to incorporate more accurate flow regimes into the 
operations and management of the system. 

Your involvement in those efforts is appreciated. 

SCCF-13 9/3/19 To achieve an accurate analysis of habitat impacts model outputs 
need to be post-processed at a living time scale to protect 
resources for which salinities at and above 10 psu are lethal. 
Looking at daily or weekly conditions vs. monthly averages is 
important to see the dynamics and assess the impacts to living 
elements in the system. When two weeks of high salinities can 
cause the loss or death of tapegrass and two weeks of low salinity 
can kill oysters, it is important that any habitat unit analyses 

The project team can only use approved performance measures and 
is using the RECOVER Salinity Envelope performance measure. 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-2060 



      

        
  

   
 

    
    

 
   

     

     

    
     

   
  

 
   

  
     

   
    

  

  
  

  
     

   
     

   
   

        
  

   
  

     
     

  

   
   

      
     

 

   

           
    

       

      
 

   
 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

associated with alternatives use a living time scale to assess the 
harm or benefits. 

SCCF-14 9/3/19 Additionally we suggest adding a low-salinity zone as a physical 
spatial target based on a specified “minimum habitat volume” 
downstream of S-79 as an alternative method for assessing habitat 
units. This could correspond to the extent of freshwater habitat 
that is needed between Fort Myers and the Franklin Lock. 

We are required to use habitat units in our planning process. 

SCCF-15 9/3/19 As proposed, SCCF cannot recommend or support this TSP due to 
the inadequate hydrologic benefits and high project cost. 
However, water storage, treatment and hydrologic restoration 
north of the lake are essential to achieving Everglades restoration. 
We strongly encourage a reevaluation of the project with the 
entire Kissimmee/Okeechobee watershed to gain opportunities to 
assure the project achieves the best environmental and cost 
effective outcomes to enhance, restore, and improve conditions in 
the greater Everglades ecosystem and the northern estuaries. 

The project team concurs that more storage is needed throughout 
the system. At this time there are no plans to revise the selected 
plan. 

Letters from the Public 
Robert Norton 
(RN) - 1 

7/5/19 So many of our agriculture have done away with our wetlands. 
They call it improved pastures.  Every time they do this, they move 
on land that was once was historic Kissimmee River channel. 

This project restores approximately 4,800 acres of wetlands along 
the historic Kissimmee River channel. 

RN - 2 7/5/19 Anytime we can reduce discharge volumes from Lake Okeechobee 
we save our problems. 

This project provides a 57% reduction in flow volumes from Lake 
Okeechobee to the Northern Estuaries. 

RN - 3 7/5/19 I have been after our systems to improve water quality since year 
1989 to 2019.  I have yet to see our State come into compliance 
with the set TMDL. 

Water Quality measures are addressed by the Florida DEP through 
Basin Management Action Plans. 

RN - 4 7/5/19 Anytime we drain water off the land, the cowboy ranchers claim it. 
The Central Water C&SF 1900 has caused more problems than it 
has solved. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 5 7/5/19 Released water east and west has caused problems. This project is going to reduce the amount of water that flows from 
Lake Okeechobee to the Northern Estuaries. 

RN - 6 7/5/19 Direct land impacts are due to very, very poor water management. Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 7 7/5/19 Water needs also has caused a lot of problems for urban and 
agriculture. 

Other water related needs are factored into this project and all CERP 
projects 
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RN - 8 7/5/19 Fisheating Creek and Indian Prairie Taylor Creek – Nubbin Slough 
are direct water flows off agriculture land into Lake Okeechobee. 

This project is trying to capture that water to store it before goes 
into Lake Okeechobee. 

RN - 9 7/5/19 Freshwater releases into saltwater cause a lot of problems. This project is going to reduce the amount of water that flows from 
Lake Okeechobee to the Northern Estuaries. 

RN - 10 7/5/19 Legal water uses are few and far between. There are several legal water users in the project area. 

RN - 11 7/5/19 Wetlands are so few that agriculture let us have I hate to say. This project is restoring wetland habitat along the Kissimmee River. 

RN - 12 7/5/19 Environmental quality went out the window a long time ago when 
agriculture came along. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 13 7/5/19 The public land is in use now.  The cowboy’s run cattle leases on 
almost all public lands – come on man! 

Many of the features of this project will be put on public lands. 

RN - 14 7/5/19 How can wetlands be subject to pump stations – come on man! To recreate wetlands, pump stations may be needed to provide the 
water. 

RN - 15 7/5/19 Whenever you our State open recreation land to multiple sites 
here comes agriculture – come on people! 

This project includes a recreation plan that opens up project lands 
to the public for recreational uses. 

RN - 16 7/5/19 Our State problems were when we adjusted the historic Kissimmee 
River 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 17 7/5/19 How can you say natural after all the problems our State caused? We are trying to restore the ecosystem to a more natural state. 

RN - 18 7/5/19 How did Paradise Run site get so messed up to start with? Prior to channelization of the Kissimmee River, Paradise Run was a 
highly productive ecosystem comprised of meandering river channel 
and floodplain wetlands.   Construction of the C-38 canal for flood 
reduction benefits resulted in Paradise Run becoming hydrologically 
disconnected from the historic Kissimmee River channel. The area 
became a predominantly rainfall-driven system, with remnant river 
oxbows and overdrained wetlands. 

RN - 19 7/5/19 Our problems all started up north of Lake Okeechobee.  Agriculture 
has caused all these problems. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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RN - 20 7/5/19 Water problems all started with people who had no idea of the 
problems they caused – come on man! 

We are trying to restore the ecosystem to a more natural state. 

RN - 21 7/5/19 Our state has always been a place all people wanted to see. Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 22 7/5/19 We get back to wetlands that the good old boy cowboys caused. 
By canals to the drain the water off to put new pastures for their 
cows. 

This project restores approximately 4,800 acres of wetlands along 
the historic Kissimmee River channel. 

RN - 23 7/5/19 When it comes to legal users, agriculture is illegal users – come on 
man! 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 24 7/5/19 Ecosystems are no longer off-limits, agriculture saw to that a long 
time ago. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 25 7/5/19 We now have so many nuisance species, now we wonder where 
they all came from. 

This project contains an Invasive and Nuisance Species Management 
Plan in Annex F of this report. 

RN - 26 7/5/19 There are a lot of what-if we the people of Florida how we got to 
this point and why. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN - 27 7/5/19 I look at poor management and the fact that agriculture has caused 
all our people of Florida a problem. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN2 - 1 7/29/19 I never hear any of your people talk about the 36 ft elevation drop 
from north to south into Lake Okeechobee. 

The elevation drop from north to south into Lake Okeechobee is 
incorporated into the modeling. 

RN2 - 2 7/29/19 With this drop in elevation all agriculture operations in our state 
will have run-off water going into Lake Okeechobee.  Common 
sense tells us all this.  At some point in time, agriculture will have 
to stop water run-off from their operations. 

Thank you for your comment. 

RN2 - 3 7/29/19 Also, the state of Florida will have to come into compliance with 
the set TMDL to Lake Okeechobee.  

Thank you for your comment. Water Quality measures are 
addressed by the Florida DEP through Basin Management Action 
Plans. 
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RN2 - 4 7/29/19 The BMP’s do not work on a non-regulatory process.  Also, the 
agriculture people do not do any type of voluntary stuff. 

Thank you for your comment. BMPs are implemented on both 
urban and agricultural properties in accordance with NPDES 
regulations and FDACs Agricultural BMP program which requires 
agricultural producers to implement BMPs when inside a BMAP 
boundary. 

RN2 - 5 7/29/19 To come into compliance of the TMDLs to Lake Okeechobee, we 
the people must enforce our rules such as as 40E-61 and 40E-63 at 
some point in time. 

Thank you for your comment. 40E-61 is one of many components 
identified in the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection 
Program that when implemented with the rest of the program 
components is intended to reduce nutrients in the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed 

RN2 - 6 7/29/19 I myself see cattle in contact with flowing water all along rivers, 
streams and ring canals into Lake Okeechobee. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Jerry Smith 9/3/19 Maximizing the water storage capacity north of Lake Okeechobee Thank you for the support. 
(JM) - 1 is key in restoring balance to water distribution and retention 

within the watershed. Water now comes into the Lake six times 
faster than it can be released, and a tropical storm/hurricane can 
raise the water level of the Lake as much as 4 feet in a few weeks, 
no longer months. I commend the USACE for the actions they have 
taken this year in lowering the Lake level more than usual during 
the dry months as it provided more capacity/freeboard when 
events like Hurricane Dorian take place. 

JM - 2 9/3/19 There is one element of the TSP that is of great concern, and that 
is the use of aquifer storage and recovery wells (ASR) in water 
storage north of the Lake Okeechobee. While ASR wells can 
provide the ability to store water in large quantities in short 
periods of time, it is not a natural water storage system, is highly 

Four years of successful cycle testing at the Kissimmee River ASR 
system, located approximately 0.25 miles east of the WAF, gives us 
greater confidence on the use of ASR technology.  ASR has been 
utilized in the Floridan Aquifer System of south Florida since at least 
1989, so there is an abundance of data documenting system 
performance throughout the region. 

engineered and the long term ecological consequences of doing no 
harm is not known on a scale that is being proposed. I strongly 
encourage the USACE to consider and exhaust all other water 
storage options including land acquisition, wetland rehabilitation 
and restoration before implementing the use of ASR wells. 
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JM – 3 9/3/19 The draft LOWRP report section, Environmental Consideration 
(ES1.7) makes no mention of ASR wells. In the report, there are a 
number uncertainties that were identified including 
hydrogeological uncertainties related to the effective of storage 
and ability to recover water, quality of recovered water, and 
wildlife effects related to potential impingement/entrapment of 
larvae on the intake of the ASR wells. Also, in the LOWRP report in 
their public comments the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, 
and Seminole Tribe of Florida both expressed concerns regarding 
the inclusion of ASR wells at the scale being considered. 

Please see response to JM-2 

JM – 4 9/3/19 At the request of the USACE, the National Research Council’s (NRC) 
Water Science and Technology Board convened a committee to 
review the ASR Regional Study Technical Data Report and assess 
progress reducing uncertainties related to full-scale CERP ASR 
implementation. In 2015 the NRC released their review of the 
Everglades Aquifer Storage and Recovery Study. 

In their summary, the NRC committee agrees with the Regional 
Study findings that no “fatal flaws” have been discovered, but 
many uncertainties remain that merit additional study before 
large-scale ASR should be implemented. The following represent 
the highest priority uncertainties they identified in CERP decision 
making. What actions or steps is the USACE taking to address the 
uncertainties identified in the NRC report? 

Thank you for your comment. 

JM – 5 9/3/19 1. Operations to Maximize Recovery and Reduce Water Quality 
Impacts. More research is needed to assess improvements in 
recovery efficiency and recovered water quality by establishing a 
freshwater buffer zone and maintaining it throughout subsequent 
cycle testing (termed a target storage volume approach). This 
approach could have major implications for the ecotoxicity of the 
recovered water if the proportion of native groundwater is 

The USACE and SFWMD are required to develop a detailed 
operational plan that includes duration of recharge, storage, and 
recovery, and also the planned surface and groundwater monitoring 
that will be performed during operational testing. This requirement 
must accompany the Underground Injection Control permit 
application, which will be submitted during the pre-construction 
engineering and design phase.  In preparation for this application, a 
detailed hydrogeologic evaluation will be performed to evaluate 
hydraulic, hydrogeologic, and water quality characteristics of the 
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substantially reduced. However, a larger buffer zone could create 
an expanded zone of near-term arsenic mobilization that is 
anticipated to attenuate over time. The use of well pairs or clusters 
should also be examined to improve recovery efficiencies and 
performance. 

Upper Floridan Aquifer and the Avon Park Permeable Zone, 
particularly as ASR wells would function as well pairs. 

JM – 6 9/3/19 2. Ecotoxicology and Ecological Risk Assessment. Some of the 
largest uncertainties remaining after the ASR Regional Study are 
associated with the ecological risks of ASR in the Everglades. The 
results of chronic toxicity testing and regional water quality 
modeling suggest some cause for concern and a need for further 

The USACE and SFWMD intends to engage appropriate professionals 
to guide the development of a focused ecologic ecological risk 
assessment for the Kissimmee River.  Our project delivery team 
consists of scientists from the SFWMD, USACE, US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, and the Florida Fish & Wildlife Commission.  We also have 
risk assessment professionals at the USACE Engineering Research 

analysis considering longer storage times and greater recharge 
volumes, use of a target storage volume approach to improve 
recovered water quality, and more ASR sites. Ecotoxicological 
testing should be designed in light of the fact that water from ASR 
operations will primarily be recovered during dry, low-flow 
conditions. Research should also examine the impacts of calcium 
and hardness on soft-water areas of the Everglades. The ecological 
risk assessment should be probabilistic in nature and can be 
improved using advancements in quantitative methods drawn 
from other successful regional-scale assessments. 

and Development Center, please see 
https://www.erdc.usace.army.mil/Media/Fact-Sheets/Fact-Sheet-
Article-View/Article/920870/risk-and-decision-science/ 

JM – 7 9/3/19 3. Understanding Phosphorus Reduction Potential. Removal of 
phosphorus represents a key unexplored benefit of ASR, and more 
research is needed to examine the long-term rates and extents of 
subsurface phosphorus removal under various aquifer conditions. 

The SFWMD is nearing completion of a project with the US 
Geological Survey to identify the microbiological mechanisms for 
phosphorus attenuation, and also rates of microbial (coliform) 
inactivation during ASR cycle tests. A summary of this report, which 
currently is in review, is available on request. 

JM - 8 9/3/19 4. Disinfection. Disinfection permitting requirements were not 
uniformly achieved during the pilot studies due to high organic 
matter in the recharge water. Additional work is needed to 
develop appropriate pretreatment strategies without hindering 
subsurface biogeochemical processes that attenuate dissolved 
arsenic. Research on pathogen survival in groundwater has 

Please see response above.  Our conceptual intent is to keep pre-
treatment processes to a minimum, while still meeting drinking 
water standards as required by law, during recharge.  Wellhead UV 
disinfection system technology has advanced considerably from 
those used for the CERP ASR pilot systems designed in 2005. 
Filtration technologies have advanced as well.  These technological 
advances will inform the design of LOWRP ASR systems. 
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demonstrated inactivation in flow-through chambers at varying 
rates. However, substantial additional research is needed on a 
wider suite of pathogens under groundwater conditions, and this 
information needs to be coupled with an understanding of 
groundwater travel times and the locations of potential human 
exposures to determine the level of disinfection necessary to 
protect human health. 

JM - 9 9/3/19 5. Cost and Performance of ASR Compared to Alternatives. 
Decision makers are unlikely to support continued research on ASR 
without clear documentation of the potential benefits of ASR 
relative to other possible water storage alternatives. Thus, a 
comparative cost-benefit assessment for water storage 
alternatives, including integrated operation of ASR wells and 
surface storage reservoirs, is an important next step. Benefits 
should be assessed in terms of new water delivered to the 
Everglades, flood flow prevention, or water quality improvements. 
Such an analysis should document performance uncertainties, 
which may help prioritize research to inform future decision 
making. 

LOWRP benefits are based on northern estuary, Lake Okeechobee, 
and wetland environmental benefits along with water supply 
benefits for LOSA users. Model results for LOWRP included 
integrated operations of ASR wells and surface storage features. 

JM - 10 9/3/19 These high-priority uncertainties can be resolved through research 
at a range of scales, from computer modeling and laboratory 
testing to continued pilot testing with expanded ecotoxicological 
testing to expansion of the current pilot sites. Although current 
uncertainties are too great to justify near-term implementation of 

ASR uncertainty has been addressed with the successful 
implementation of pilot projects and will continued to be addressed 
with the phased implementation of ASR wells for LOWRP.  Four 
years of successful cycle testing was completed at the Kissimmee 
River ASR system, located approximately 0.5 miles east of the WAF. 
This serves as a “seated quarantined test of multiple years”, and 

ASR at a large scale in the Everglades, opportunities exist to target 
future phased implementation of ASR in a way that addresses 
critical uncertainties while providing some early restoration 
benefits. Until the uncertainties related to ecological effects are 
substantially resolved, any new ASR wells to be drilled should be 

probably has one of the most intensive ASR water quality datasets 
on Earth. This testing demonstrated that the maximum lateral 
extent of our largest volume recharge event (1 billion gallons) was 
less than 2,350 ft from the ASR well. In addition, there is a significant 
amount of existing borehole data for this area (Paradise Run FAS 
wells; Brighton Reservation ASR and monitoring wells; OKF-105, and 
the ASR and associated monitoring wells at the Kissimmee River ASR 
system). 

LOWRP Final PIR and EIS August 2020 
C-2067 



      

        
  

 

 

 
    

     
 

  
  

 
 

  

       

        
   

  
 

   

 
  

   
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

  

      
       

   
 

 
        

  
     

    
 

 
 

Appendix C, Part 3 Pertinent Correspondence Information 

sited adjacent to large water bodies with adequate mixing zones 
to minimize adverse ecological impacts. 

JM - 11 9/3/19 In Section ES1.10.7 of the draft LOWRP it is mentioned that the 
optimized TSP provides a significant increase in water storage 
north of Lake Okeechobee, additional storage is needed to meet 
CERP goals for north of the lake to further improve Lake 
Okeechobee health and reduce release to the northern estuaries. 
How much additional storage is required beyond what is being 
proposed? 

The 2000 CERP report recommended 250,000 acre-feet of above 
ground storage and 200 ASR wells. LOWRP provides 46,000 acre-
feet of above ground storage and 80 ASR wells. 

JM - 12 9/3/19 The period of record for the draft LOWRP is 1965-2005. If years 
2006 to 2019 were taken into consideration what impact would 
there be on the percentage of Lake stage levels within the 
ecologically preferred stage envelope (Table ES-1), and reduction 
in discharge volumes to the northern estuaries? 

The 41-year period record includes a robust spectrum of climatology 
variability that covers characteristics found within the period of 
2006-2019. For this reason, the team feels comfortable with the 
current period of record been analyzed and used for this feasibility 
planning level study. 

It is recommended that additional modeling with an extended 
period of record should be performed during PED. There is currently 
a parallel team working on expanding the period of record for the 
RSM-BN. 

Emails from the Public 
Mike 7/16/19 I was wondering if there are HUB certification goals on this project? The contracting acquisition strategy for this project has not been 
Monteleone If so who on the A&E side would we want to contact? We have defined yet. However, this strategy likely will include targets for 
(MM) - 1 numerous NAICS Codes in place and can easily expand to suit the 

project guidelines. 

Pacific CM is a HUB, SDBE and DBE certified firm. 

small business participation.  Please contact the USACE Small 
Business Office (Ms. Lenneia Jennings, 
lenneia.r.jennings@usace.army.mil . 904-232-1150) for more 
information. 
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C.3.4.3 Letters Received on the Revised Draft PIR/EIS 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Ted Turner Drive, S.W., Suite 1144 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

ER 18/0313 
9043.1 

August 15, 2019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Fl 32232-0019 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project - Florida 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project.  We offer no comments at this time. 

If you have questions, please contact Anita Barnet at anita_barnettt@nps.gov. I can be reached 
on (404) 331-4524 or via email at joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Joyce Stanley, MPA 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: Christine Willis – FWS 
Michael Norris - USGS 
Anita Barnett – NPS 
Chester McGhee – BIA 
OEPC – WASH 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION4 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

AUG 2 7 2019 

Colonel Andrew Kelly 
Commander, Jacksonville District 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project, Okeechobee, Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, Martin, and St. Lucie 
Counties, Florida; CEQ No: 20190155 

Dear Colonel Kelly: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the above referenced document in accordance 
with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section I 02(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The Jacksonville District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the lead Federal 
agency and the non-federal cost sharing partner is the South Florida Water Management District 
(SFWMD). On July 6, 2018, the EPA received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) and the EPA provided comments in a 
letter dated August 16, 2018. The stated purpose of the project is to increase water storage capacity in 
the watershed resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, improved quantity, timing, and 
distribution of water to the Northern Estuaries, increased accessibility of water supply for existing legal 
Lake Okeechobee Service Area users, and to restore wetlands within the project area. On July 5, 2019, 
the USACE released a 'Revised' DEIS for LOWRP for public comment. The stated purpose for the 
'Revised' DEIS was to solicit public input on an optimized tentatively selected plan (TSP), which has 
been revised based upon input from stakeholders. 

Three action alternatives, Alternative I Bshlw, Alternative 1 BWR (TSP), and Alternative 2Cr, and the 
No Action alternative were evaluated using hydrologic simulation model output, hydrologic 
perfonnance, and ecological improvements. The EPA notes that USACE's Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP) includes a shallow wetland attenuation feature (W AF) with a storage volume of approximately 
46,000 acre-feet (ac-ft.); 80 aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells (including watershed ASR wells 
and wetland attenuation ASR wells) with a storage volume of approximately 448,000 ac-ft. per year; and 
wetland restoration sites Paradise Run (approximately 3,600 acres) and Kissimmee River-Center 
(approximately 1,200 acres). The USACE states that the TSP would store water in the WAF and ASR 
wells which would provide more operational flexibility in the timing and distribution of water in Lake 
Okeechobee. The EPA has participated in numerous public meetings and agency coordination meetings 
for the proposed restoration project. 

Overall, the EPA is supportive of the USACE's optimized TSP. However, the EPA notes that some of 
our DEIS comments were not addressed in the Revised DEIS and we have enclosed some additional 
technical recommendations for your consideration (See enclosure). The EPA requests the USACE 
incorporate our comments in the Revised Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Also, the EPA 
has enclosed a copy of a letter dated March I, 2019, sent to the Florida Department of Environmental 
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Christopher A. Militscher

Chief, NEPA Section

Protection (FDEP) clarifying Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulatory compliance issues related 
to the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) ASR operations. The EPA requests that you 
continue to work with the FDEP on addressing these potential issues. 

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS and looks forward to continued participation in 
the CERP project development process. If you wish to discuss our technical recommednations further, 
please contact Ms. Jamie Higgins, of my staft: at ( 404) 562-9681 or higgins.jamie@epa.gov. 

0- /[i ___ ..... ---

Sincerely, 

Christopher A. Militschcr 
Chiet: NEPA Section 
Strategic Programs Office 

Enclosures: Detailed Technical Recommendations 
EPA Letter to FEDP dated 3/ I/ 19 
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Enclosure 
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

Restoration Project (LOWRP); Okeechobee, Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, Martin, and St. 
Lucie Counties, Florida 

CEQ No.: 20190155 
Detailed Technical Recommendations 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery: The EPA recently sent the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) a letter on March I, 2019, clarifying UIC regulatory compliance related to the CERP 
ASR operations and outlined potential issues related to ASR operations (Sec enclosure). 

Recommendation: The EPA recommends the USACE closely coordinate with FDEP and EPA, as 
appropriate, regarding ASR siting, design and operations to ensure compliance with applicable Safe 
Drinking Water Act (SOW A) and Clean Water Act (CW A) laws and regulations. 

Tribal: As previously stated in the EPA DEIS comment letter dated August 16, 20 t 8, the EPA 
recognizes that the USA CE is currently consulting with both the Seminole Tribe of Florida and the 
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida to try to resolve tribal water quality and water management 
concerns. 

Recommendation: The EPA encourages the USACE's ongoing consultation with the Tribes. The EPA 
notes that it works closely with both the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and the Seminole Tribe 
of Florida on environmental matters and is committed to working with other federal partners to prioritize 
the Tribes' water quality and water management concerns. The EPA encourages continued consultation 
and coordination by the USACE with the Tribes at all levels of decision-making. 

Environmental Justice (EJ): In reviewing the Revised DEIS, the EPA notes that the EJ comments for 
the DEIS outlined in our comment letter dated August 16, 2018, were not addressed in the Revised 
DEIS. 

Recommendation: The EPA's concerns regarding EJ remain the same and recommend that the USACE 
consider our comments in the Revised FEIS. 
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March 01 2019

This letter is regarding the interest that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has expressed in utilizing Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) as a part of the Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). ASR projects involve the injection and storage of water in underground formations for later withdrawal and use and can be used to 
provide water for a number of purposes. The CERP, as authorized by Congress in 2000, is a plan to restore. preserve and protect the south Florida ecosystem for which it is named. 
while also providing for other water-related needs of the region. including both water supply and flood protection. The EPA hopes this letter will provide you with the clarification 
the FDEP has sought regarding applicable Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulations. and the expected level of the EPA involvement 
on approval of CERP ASR wells. This letter only addresses the regulatory and federal oversight framework as related to SDWA authorities. There may also be considerations 
that necessitate the evaluation of geochemical reactions between the injected water and the geological formation that may create undesirable water quality conditions for 
the receiving waters the recovered water will augment.

The FDEP has been authorized by the EPA to administer a UIC program for Class I, III, IV, and V wells while the EPA retains 
oversight authority over the FDEP’s administration of the program. Therefore. the FDEP has a primary role in implementing 
the UIC program and applying the appropriate permit conditions to ensure the protection of’ Underground Sources 
of Drinking Water (USDW). ASR wells are regulated as Class V wells. Florida permits many ASR wells. and the EPA 
recognizes the FDEPs extensive experience and regulatory framework for ensuring the protection of USDWs. The EPA 
also recognizes that the use of ASR as proposed by CERP projects presents a different set of environmental and public 
health considerations than ASR wells used by drinking water utilities.

The EPA previously sent a letter dated September 27, 2013, to the FDEP (enclosed, 2013 Letter) highlighting statutory and 
regulatory provisions that apply to ASR wells through the UIC Program. The 2013 letter specifically addressed Public 
Water System use of ASR as a storage approach for drinking water and specifies how Florida can apply the UIC requirements 
to ASR wells used by Public Water Systems when mobilization of arsenic is a concern. The purpose and concerns 
of ASR as it relates to CERP were not considered in the 2013 Letter. However. the authorities and general responsibilities 
for protection of USDWs identified in the 2013 Letter apply to ASR CERP projects, including:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION4 
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303·8960 

f·�i.R O 1 2019 

Ms. Alex Reed 
Director 
Division of Water Resource Management 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
2600 Blair Stone Road. Mail Station 3500 
Tallahassee. Florida 32Jg9-2400 

Dear Ms. Reed: 

This letter is regarding the interest that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has 
expressed in utilizing Aquifer Storage and RecO\'ery (ASR) as a part of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP). ASR projects im•olve the injection and storage of water in underground 
formations for later \\'ithdrmval and use and can be used to provide water for a number of purposes. The 
CERP. as authorized by Congress in 2000. is a plan to restore. preser\'e and protect the south Florida 
ecosystem for which it is named. while also providing for other water-related needs or the region. 
including both water supply and 11ood protection. The EPA hopes this letter will provide you with the 
clarification the FDEP has sought regarding applicable Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA) and 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulations. and the expected level of the EPA involvement on 
uppro\'al of CERP ASR wells. This letter only addresses the regulatory and federal oversight framework 
as related to SDW A authorities. There may also be considerations that necessitate the evaluation of 
geochemical reactions between the injected water and the geological fom1ation ,that may create 
undesirable water quality conditions for the receiving waters the recovered water will augment. 

The FDEP has been authorized by the EPA to administer a UIC program for Class I. Ill. IV and V wells 
while the EPA retains oversight authority over the FDEP. s administration of the program. Therefore. the 
FDEP has a primary role in implementing the UIC program and applying the appropriate permit 
conditions to ensure the protection of Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDW). ASR wells are 
regµlated as Class V wells. Florida permits many ASR wells. and the EPA recognizes the FDEP"s 
extensive experience and regulatory framework for ensuring the protection of USDWs. The EPA also 
recognizes that the use of ASR as proposed by CERP projects presents a different set or environmental 
and public health considerations than ASR wells used by drinking water utilities. 

The EPA previously sent a letter dated September 27. 2013. to the FDEP (enclosed. 2013 Letter) 
highlighting statutory and regulatory provisions that appl)' to ASR wells through the UIC Program. The 
2013 letter specifically addressed Public Water System use of ASR as a storage approach for drinking 
water and specifies how Florida can apply the UIC requirements to ASR wells used by Public Water 
Systems when mobilization of arsenic is a concern. The purpose and concerns of ASR as it relates to 
CERP were not considered in the 2013 Letter. However. the authorities and general responsibilities for 
protection of USDWs identified in the 2013 Letter apply to ASR CERP projects. including: 

•s A stated goal of the SDW A is to protect not only currently used sources of drinking water. buts
also potential drinking water sources for the future.s
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Depending on the treatment method(s) used, consideration should be given to the potential for disinfection byproducts formation. 
Treating water containing high organic and nutrient levels with a chemical disinfectant can result in disinfection 
byproduct formation. Currently there are nine disinfection byproduct chemicals regulated by the NPDWRs, though 
others (ex. nitrosamines) are known to have adverse impacts to humans. Formation of disinfection byproducts will 
increase in the subsurface if disinfectant residuals and organic material are present in the injected fluids or injection zone. 
In 2017, the EPA released a document titled Decision Support System for Aguifer Recharge (AR) and Aquifer Storage 
and Recovery (ASR) Planning, Design, and Fvaluation — Principles and Technical Basis. This document can be 
used to assist with planning and siting of ASR wells tor CERP projects. Summaries of groundwater modeling options are 
also provided that may support permit applicant demonstrations of USDW protection and support permit decision making.

Additionally, it has also been suggested that CERP ASR wells might inject untreated water, relying on the possibility that 
bacteriological die-off might occur under the conditions present in the aquifer and that administrative restrictions as 
constructed under the guidance of the 2013 Letter may be enough to protect other users of USDWs. The EPA cannot, 
at this time, determine if such administrative controls would be adequate to prevent the endangerment of USDWs 
without treatment prior to injection. The EPA recognizes that the FDEP has the authority to request and review 
site specific information (examples: surface/ground water quality. geologic details. engineering and operational specifications. 
hydrogeologic modeling) to support permitting decisions that will be protective of USDWs for current and 
future use. The EPA may review such decisions as it administers its oversight obligations of state primacy programs.

More broadly. the EPA maintains an oversight role, under the authority of the SDWA Section 1422 and 40 C.F.R. Part 145, 
to ensure effectiveness of primacy programs in implementing the UIC regulations in a way that protects USDWs for current 
and future use. The EPA may exercise this role in a variety of

•o Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). Pan 144. Section 144. I 2(a) provides that noo
owner or operator shall construct. operate. maintain. convert. plug. abandon. or conduct anyo
other injection activity in a manner that allows the movement of fluid containing anyo
contaminant into USDWs. if the presence of that contaminant may cause a violation of anyo
primary drinking water regulations ... or may other wise ad\'ersely affect the health of persons.o

•o 40 CFR Section 144.84 allows the Director to address indi\'idual situations on a case-by-caseo
basis by requiring a permit that would pre\'cnt endangerment as described in SOWA Sectiono
142 l(d )(2) and the Class V pro, isions allow the Director some discretion in addressing lluido
1mnemcnt under limited circumstances.o

•o The burden of public health protection should not be transferred from the ASR operator too
another user of the USDW.o

In addition to potential impacts from geochemical reactions between the injectate and the underground 
formation. the EPA is also a\\are of the potential for endangering the USDW through injection of fluids 
with le\'els of microbial. nutrient. and disinfection byproduct loading that would result in the exceedance 
of a National Primary Drinking Water Regulation (NPD\VR). EPA brings this to your attention because 
concerns have been identified regarding both the cost of disinfection treatment to address microbial 
contaminants prior to ASR injection as well as concerns about treatment system reliability. For example. 
some ASR systems utilize ultraviolet light disinfection technology to reduce bacterial loading. but data 
demonstrated the technology was not full) effective during times of high turbidity. High turbidity can be 
a common characteristic of surface water sources during times of rain and hea\'y llow or resulting from 
algal growth in waters with high nutrient levels. 

Depending on the treatment method(s) used. consideration should be gh·cn to the potential for 
disinfection byproducts formation. Treating water containing high organic and nutrient le, els with a 
chemical disinfectant can result in disinfection byproduct formation. Current!) there are nine 
disinfection byproduct chemicals regulated by the NPDWRs. though others (ex. nitrosamincs) are 
known to hao\'c adverse impacts to humans. Fommtion of disinfection byproducts ,, ill increase in the 
subsurface if disinlectant residuals and organic material arc present in the injected lluids or injection 
zone. In 2017. the EPA released a document titled Dec:isi<m Supporl S)'\'lem./or :1,111f/i!1· Recharge (.·IRJ 
anti A c111[/i!r Stom�e and Recm•,!1:\1 (ASRJ Plam1i11�. Dt:.,ign. and Emhw1im1 Princ:ipli!.'i and Tt!clmit'al 
/Ja,iis. This document can be used to assist with planning and siting of ASR \\ells for CERP projects. 'o
Summaries of groundwater modeling options arc abo pro\'ided that may support permit applicant 
demonstrations of USDW protection and support permit decision making. 

Additionally. it has also been suggested that CERP ASR wells might inject untreated water. relying on 
f 

the possibility thul bacteriological die•ofomight occur under the conditions pn."5cnt in the aquifer and 
that administrati\'e restrictions as constructed under the guidance of the 2013 Letter may be enough to 
protect other users of USDWs. The EPA cannot. al this time. dctem1ine ifsuch administrati\'c controls 
would be adequate to prevent the endangenncnt of USDWs \\·ithout treatment prior to injection. The 
EPA recognizes that the FDEP has the authority to request and rc\iew site specific information 'o

(examples: surface/ground water quality. geologic details. engineering and operational specifications. 
hydrogcologic modeling) to support pennitting decisions that ,, ill be pmtecth·e of USDWs for current 
and futurl! use. The EPA may revie\\ such decisions as it administers its m crsight obligations of state 
primacy programs. 

More broadly. the EPA maintains an oversight role. under the authority of the SOW A Section 1422 and 
40 C.F.R. Part 145 to ensure effectiveness of primac) programs in implementing the UIC regulations in 
a \\UY that protects USDWs for current and future use. The EPA ma) exercise this role in a ,-ariet) of 
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ways including during annual oversite reviews, audits of state permitting files, and in response to concerns raised by the public. 
There are additional circumstances that create a role for the EPA in authorizing safe injection of fluids into the subsurface. 
These circumstances include cases where projects involve federal funding and take place in an area designated 
as a Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) and that aquifer’s associated recharge area. In such areas, the EPA must review 
these projects to ensure that they will not contaminate the SSA. In the case of the CERP, much of the area lies within 
the SSA designated area of the Biscayne Aquifer and its associated recharge area, which cover a large portion of south 
Florida. The areal extent of the aquifer and recharge zones may be viewed at: https://www.epa.gov/dwssa.

The EPA recognizes the potential value of ASR as a tool to help meet the goals of the CERP and appreciates the efforts that 
FDEP has put towards balancing the need for smart water management and preserving water quality. We hope this information 
has provided the clarification you were seeking regarding: applicable SDWA and UIC regulations, the applicability 
of the 2013 Letter and the expected level of the EPA involvement on approval of CERP ASR wells. If you require 
further information or  assistance, please feel free to have your staff contact Mr. Brian Smith, Chief of the Grants and 
Drinking Water Protection Branch, at (404) 562-9845 or smith.brian@epa.gov.

Jeaneanne M. Gettle, Director

c;:::�-m� 

ways including during annual ovcrsite re,•iews. audits of state pennitting files. and in response to 
concerns raised by the public. There are additional circumstances that create a role for the EPA in
authorizing safe injection of fluids into the subsurface. These circumstances include cases where 
projects in\'o)ve federal funding and take place in an area designated as a Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) 
and that aquifer"s associated recharge area. In such areas. the EPA must review these projects to ensure
that they will not contaminate the SSA. In the case of the CERP. much of the area lies within the SSA 
designated area of the Biscayne Aquifer and its associated recharge area. which cover a large portion ofe
south Florida. The areal extent of the aquifer and recharge zones may be \'iewed at:e
https://www.epa.gov/dwssa.e
The EPA recognizes the potential value of ASR as a tool to help meet the goals of the CERP and 
appreciates the efforts that FDEP has put towards balancing the need for smart water management ande
prescnfog water quality. We hope this information has provided the clarification you were seeking 
regarding: applicable SD WA and UIC regulations. the applicability of the 2013 Letter and the expected
level of the EPA involvement on appro\"al of CERP ASR wells. If you require further infonnation or 
assistance. please feel free to have your staff contact Mr. Brian Smith, Chief of the Grants and Drinking
Water Protection Branch. at (404) 562-9845 or smith.brian@cpa.gov.e

Yeaneanne M. Gettle. Director 
Water Protection Divisione

Enclosuree
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~NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oeeanie and Atmospherie Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 131l'l Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/reqion/southeast 

 August 27, 2019 F/SER46:MS/RS 

Colonel Andrew Kelly, Commander
District Engineer, Jacksonville District 
U. S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8175 

Attn: Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 

Dear Colonel Kelly: 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Habitat Conservation Division, has 
reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Jacksonville District’s Revised Draft 
Integrated Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
essential fish habitat (EFH) assessment for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 
(LOWRP) dated July 2019. The LOWRP is an Everglades restoration planning effort to: (1) 
improve water levels in Lake Okeechobee, (2) improve the quantity and timing of discharges to 
the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries, (3) restore degraded habitat for fish and wildlife 
throughout the study area, and (4) increase the spatial extent and functionality of wetlands.  

Tidally influenced portions of the Calooshatchee and St. Lucie Rivers and downstream coastal 
areas support oyster, hard bottom, mangrove wetlands, estuarine emergent marsh, submerged 
aquatic vegetation, and coastal inlet habitats which have been designated as EFH by the Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils (SAFMC). The SAFMC identifies 
oyster/shell habitat as a Habitat Area of Particular Concern for estuarine-dependent species of 
the snapper-grouper complex. Detailed information on federally managed fisheries and their 
EFH is provided in the 2005 Generic Amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf 
of Mexico prepared by the GMFMC and in the 2009 Amendment 1 to the Consolidated Atlantic 
Highly Migratory Species Fishery Management Plan prepared by NMFS as required by the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (P.L. 
104 - 297). The SAFMC provides additional information on EFH and HAPCs and how they 
support federally managed fishery species in Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the South Atlantic 
Region (available at www.safmc.net). 

Information in the EIS includes an assessment of effects on EFH. The EIS states implementation 
of the project would reduce the frequency of high volume freshwater discharges during the wet 
season and result in minor beneficial effects to EFH within the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie 
estuaries. Large freshwater releases from Lake Okeechobee reduce salinity within the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries and can adversely affect EFH.  We concur with the 
USACE’s determination of anticipated minimal EFH effects through implementation of the 
LOWRP. Therefore, NMFS has no EFH conservation recommendations to provide. This 
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satisfies the consultation procedures outlined in 50 C.F.R. Section 600.920 of the regulation to 
implement the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please contact Mr. Mark Sramek at the 
letterhead address, through email at Mark.Sramek@noaa.gov or by calling (727) 824-5311 if you 
have questions regarding these comments. 

Sincerely,  

Virginia  M.  Fay  
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 

cc: 
F/SER, Silverman 
F/SER3, Bernhart, Bolden 
F/SER4, Dale, O’Day 
F/SER47, Wilber, Gregg 
File 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

In Reply Refer To: 
Safety of Dams 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
Post Office Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

Eastern Regional Office 
545 Marriott Drive, Suite 700 

Nashville, TN 37214 

SEP 2 7 2019 

On behalf of the Bureau of Indian Affairs Eastern Regional Office (BIA), we would like to thank the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for allowing BIA to provide late comments to the July 
2019 Draft Integrated Project Report and Environmental Impact Statement (PIR/EIS) for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP). Of particular interest is the Water Attenuation 
Feature (W AF) of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) Alternative lBW. As a result of the concerns and 
issues raised by the Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) in a correspondence dated August 30, 2019, BIA 
requested that the Jacksonville District of the USA CE to provide additional information related to both 
the Jacksonville District's and the BIA's Dam Safety program related to the W AF. Staff from the 
Jacksonville District responded by providing the BIA Safety of Dams the detailed Risk Assessments 
briefing presented on September 20, 2019. As such, all questions and concerns previously raised by the 
STOF referencing the Dam Safety risks and engineering were adequately answered and the BIA will have 
no additional comments or recommendations on the project at this time. 

As you are aware, the BIA has considerable Trust interests within the project area and is concerned that 
Trust and cultural resources may be negatively impacted by the project at the Brighton Seminole Indian 
Reservation as outlined in the Tribe's correspondence dated August 30, 2019 regarding the TSP. 
Therefore, the BIA would like to request that the Jacksonville District carefully address these issues and 
concerns as raised by the Tribe. 

Ifwe can be of further assistance, please contact the Regional Hydrologist, Mr. Leonard Rawlings, P.G., 
at (615) 564-6832 or leonard.rawlings@bia.gov. 

'l:l~~.-r. 

Regional Director 

SEP 27 2019

Bruce W. Maytubby, Regional 
Director
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SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 

MARCELLUS W. OSCEOLA, JR. 
Chairman 

6300 Stirling Road Suite 420 
Hollywood, Florida 33024 
(954) 966-6300 Ext 11401 

E-MAIL· 
Chainnan@semtribe.com 

WEBSITE: 
http://www.seminoletribe.com 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

August 30, 2019 

Tribal Officers: 
MITCHELL CYPRESS 

Vice-Chairman 

LAVONNE ROSE 
Secretary 

PETER HAHN 
Treasurer 

Submitted electronically to: OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

RE: Seminole Tribe Comments Regarding the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project's Revised Draft Integrated Project 
Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 
The Seminole Tribe of Florida ("Seminole Tribe") is in receipt of the United 

States Army Corps of Engineers' ("USACE") Revised Draft Integrated Project 
Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement ("Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS") for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project ("LOWRP."). 
While the USACE has addressed some of the Seminole Tribe's concerns from the 
initial Draft PIR/EIS, many of the Tribe's most important concerns remain 
unresolved. The Optimized Tentatively Selected Plan {"Optimized TSP") remains a 
threat to the Brighton Seminole Indian Reservation ("Brighton Reservation") and 
its natural resources, and therefore the Seminole Tribe will not support any plan 
that has the potential to put its community at risk of flooding, to impact its 
cultural resources, or to impact its ability to access Lake Okeechobee water during 
times of drought for both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. Based on a 
detailed review of the supplied information and with a deep understanding of the 
region, the Tribe concludes that the Optimized TSP should not be authorized and 
efforts should be made to return to a more detailed planning stage that broadens 
the array of alternatives for review, supported by studies and science at levels of 
detail sufficient to properly evaluate alternative plans. 

"BUT I HA VE PROMISES TO KEEP & MILES TO GO BEFORE I SLEEP'' 

E-MAIL: Chairman@semtribe.com
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The Seminole Tribe values the government-to-government relationship as 
established by Executive Order and the USACE's own Tribal Consultation Policy. 
The Seminole Tribe understands that the USACE is required to fulfill the 
requirements of numerous legal authorities in addition to its trust obligation to 
the Seminole Tribe. However, we want to ensure that the Seminole Tribe's 
interests have been heard and fully considered. Accordingly, the Seminole Tribe 
provides the following comments and objections to the Revised Draft PIR/EIS and, 
in particular, describes the potential for negative impacts of the Optimized TSP to 
the Brighton Reservation. 

I. National Environmental Policy Act Alternatives Concerns 

The National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") was created to ensure that federal 
agencies assess the environmental impacts of, and alternatives to, major federal actions 
significantly affecting the environment prior to making their decisions. NEPA's purpose is to 
foster action that protects, restores and enhances our environment by providing public officials 
with relevant information that allows a "hard look" at the potential environmental 
consequences of a project. In doing so, federal agencies are required to systematically assess 
the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and consider alternative ways of 
accomplishing their missions, which are less damaging to and protective of the environment. 

The USACE initially identified Alternative lBW as the TSP and the least-cost plan that 
reasonably maximizes environmental benefits. As a result of comments received in response to 
the July 2018 draft PIR/EIS on LOWRP, the USACE issued a Revised Draft PIR/EIS that includes an 
Optimized TSP which purports to greatly reduce many of the concerns raised by the Seminole 
Tribe about the potential effects to Native Americans; however, after reviewing the Revised 
Draft PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe disagrees with the USACE's conclusions and objects to the 
Optimized TSP. While the Seminole Tribe has consistently urged the USACE to eliminate 
Alternative lBW from plan consideration throughout the LOWRP planning process, the USACE 
has chosen instead to simply modify its preferred alternative. 

In its attempts to justify the selection of Alternative lBW, the USACE continues to imply 
that the Seminole Tribe was fully involved in the initial screening of the LOWRP planning 
alternatives; however, the Seminole Tribe maintains that it was not a part of the initial 
screening process, and the Tribe's concerns regarding the location of large water storage 
features in close proximity to the Brighton Reservation were not considered at the outset. The 
location and design of the Wetland Attenuation Feature ("WAF") in the Alternative lBW, 
continues to cause great concern to the Seminole Tribe and its people living on the Brighton 
Reservation due to the potential for flooding, the potential impacts to cultural resources of 
importance to the Tribal Members, and the potential for dispersal of threatened and 
endangered species due to land use changes in correlation with the TSP, amongst other things. 
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The Seminole Tribe learned that the USACE and the South Florida Water Management 
District ("SFWMD") worked together for several months prior to the July 25, 2016 kick-off 
charrette in a "pre-screening" process in which a number of alternative plans and features that 
the Seminole Tribe would have favored were eliminated from further consideration. In fact, 
Figure 3-2 of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS shows a number of potential reservoir sites that were 
screened out before the Seminole Tribe was engaged by the USACE in this planning effort. As a 
result, the Seminole Tribe was left to select amongst a variety of alternatives which posed 
significant risks to the health and safety of our Tribal Members and to the land and water of the 
Brighton Reservation. 

The NEPA process is intended to identify and evaluate alternatives in an impartial 
manner; however, the Seminole Tribe does not believe that the alternatives in the LOWRP were 
assessed equally. While the USACE "heard" the Seminole Tribe's concerns in regards to the 
screening of water storage management measures, it is clear that the USACE did not fairly 
evaluate the Tribe's acceptability considerations in regards to the selection of the Optimized 
TSP. For example, when the Seminole Tribe engaged the USACE and the SFWMD to make plan 
formulation improvements to another reservoir alternative, the poorly formulated Alternative 
2C (K-42), the USACE and the SFWMD made great strides to improve Alternative lBW to edge
out the Tribe's preferred alternative by subsequently scaling it down. Additionally, Alternative 
lBW included the added benefit of reservoir-assisted ASRs in order to reduce costs and 
improve performance. Ecosystem benefits are greatly increased or decreased by inclusion (or 
not) of ASR as well as overall operation. These refinements assured that Alternative lBW 
would edge out Alternative 2C in performance. No similar modifications were made to 
Alternative 2C. This in turn set up an unfair comparison between the two alternatives, affecting 
the success criteria of each alternative and greatly rewarding the modified Alternative lBW. In 
NEPA planning protocol, it is not appropriate to continue to optimize the preferred alternative 
and not propose similar refinements for the other alternatives. 

The USACE has also justified its selection of Alternative lBW by stating that the 
Optimized TSP proposes a shallow WAF rather than a deep reservoir, which reduces overall 
dam safety concerns and seepage losses. The Optimized TSP, however, is a significantly 
different project than the alternative plan that competed with Alternative 2C. Alternative lBW 
initially included a deep reservoir. As a result of dam safety concerns, the reservoir was later 
reduced in depth making it a much lower performing yet high cost reservoir. Alternative 2C, 
however, did not have the same dam safety concerns as it was proposed to be located farther 
away from populated areas. 

Additionally, the USACE contends that the Optimized TSP co-locates ASR with the WAF 
and provides synergistic attributes improving flexibility and maximizing ecological performance 
for the northern estuaries while minimizing the need for additional infrastructure. The USACE 
further states that this saves capital construction costs and long-term operations and 
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maintenance requirements. In regards to Alternative 2Crl, however, the USACE argues that it 
would not allow for co-location of the K-42 reservoir site and ASR wells because this would 
cause adverse impacts to existing water users, there is a lack of geotechnical data in the area to 
the depth that would be required, and there is a greater potential for impacts to Florida wells 
north of Alternative 2Cr. In reaching this conclusion, however, the USACE failed to conduct any 
analysis of the impact. Instead, the USACE simply looked at the SFWMD's database and 
assumed above-ground reservoir-assisted wells would be a problem. Therefore, instead of 
considering engineering solutions to the alleged problem, the USACE has chosen to yield to the 
political pressures of the day. 

Despite Alternative 2Cr being shown as the "best buy" plan and providing more overall 
benefits to Lake Okeechobee than the Optimized TSP, the USACE argues that the cost of 
Alternative 2Cr is nearly $400M more, and provides. less overall estuary benefits2. Ecological 
differences between Alternative 2Cr and the other alternatives would be shown, however, if 
Alternative 2Cr had the benefit of the additional planning that went into refining Alternative 
lBW, especially in terms of ASR features, size refinements, operations, and a willingness to 
fairly consider acceptability for both alternative plans. Notably, the USACE abandoned the cost 
in dollars per acre-foot of water storage metric when K-05 WAF in the Optimized TSP was 
significantly downsized. The cost per acre foot of storage in the Optimized TSP WAF is many 
times greater than the original K-05 or K-42. In fact, the cost per acre foot for the WAF exceeds 
$20,000/acre-foot. The extremely poor cost-effectiveness of the WAF/K-05 should have 
disqualified Alternative lBW or at least the WAF feature from further consideration. However, 
it is clear that the high cost per unit of storage of the TSP was offset by it having additional ASR 
wells while the low cost per unit of storage for K-42 was not considered. 

The SMART Planning process currently utilized by the USACE works at odds 
with the ability of the USACE to address many of the Seminole Tribe's concerns. 
While intending to improve and streamline feasibility studies, reduce costs, and 
expedite completion, the SMART Planning process has resulted in no traditional 
analysis for feasibility level design for the TSP, no detailed flood routing and dam 
safety information, and little to no cultural resource and habitat surveys for 
LOWRP. As previously stated by the Independent External Peer Review ("IEPR") in 
the Final Independent External Peer Review Report Central and Southern Florida 
Project, Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, Lake Okeechobee Water 
Shed Restoration Project, the "information used to date does not rise to the level 
of a conceptual design or feasibility assessment that would allow for a proper 
assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the methods and analyses used." 

1 Alternative 2C was later changed to Alternative 2Cr to reflect later optimizations by the USACE. 

2 The interagency Restoration Coordination and Verification team ("RECOVER") evaluated the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project and found that Alternative 2Cr performs the best from an ecological and hydrological standpoint. 
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Given the scope of the Project, and the potential impacts to the Seminole Tribe, 
the Tribe believes more time is needed for the LOWRP study. The Tribe believes it 
is unacceptable to move ahead on a proposal for which limited information 
prevents meaningful analysis of alternatives, impacts or the means to mitigate 
impacts. This approach undermines the integrity of the entire LOWRP effort and 
fails to accurately account for any alleged benefits, harms or costs associated with 
the Project. 

II. Flood and/or Seepage Impacts 

As noted in prior comments, the TSP's proximity to the Brighton 
Reservation continues to cause great concern to the Seminole Tribe due to the 
potential for seepage impacts and flood risks associated with the WAF (K-05 
Reservoir). Design Engineering Regulation ER 1110-2-1150 states that for 
feasibility-level designs "[e]ngineering data and analyses in the feasibility phase 
shall be sufficient to develop the complete project schedule and baseline cost 
estimate with reasonable contingency factors for each cost item or group of cost 
items." The Revised Draft PIR/EIS, however, acknowledges that limited 
geotechnical data is available and detailed flood routing studies have not been 
done and will not be done until after project authorization as part of the Planning, 
Engineering and Design ("PED") phase. Despite this acknowledgment, the USACE 
has concluded that the implementation of any of the alternatives will not degrade 
the existing level of flood protection, and that "the incremental life loss risk is 
within the tolerable limits." These findings are unacceptable to the Seminole 
Tribe. 

The Seminole Tribe contends that the level of design of project features is insufficient 
for important analyses to be properly performed on LOWRP. The Seminole Tribe is 
disappointed that the USACE has resisted performing any dam safety or seepage analyses and 
has instead chosen to perform a qualitative, instead of a quantitative, risk assessment between 
the initial Draft PIR/EIS and the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. Qualitative risk assessments are 
subjective. They evaluate and document the probability and the impact of potential project 
risks against a pre-defined scale. They are carried out by individuals participating in a project 
based on their personal perceptions of the risk likelihood and consequences. While, on the 
other hand, a quantitative risk analysis numerically evaluates the effect of potential project 
targets. It is focused on creating realistic time and cost targets and calculating the probability 
of achieving project objectives. Given the Seminole Tribe's increasing concerns about the 
potential for adverse impacts to its water rights, Tribal lands, environmental resources resulting 
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from the possible implementation of this Project, the Tribe requests that more thorough 
analyses be done. 

In the USACE's discussion of the qualitative risk assessment in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, 
the USACE has asserted that there will be no flooding of the Seminole Tribe Brighton 
Reservation in the unlikely event of a breach, and no incremental life loss risk. This statement, 
however, is inconsistent with information presented by the USACE to the Seminole Tribe on 
April 30, 2019, in which the USACE stated that a breach could cause flooding on the Brighton 
Reservation of 0 to 2 feet of water depth for a "sunny day" breach and 0.1 to 3 feet for a 
probable maximum precipitation (PMP) event. Nor is the USACE's comment consistent with its 
response to the Seminole Tribe's NEPA scoping comments, in which the USACE characterizes 
flooding as a result of a breach on the Brighton Reservation as "little flooding." Flooding most 
severely threatens people who are elderly, disabled, immobile, or very young (i.e., people who 
lack the mobility to escape flooding). Sudden flooding of the Brighton Reservation, with 2 to 3 
ft. of water from a breach, could very well pose a life loss risk to those most vulnerable. 
Additionally, future generations might live closer to the WAF, where life loss risk from a breach 
is the greatest. The USACE, however, failed to consider future land use patterns in its breach 
analysis. 

Therefore, the USACE's characterization of breach-related risk on the 
Brighton as "no incremental life loss risk" is, at best, unsupported and 
questionable, and, at worst, is completely wrong. Despite the numerous 
consultations that the Seminole Tribe has had with the USACE regarding its dam 
safety concerns, it is clear that the USACE does not care about or respect the 
Tribe's sovereignty with regard to how the Tribe views the risks it would be 
subjected to by the Optimized TSP. Instead of addressing the Seminole Tribe's 
concerns in the Draft Revised PIR/EIS, the USACE simply directs the Seminole 
Tribe's attention to ER 1110-2-1156, wherein the USACE defines tolerable risk 
limits, and further directs the Seminole Tribe to the Engineering Appendix, which 
purports to describe in detail how dam safety risks were assessed and how 
tolerable risk limits were defined for this study. While Engineering Manual ER 
1110-2-1156 provides general guidance in regards to tolerable risk limits, it does 
not tell the engineer exactly how to assess every detail in a risk assessment for a 
particular project. For example, ER 1110-2-1156 does not tell the engineer how 
much risk exists when up to 2 ft. of water suddenly floods the Brighton 
Reservation. Hence, the Seminole Tribe maintains that it has a right to be involved 
in defining acceptable risk, including details beyond the scope of the general 
guidance provided in ERll0-2-1156. The Seminole Tribe is very concerned that 
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the USACE has mischaracterized breach-related risks as "no incremental life loss 
risk" without accounting for the Seminole Tribe's input. 

There are similar reservoir projects surrounding Brighton Reservation, including Thistle 
Pen Pond, Brighton Valley, Nicodemus Slough and West Waterhole Marsh, and the incremental 
addition of the Optimized TSP will create a higher risk to the Tribe. Instead of effectively 
communicating about the risks that informed the decision-making process, the USACE has 
chosen to dictate the risk to the Tribe. The Tribe does not ascribe to the USACE's standards for 
acceptable risk. The risk of dam failure associated with the TSP is an added risk to everyday life 
on the Brighton Reservation that increases the risk profile of Tribal Members to an 
unacceptable degree. Unlike other landowners in the area, the Seminole Tribe does not have 
the luxury of selling the property and moving if it determines the risk is too high. As a federally 
designated Indian Reservation, the Seminole Tribe is on these lands in perpetuity. This creates 
a unique set of risks not shared by the population in general. 

The Revised Draft PIR/EIS fails to provide an explanation or information on the 
assumptions that went into determining that "the incremental life loss risk is within the 
tolerable limits," as the qualitative risk assessment was not provided in the Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS. The failure to include the qualitative risk assessment makes it extremely difficult for 
the Seminole Tribe to judge the risk to the Brighton Reservation. The Seminole Tribe is 
therefore forced to rely upon a skeletal solution without any details and trust that harm will not 
come their way as a result of this Project. Without a detailed description of engineering risks, 
an explanation of how local residents were consulted in assessing the risks and how the 
conclusion was reached that the risks are within tolerable limits, along with an explanation of 
how risk informed the decision making process, the Seminole Tribe will continue to voice its 
objections to this Project. 

Notwithstanding the Seminole Tribe's previous comments objecting to the 
Optimized TSP, when considering the potential life loss risk posed by this Project, 
an ASR-only option is worth considering. Eliminating the WAF and replacing the 
lost water storage capacity with additional ASR wells would eliminate the 
incremental life loss risk entirely. The WAF stores 43,000 acre-feet of water. The 
80 ASR wells have a storage capacity of 448,000 acre-feet per year, or 5,600 acre
feet per well. The installation of 8 additional ASR wells would provide 44,800 
acre-feet of additional storage capacity, which is more capacity than the WAF. 
The cost of the WAF is approximately twice the cost of the 80 ASR wells. Thus, 
eliminating the WAF and constructing 8 additional ASR wells would not only 
maintain the desired water storage capacity and eliminate the life loss risk 
associated with the WAF, but it would also cut the total project cost by more than 
half, saving the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars. 
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While the USACE maintains that it did consider an ASR-only option in the 
Engineering Appendix of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE fails to provide any 
substantive detail of the analysis that was conducted by the USACE of this option, 
nor has this option ever been presented to the Seminole Tribe in any 
government-to-government consultation with the USACE. The ASR-only 
discussion, included in the Engineering Appendix of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS (one 
paragraph), only appears to compare the ASR-only option to "Existing Conditions 
Baseline" and "Future Without." Additionally, the ASR-only discussion fails to 
state how many ASR wells were considered for the ASR-only configuration and 
fails to compare the ASR-only configuration to other alternative plans. The 
Seminole Tribe therefore urges the USACE to fully assess the ASR-only option in 
the spirit of exploring ways to truly minimize life loss risk to tribal members and 
members of the general public, as the design of the LOWRP should be focused on 
protecting public safety. 

In reviewing the updated limited design aspects of the Project, the USACE has either 
failed to address, or did not adequately provide, a response to some of the Seminole Tribe's 
concerns regarding near surface soils in the Optimized TSP WAF, soil cement armoring, and 
overtopping in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. Namely, the USACE has stated that "[i]f, however, 
during PED, it is found that in addition to a vegetative cover some form of hard armoring (i.e. 
turf reinforcement mat) or soil amendment is needed, it will be added to the design of the 
embankment." This response is inconsistent with the USACE response to the Seminole Tribe's 
NEPA scoping comments (Comment 7), in which the USACE definitely states that a turf 
reinforcement mat will be used, without any contingencies. If there is a possibility that a turf 
reinforcement mat will not be used, then the USACE should explain the basis on which such a 
decision would be made (i.e., which tests would be performed and which methods of analysis 
or design would be used to support the decision). While a design with a turf reinforcement mat 
helps to protect turf from erosion in the short term, all geosynthetic materials, including turf 
reinforcement mats, are subject to deterioration over time. Therefore, the USACE should 
explain the design life of a turf reinforcement mat, the information that is available to 
demonstrate that the mat will be effective for many decades, the decision making process 
involved in using additional protective measures, and the methods of analysis and design, 
amongst other things. 

The Seminole Tribe is also concerned that a sufficient vegetative cover will not be able 
to be maintained on the xeric soil conditions that are likely to prevail along the embankment of 
the WAF, and hard armoring could become problematic for maintenance. The prevention of 
erosion will depend on vigilant maintenance. The Tribe, however, is concerned that given 
recent shortfalls in funding of Operation & Maintenance of federal projects by the USACE, if 
these types of proposals will be funded. 
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The USACE also failed to address the Seminole Tribe's concern that no 
proof has been provided to demonstrate that soil-cement will function effectively 
on this particular project. The Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE has not 
provided any information demonstrating successful, long-term performance of 
soil-cement armoring for projects similar in size, function, climate, environmental 
conditions, and function as the proposed WAF. Instead, the USACE has broadly 
stated that "[t]here has been much research and many successful projects using 
soil-cement for erosion protection going back decades. There are projects 60 
years old in which the soil-cement is still functional for its intended use." While it 
is true that soil-cement has been used successfully for various projects for 
decades, the USACE has not demonstrated that it has been used successfully for 
this type of project in this type of environment. The environment in Florida is 
challenging because plants, burrowing animals, and insects all would tend to 
probe into the ground and weaken the soil-cement from the penetrations. 
Further armoring can sometimes be dry and submerged below water, creating 
cyclic wet-dry conditions. Due to the fact that the underlying fine sands are highly 
erodible, it is essential that the soil-cement function well for decades. Specific 
examples of long-term performance of soil-cement armoring under similar 
climatic and environmental conditions are necessary if the USACE is to argue 
credibly that demonstrated past performance is adequate to support the use of 
soil-cement for this particular project. 

Lastly, the USACE has failed to adequately address the Seminole Tribe's 
overtopping concerns. The USACE states that "[a]n overtopping assessment was 
performed in general accordance with the Acceler8 Design Criteria Manual 2, 
Wind and Precipitation Design Criteria for Freeboard. Case 3; a 100-year wind 
combined with the Probable Maximum Precipitation for the location. This is an 
extreme rainfall event combined with an unlikely wind event." This broad-based 
response by the USACE has failed to ease the Seminole Tribe's concerns regarding 
risk of breaching caused by overtopping. While the embankment heights have 
been determined based on overtopping calculations, the embankments were not 
sized to resist overtopping for the most severe conceivable wind event, but 
instead were designed to resist overtopping for a storm with one-in-a-hundred 
probability of striking in any one year (i.e., the 100-year wind event). 
Characterization of the 100-year storm by the USACE as an "unlikely event" is not 
appropriate. The wind speed for the 100-year event is 102 mph. Such an event 
may be unlikely in any one year, but over a long period of time such an event is 
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likely to occur at least once. Over a very long period of time, an even more 
intense storm is likely to occur at least once. This mischaracterization is especially 
significant given the fact that the embankment would be constructed of highly 
erodible fine sand and overtopping might wash away the sand and cause a 
breach. Thus, overtopping from an extreme event remains of great concern to 
the Seminole Tribe. 

Given the USACE lack of consideration of failure modes and impact on 
safety, Alt lBr should not have been allowed to move forward as the preferred 
alternative until flood risk studies could be done to show no risk to Seminole Tribe 
members, and other people living in the communities adjacent to the WAF. 

Ill. Cultural Resource Impacts 

While both the Seminole Tribe and Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida object to the 
impacts to cultural sites, the USACE seems to largely ignore the positions of the two tribes. 
During the consultation process, the Seminole Tribe expressed concerns about the numerous 
unknowns regarding cultural resources within the area of potential effect, as the USACE cultural 
resource investigations for known archaeological sites have been limited to a literature search 
and records review. The Seminole Tribe's interests, however, are broader than just "historic 
properties," as defined under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Although 
the boundaries of the Brighton Reservation are today noted as static lines on a map, for 
thousands of years these lines did not exist. According to the archaeological record, written 
documentation, and the Tribe's oral histories, ancestral populations continuously crossed 
through the various areas that are today delineated by private property boundaries 
surrounding our ancestral homeland. Many Seminole families intimately knew their landscape 
through generations of traditions that resulted in a cultural landscape made of camp locations, 
burial sites, resource clusters, trading sites and more. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe's interests 
include any culturally significant site, including burial sites. This is why the protection of the 
sacred ancestral landscape surrounding the Brighton Reservation is so important to the Tribe. 

While the Revised Draft PIR/EIS continues to recognize that there is a high 
potential for burial resources within the TSP footprint, the Revised Draft PIR/EIS 
acknowledges that few of the cultural resource surveys have focused on the area 
of the proposed alternatives. The Seminole Tribe suspects that there are likely 
other unrecorded sites within the overall footprint that have not yet been 
identified. Of particular concern is the Mulberry Mound Site (8GL77), which has a 
high potential for containing burial resources, and is located within the TSP 
footprint. See Exhibit A, a map identifying the Mulberry Mound Site that the 
Seminole Tribe requests be avoided by USACE planning. The USACE has also 
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identified two other cultural sites {8GL494 and 8GL495) within the Alternative 
1BW footprint which may be impacted by the Optimized TSP. The Seminole Tribe 
opposes any impacts to sites that contain burial resources. The Seminole Tribe 
continues to maintain that the Optimized TSP should be modified to avoid the 
Mulberry Mound site, along with 8GL493 and 8GL495. The Seminole Tribe's 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office ("THPO") has presented to the USACE two 
possible alternatives to the Alternative 1BW TSP footprint that would avoid the 
Mulberry Mound site. These sites, especially the burial sites, hold significant 
cultural/religious importance to the Seminole Tribe. The tree island landscape, 
which usually host these sites, form the fabric of the Seminole Tribe's cultural 
identity. ·The Seminole Tribe respectfully requests that the Mulberry Mound site, 
as well as other sites with potential burials, be avoided. 

Despite Alternative 1BW being identified as having a higher probability to 
contain additional historic properties/cultural resources within the WAF than any 
of the other alternatives, Alternative 1BW has been selected as the LOWRP TSP. 
The USACE has acknowledged that the impacts to cultural resources appear 
higher in Alternative 1BW compared to the other alternatives due to the presence 
of tree islands on nearby Brighton Reservation. Particularly alarming is the fact 
that there is a potential for flooding to the eastern portion of the reservation as a 
result of overtopping or a dyke breach. Such an event would place a great many 
burial sites underwater. The THPO has worked with many community members 
who have loved ones that were laid to rest in the tree islands and other features 
along the eastern boundary of the reservation. The Seminole Tribe has also 
recorded a number of pre-contact burials in this area. Any impact to these sites 
would cause great distress to the community. Therefore, although some of the 
sites on the Reservation, which might be subjected to flooding, may not be in the 
area of potential effect, the Seminole Tribe requests that the USACE address 
these impacts through the Burial Resources Agreement. 

The Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE has selected Alternative 
lBW as its TSP without the benefit of an archaeological survey to determine the 
significance of additional cultural resource sites. The cost estimate for surveying 
and avoiding unknown sites is significant and has not been included in the cost 
benefit analysis for the Project alternative. The Seminole Tribe believes that had 
there been sufficient time and funding to perform the required analysis that these 
issues would have affected the feasibility of Alternative lBW and its selection as 
the TSP. 

11 
LOWRP PIR and EIS C-2090 February 2020



SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 

In order to prevent impacts to cultural resources, it is critical that the 
USACE also complete a comprehensive ethnographic survey as part of the USACE 
overall planning efforts in order to identify those areas that need protection from 
human disturbance before moving forward with the LOWRP. It is equally 
important that all the necessary surveys are conducted before the final design 
and implementation of the LOWRP in order to assess and avoid any potential 
impacts to cultural resources. THPO should be consulted and allowed to 
comment on any Phase II proposal, methodologies that might be developed, and 
on any corresponding scope of work/work performance standards. It should be 
noted, however, that THPO has not agreed to the necessity of Phase II 
investigations on any specific site. 

IV. Water Rights Impacts 

The Seminole Tribe's water rights have been formalized in The Water Rights 
Compact of 1987, and ratified by both the United States Congress and the Florida 
Legislature. The Compact sets forth specific surface water entitlements to the 
Seminole Tribe for both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. As noted in 
prior comments to the USACE, the Seminole Tribe remains concerned about 
impacts to the delivery of the water rights entitlement during drought to both the 
Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. 

The Revised Draft PIR/EIS concludes that there will be no elimination or transfer of 
existing legal sources of water for the Seminole Tribe as a result of LOWRP and that there will 
be an improvement of overall water supply conditions to the Seminole Tribe and other Lake 
Okeechobee water users; however, the Seminole Tribe believes that the analysis is flawed. 
Lake Okeechobee is the back-up water supply for both the Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations, especially in drought conditions. The LOWRP diverts water to wetland 
attenuation features, wetland restoration features and ASR wells prior to entering Lake 
Okeechobee with the primary goal to reduce discharges to the estuaries from the Lake, with an 
additional goal to supplement the Lake with water when conditions are dry in order to benefit 
the Lake. STOF believes the total inflow to Lake Okeechobee that would result from this project 
would result in a long-term decrease in overall Lake Okeechobee inflows thereby negatively 
impacting the Tribe's water rights. Whether the timing is improved is dependent on how 
effectively ASR may work and how this Project and Lake Okeechobee may be operated in the 
future. 

Additionally, the analysis for the amount of storage needed north of the 
Lake is based on the assumption that the current Interim 2008 Lake Okeechobee 
Regulation Schedule will still be in place at time of project operation. However, 
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the LORS is an interim schedule which significantly reduced the storage capacity 
of the Lake, and in turn reduced the Seminole Tribe's access to Lake Okeechobee 
water during times of drought for both the Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. 
LOWRP, as modeled, shows an improvement to the Tribe, but not as compared to 
the quantity of water it had available in 2000 when the Savings Clause was made 
law. In addition, due to a reliance on the interim LORS as the assumed Schedule 
for project operations many of the proposed benefits of the Project may not have 
been as great, or even needed, if and when LORS is updated to take advantage of 
the benefit of the improvements to the Herbert Hoover Dike. 

V. Displaced Endangered and Threatened Species Impacts 

The Seminole Tribe remains concerned that the proposed land use changes 
in the LOWRP, particularly the WAF footprint, will result in habitat loss of 
threatened and endangered species, such as the northern crested caracara, 
surrounding the Brighton Reservation and ultimately displacement of these 
species onto Tribal lands. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("the Service") Draft 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, included in the Draft Revised PIR/EIS, 
reiterated this concern, indicating that within the WAF conversion to wetland
type habitat is likely to force upland species to move off the site (e.g. sandhill 
cranes, crested caracaras, eastern indigo snakes). However, the assessment of 
displacement of these species remains lacking from the analysis completed thus 
far. The USACE fails to explain how the displacement of listed species will be 
mitigated for, and the type of evaluation that will be completed by the Service to 
properly identify the impacts to the Tribe. 

Secretarial Order 3206: American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust 
Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act clarifies the responsibilities of 
agencies, bureaus and offices of the Department of the Interior and the 
Department of Commerce when actions taken under authority of the Endangered 
Species Act and associated implementing regulations affect, or may affect Indian 
Lands, tribal trust resources, or the exercise of American Indian Tribal rights. 
Secretarial Order 3206 is intended to ensure Indian Tribes do not bear a 
disproportionate burden for the conservation of listed species, so as to avoid or 
minimize the potential for conflict and confrontation. In reviewing the Revised 
Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE acknowledges that known caracara gathering areas and 
foraging habitats exist within the WAF, and that approximately 13,913 acres of 
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potential habitat for the northern caracara will be removed by the Project. 
However, the Revised Draft PIR/EIS concludes that it is unlikely that any displaced 
caracaras will successfully nest on the Brighton Reservation unless it displaces a 
current pair or new caracara habitat is created. The USACE further states that 
unless the existing Northern crested caracara allow their territories to be reduced 
in size, the tribal lands are currently at carrying capacity for this species. The 
Seminole Tribe believes the analysis by the USACE is flawed. Instead of 
completing an appropriate assessment on the behavioral responses to caracaras 
within the Brighton Reservation, the USACE has simply provided a seemingly 
blanket statement from the Service that all territories are full. 

The Revised Draft PIR/EIS also identifies the potential for impacts to the 
Eastern Indigo Snake, Florida Bonneted Bat and the Florida Panther. While the 
USACE has stated that a Programmatic Biological Opinion with the Seminole Tribe 
addresses how threatened and endangered species are treated on Tribal lands, as 
well as Biological Opinions for specific action on the Brighton Reservation, these 
Biological Opinions do not take into consideration future external projects (such 
as LOWRP). Take associated with external future projects should not be used for 
the Tribe's mitigation. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe is concerned that these 
species impacts could have the potential to disproportionately impact Tribal lands 
due to the loss of habitat. 

Due to the expedited timing of the Project, costs and access issues, the 
planning process has not allowed for sufficient surveys to fully understand the 
scope of impacts to threatened and endangered species within the LOWRP 
footprint. Hence, the LOWRP could potentially result in a disproportionate 
burden on the Seminole Tribe for additional conservation measures associated 
with these displaced, endangered and threatened species, and possible 
restrictions on the use of Tribal lands. As the Service's Biological Opinion is not yet 
complete, and will not be until after comments are due on the Revised Draft 
PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe is requesting a copy of any updated Biological Opinion 
prior to finalization of the Final PIR/EIS. 

VI. Aquifer Storage and Recovery Wells 

In reviewing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the Seminole Tribe remains concerned with the 
extensive use of ASR wells that are being proposed for implementation under the TSP (total of 
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80 wells). The ASR Regional Study team, the ASR Pilot Studies and the National Academy of 
Sciences, U.S. Geological Services (USGS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission have identified a number of issues with ASR wells, including potential impacts from 
clustering of wells, the impacts to ecology, water quality in the underlying aquifer and in the 
water when it comes back up for use in the Everglades surface water system. While the 
Seminole Tribe recognizes that ASR technology could be very beneficial to Everglades 
restoration, ASR wells, at the scale proposed, are a new technology with limited information 
regarding their use, effectiveness, and impacts. Due to concerns about the impact of ASR well 
clusters on the quality of the underlying aquifer, and the quality of the water when it is 
returned to surface water systems for the Everglades, the Seminole Tribe prefers that the ASR 
wells and well dusters are located as far away from reservation lands as possible so as not to 
affect their groundwater resources. 

The Seminole Tribe was disappointed to see in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS that the USACE 
continues to remain silent on committing to the National Academy's recommendations for 
testing of ASR wells. Instead, the USACE states that "(p]ilot testing along the Kissimmee River 
and the Hillsboro Canal, along with current projects, show proof of concept. ASR wells could be 
moved based on testing of individual well locations." The Seminole Tribe, however, stands 
behind its original comment. Short-term pilot testing or relocation of a well to a different 
location does not address risk of long-term clogging or reduction of storage capacity over time. 
Further, the intentions to treat (for water quality concerns) water injected or recovered from 
ASR wells have not been made clear. The National Academy of Science ("NAS") has 
recommended testing of ASR wells with respect to chemical and biological water quality with a 
seated, quarantined test of multiple years before proceeding with large scale implementation of 
ASR. The Seminole Tribe agrees with NAS, and is concerned that treatment of such large 
quantities of water (not per well, but for 80+ wells) will be fraught with practical and cost issues 
that will make this not possible. These National Academy recommendations are critical, 
especially that the water recovered will be discharged/released into natural surface water 
bodies where environmental concerns of contamination are paramount. 

The pumping of surface water into ASRs also has the potential to severely impact 
aquatic resources within the Lake Okeechobee Watershed. The overall impacts to the aquatic 
resources, due to fishery impingement and entrainment, are currently unknown and have the 
potential to adversely affect aquatic resource population dynamics including Tribal trust 
resources. Additionally, temperature and dissolved oxygen changes during ASR well discharge 
events could cause detrimental effects to fisheries. Adverse impacts to wildlife and human 
health may be further compromised by the potential production of methylmercury from 
increased sulfate loads, thereby decreasing the overall water quality. The relationship between 
sulfate loading and methylmercury production was analyzed in the USGS Scientific Investigation 
Report 2007-5240 An Assessment of Potential Effects of Aquifer Storage and Recovery on 
Mercury Cycling in South Florida. The results of the study concluded that sulfate added from 
the release of recovered ASR water can contribute to additional methylmercury formation 
within the receiving waters. The Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE finds it acceptable 
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to cause a buildup of methylmercury, as the WAF is touted for its wetland benefits. It is 
expected that many animal species will use the WAF, which could not only lead to 
bioaccumulation within the aquatic food chain, leading to adverse effects on the Tribe and its 
members who continue to exercise their customary and traditional hunting, fishing, trapping 
and frogging rights on millions of acres of lands and waters across South and Central Florida. 

Of paramount concern to the Seminole Tribe is the effect of ASR wells on 
the Tribe's water supply. The 2014 Regional Ecological Risk Assessment of CERP 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery Implementation in South Florida has looked at the 
intermittent chronic toxicity within ASR discharge waters. Based on current ASR 
standards, in order to reduce the level of chronic toxicity sufficient dilution, water 
must be available within a mixing zone. The Seminole Tribe has concerns that the 
quantity of dilution water required for discharge may not be available when 
operation of ASR wells for water supply is most critical during drought and the dry 
season. Furthermore, ASR is a relatively new water resource technology that has 
not been previously installed on such a scale that is proposed under LOWRP. 
Further analysis of the proposed impacts associated with the use of ASR, for both 
restoration and water supply purposes, is required to ensure detrimental effects 
to aquatic resources do not result as a component of this Project. 

While the USACE contends that an Underground Injection Control permit for an ASR 
system requires no impacts to adjacent users, permit requirements, especially in their early 
incarnations are not imperfect and are not always sufficient to guarantee no harm occurs. 
Permit requirements typically evolve as a result of experience and "lessons learned" from harm 
that occurs. Since ASR has never been used in this way (stormwater returned to surface 
waters) and at this scale (multiple clusters of wells) the Seminole Tribe does not want to be 
victim of a regulatory learning process that is in its infancy and may result in unintended 
consequences. This is why NAS's recommendations, which are part of the work of the Task 
Force which is overseeing CERP, must be followed to avoid harm that could result from an 
immature regulatory process. 

As previously stated, notwithstanding the Seminole Tribe's objections to the Optimized 
TSP, and the Tribe's concerns regarding the use of ASR wells in the Project areas on this large 
scale, the Seminole Tribe is concerned that the USACE did not give more serious consideration 
to an alternative that eliminates the WAF and the life loss risks associated with the WAF, white 
making up for the lost storage capacity with the addition of a few more ASR wells. If the K-05 
WAF was eliminated from the Optimized TSP, the cost of the nearly $2B project could be 
reduced by at least half, and the plans' performance would be only slightly reduced. In the 
Revised Draft PIR/EIS, the USACE argues that the ASR-only configuration provides slightly lower 
habitat unit benefits to Lake Okeechobee than existing conditions, and for this reason, was not 
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considered further. This very brief explanation of the ASR-only option leaves the Seminole Tribe 
with more questions than answers such as the significance of the subtle habitat units benefits, 
the margin of error in estimates of habitat units, the value assigned to the habitat units relative 
to the large cost of the WAF, and of most importance, why the ASR-only option was not 
discussed with the Seminole Tribe in government-to-government consultations or Project 
Delivery Team meetings. 

An ASR-only Alternative is not only attractive in terms of minimizing life-loss risk and 
other negative impacts to the Seminole Tribe, but it also reduces the cost of the Project by 
more than half. While the USACE has concluded that an ASR-only option is not feasible, a 
SFWMD Project Manager for this Project has confirmed that the ASR component of this Project 
can be independent of WAF. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe requests that a thorough analysis 
of the ASR-only Alternative be undertaken by the USACE, considered in this planning effort, and 
discussed with the Seminole Tribe. 

Lastly, based on the Seminole Tribe's review, including what was presented at the July 
11, 2019, SFWMD Governing Board Meeting, the ASR studies conducted to date are 
incomplete. The Seminole Tribe recommends that NAS review the ASR studies to determine if 
there are gaps and identify further studies needed. Additionally, in keeping with one of the 
SFWMD Governing Board Members, the Seminole Tribe requests that the USACE and the 
SFWMD complete the recommended studies on the existing ASR well on the Kissimmee River, 
and establish an ASR Task Team or Working Group to analyze potential ASR impacts. 

VII. Environmental Justice Concerns 

The Seminole Tribe remains concerned about the USACE's compliance with Executive 
Order 12898 ("EO") and the CERP Guidance Memorandum 24 ("GM") regarding Environmental 
Justice in Everglades Restoration Planning for LOWRP. The Seminole Tribe disagrees with the 
USACE Environmental Justice analysis which concludes that no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts or benefits are impaired upon the STOF and/or lower income communities. 
Not only does the Tribe not derive any benefits from this Project, but it bears most of the risk, 
creating adverse environmental justice concerns. 

The Council on Environmental Quality, as the lead federal agency for 
ensuring government compliance with Executive Order 12898, adopted 
Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Protection Act 
("EJ Guidance") to provide advice to agencies about how they should implement 
the Executive Order. The EJ Guidance lists six (6) principles to assist agencies in 
identifying whether an agency action raises environmental justice issues, namely, 
consideration of the composition of the affected area, public health and industry 
data, including the historical patterns of exposure to environmental hazards, and 
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interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that may 
amplify the natural and physical environmental effects of the proposed agency 
action. Likewise, the CERP Guidance lays out screening measures to be used to 
avoid siting project features such as reservoirs or stormwater treatment areas in 
such a way to divide or otherwise create high and adverse effects. Pursuant to 
the CERP Guidance, alternatives with unacceptably adverse environmental 
consequences (including adverse environmental justice consequences) should be 
eliminated or modified. 

The location of the Brighton Reservation is not optional, it is a part of the 
ancestral homeland of the Tribe, narrowed and constricted into a reservation by 
the federal government. This Reservation is already impacted by its location to 
other federal projects and/or federally operated systems such as the Central and 
Southern Florida Flood Control Project, the Herbert Hoover Dike project, the 
Kissimmee River and Lake lstokpoga. The USACE was unwilling to consider the 
Tribe's environmental justice concerns at a level equivalent to the State's 
preference to site the Project without buying additional lands, so as not to take 
lands out of tax rolls in the area. While this is an important goal for the State, the 
Tribe believes that the health, safety and environment of the Tribal members that 
live on the Brighton Reservation should have been given as much importance in 
the screening of alternatives. 

The USACE has instead offered a bare-bones conclusion that the Seminole 
Tribe would not be disproportionately harmed by the LOWRP, and the Alternative 
lBW in particular. This conclusion stems from the fact that the USACE failed to 
take a hard look at the environmental justice considerations. In part, this is due 
to the lack of information that the USACE has in its possession. The Draft PIR/EIS 
recognizes that additional investigations will be needed to identify archaeological 
sites within areas that have not been surveyed. Additionally, formal dam safety 
risk assessments have not been performed to determine what type of effect the 
LOWRP would have on the Seminole Tribe. Further, the USACE has not conducted 
the necessary surveys to determine the effect of listed species displacement to 
the Seminole Tribe's Brighton Reservation as a result of the LOWRP project. 
Without this critical information, the USACE is unable to make a convincing case 
that no disproportionately high and adverse impacts will be imparted upon the 
Seminole Tribe. 
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The Seminole Tribe maintains that as a sovereign entity, it defines and assesses risks 
according to its views and perspectives and does not subscribe to the national standards set by 
the USACE or other agencies. The Seminole Tribe sees risks as additive and this reservoir adds 
to the risk profile of its members that reside on the Brighton Reservation, increasing their 
overall risks above that of other Tribal Members. Accordingly, the national scale of risk should 
be modified (and/or a coefficient applied) based on the total Seminole Tribe members that may 
be impacted from the proposed project (given the impact to the total population of the 
Seminole Tribal Members is significant when compared to the number of Seminole 
members ... much higher than when compared to the national population). 

The Seminole Tribe is committed to its lands inextricably and legally and 
cannot choose to move the Reservation or its people due to the risk of flooding 
from the Project. If this Project moves forward the Seminole Tribe, its lands, 
people and resources will be at greater risk culturally, socially and economically 
due to the location of the preferred alternative adjacent to the Brighton 
Reservation. This alternative should have been screened out due to the 
unacceptable adverse environmental justice consequences to the Seminole Tribe 
and others in this region. 

VIII. Conclusion 

In accordance with the USACE Tribal Consultation Policy, Executive Order 
13175, and other related guidance documents, the USACE has certain trust 
responsibilities to the Seminole Tribe. This trust obligation requires that the 
USACE act in a fiduciary manner with regard to the Seminole Tribe's interests, 
which includes the consideration and protection of the Seminole Tribe's water 
rights, environmental, wildlife and cultural resources in your agency's decisions to 
the fullest extent possible. Despite the optimizations that have been made to 
Alternative lBW, the Seminole Tribe believes that the Jacksonville USACE has not 
complied with these obligations and their own planning process policies. The 
Jacksonville USACE did not involve the Tribe in the development of this Project 
until after selection of the first set of alternatives. The Seminole Tribe was not 
asked to be involved in the screening of the original 20 sites under consideration, 
and notably, the USACE did not engage the Seminole Tribe in the vetting of the 
ASR-only option as discussed in the Revised Draft Engineering Appendix. 

The Revised Draft PIR/EIS does not adequately or fully develop and 
evaluate several important configurations of Alternatives, measures, and 
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features. For the Alternatives that the USACE did fully develop and evaluate, it 
applied evaluation criteria that placed a high value on publicly owned lands, 
which is not standard for civil works planning, and which biased the plan selection 
process. In turn, this greatly favored any plan that contained a reservoir within 
the K-05 footprint, the only site with a significant amount of public land. Notably, 
the only plan that contained a reservoir in the K-05 footprint is the TSP. The 
qualitative risks analysis has revealed, as the Tribe had maintained throughout 
consultation, that the Brighton Reservation will face serious risks if the WAF/K-05 
reservoir is implemented and would be seriously impacted if its dam is ever 
breached. Additionally, building a reservoir on this site will violate the integrity of 
numerous cultural sites beyond what can be mitigated or is acceptable to the 
Tribe. This has validated the Tribe's insistence that the WAF/K-05 reservoir 
component be removed from the TSP. 

As a CERP project, LOWRP will be guided by principles of adaptive 
management. The Tribe urges the USACE to take the time needed to complete 
research and apply peer-reviewed science to future planning and design, as well 
as to do the site surveys required to protect cultural resources and construct safe 
features. Given the lack of long-term experience with ASRs at this scale, the 
possibility of disappointing or gradually diminishing performance of ASR wells 
seems real. If the PED phase efforts do not yield robust solution to integrated 
WAF and ASR system operations, the Seminole Tribe fears that ASR will be 
installed anyway with an insufficient solution or the Project may be halted due to 
the lack of a solution. Federal funding could.also be reduced, causing changes to 
critical safety design features. The Tribe is very much aware that repurposing is a 
possibility due to the proposed changes to the Central Everglades Planning 
Project to include the Everglades Agricultural Area Storage Reservoir. The 
Seminole Tribe is concerned that, since no back-up plan has been presented, 
expansion of the WAF might become the default back-up plan. Therefore, the 
Seminole Tribe seeks assurances that should the quantitative analysis of flood and 
seepage risk and environmental impact, as well as the findings of the cultural 
resource impacts does not support this Optimized TSP, then the USACE would be 
required to complete a new design. If, however, the recommended TSP is 
permitted to move forward, the Seminole Tribe recommends that binding 
language be included in the Chief's Report and Congressional authorization for 
LOWRP that prohibits the use of a Reservoir feature in the footprint of the WAF. 
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The Tribe asserts that additional work to modify the TSP is imperative and 
can resolve the issues that the reservoir poses. The Tribe implores the USACE to 
use all means to overcome the limitations and constraints of the 3x3x3 SMART 
planning process so that it does not stand in the way of modifying the TSP. 
Without this additional effort, the planning process mandates a simple binary 
choice of "take it or leave it" or an "all or nothing" approach to accepting or 
declining this flawed TSP. It is nonsensical to let the one-size-fits-all 3x3x3 SMART 
planning process force this binary decision on the people of Florida when it is 
obvious a valid solution is available. 

As further stated by IEPR " ... due to the complex nature of this Project, 
including high risk factors for public safety, project performance, and project cost, 
the lack of technical details on the engineering analysis, geotechnical 
investigations, and hydrologic-hydraulic modeling of the alternatives is the Panel's 
greatest concern. Without these details and data, the Panel cannot determine 
whether the Project is feasible or safe, and the Panel notes that the related 
uncertainties have led to very high cost contingencies being applied." This 
statement by the IEPR adequately captures the Seminole Tribe's greatest 
concerns. To our knowledge, the IEPR has not modified or rescinded this 
statement. Therefore, the Seminole Tribe urges the USACE to develop the 
information necessary to demonstrate feasibility and safety to the IEPR and the 
Tribe's satisfaction before moving forward with this Project. 

Sho Na Bish, 

11lflO,WA,L.)1Q 
Marcellus W. Osceola, Jr. 
Chairman 
Seminole Tribe of Florida 

c. Councilman Larry Howard 
Jim Shore, Esquire 
Kevin Cunniff 
Stacy Myers 
Anne Mullins 
PaulBackhouse 
Patty Power 
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Steve Walker, Esquire 
Michelle Diffenderfer, Esquire 
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From: Stahl, Chris 
To: Ehlinger, Gretchen S CIV USARMY CESAJ (US) 
Cc: State_Clearinghouse; Powell, Frank; Barfield, Natalie; Cambeiro, Ed 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] State_Clearance_Letter_For_FL201907158658C_Draft PIR and EIS Lake Okeechobee 

Watershed Restoration Project Okeechobee, Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, Martin and St. Lucie Counties 
Date: Friday, September 6, 2019 2:34:14 PM 
Attachments: CLH Memo_LOWRP Revised PIR-EIS_Final Draft OEP.pdf 

September 6, 2019, 

Gretchen S. Ehlinger 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Jacksonville District 

P. O. BOX 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

RE: Department of the Army, Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers - Draft Integrated Project Implementation 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project Okeechobee, 
Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, Martin and St. Lucie Counties, Florida 

SAI# FL201907158658C 

Dear Gretchen: 

Florida State Clearinghouse staff has reviewed the proposal under the following authorities: Presidential Executive 
Order 12372; § 403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as 
amended; and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347, as amended. 

The Florida Departments of Environmental Protection has reviewed the proposed action and submitted comments. 
As a courtesy, these have been attached to this correspondence and are incorporated hereto. 

Based on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, the state has no objections to the subject project 
and, therefore, it is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). Thank you for the 
opportunity to review the proposed project.  If you have any questions or need further assistance, please don’t 
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hesitate to contact me at (850) 717-9076. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Stahl 

Chris Stahl, Coordinator 

Florida State Clearinghouse 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

3800 Commonwealth Blvd., M.S. 47 

Tallahassee, FL  32399-2400 

ph. (850) 717-9076 

State.Clearinghouse@floridadep.gov <mailto:State.Clearinghouse@floridadep.gov> 

<Blockedhttp://survey.dep.state.fl.us/?refemail=Chris.Stahl@dep.state.fl.us> 
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Memorandum 

TO: Chris Stahl, Florida State Clearinghouse 

THROUGH: Edward C. Smith, Director £f ..J 
Office of Ecosystem Projects 

FROM: Stan Ganthier and Alyssa Gilhooly 
Office of Ecosystem Projects 

DATE: September 4, 2019 

·•·· 

SUBJECT: Department of the Army, Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers-Revised 
Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 
(LOWRP) in St. Lucie, Martin, Okeechobee, Glades, Hendry, Highlands, and 
Lee Counties, Florida. 

SAi #: FL201907158658C 

Summary: 

The purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) is to increase 
water storage capacity in the watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, 
improved quantity, timing, and distribution of water to the Northern Estuaries, increased 
accessibility of water supply for existing legal Lake Okeechobee Service Area (LOSA) users, 
and to restore wetlands within the project area. The Tentatively Selected Plan {TSP) would 
achieve these goals and objectives by reducing the large pulses of regulatory flood control 
releases sent from Lake Okeechobee by redirecting these flows to an aboveground wetland 
attenuation feature (W AF) and aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells. By creating additional 
water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, the TSP can facilitate improved flexibility in the timing 
and distribution of water in the lake to the northern estuaries and throughout the Lake 
Okeechobee watershed. Water can be stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake 
stages and later be released into the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times. 

Comments: 

The optimized TSP (Alternative lBWR) does not differ dramatically from Alternative lBW that 
was reviewed by the Department (August 23, 2018) during the previous draft PIR/EIS. 
The Department notes that the abstract has not been updated and does not reflect the optimized 
TSP, Alt lBWR. The number of ASR wells (80) and associated .storage volume (448,000 acre
feet per year) remained the same. The footprint of the WAF, however, has been expanded from 
12,500 to 13,600 acres, increasing potential storage for this feature from 43,000 to 46,000 
acre-feet. Adjusting the WAF boundary effectively decreased the Paradise Run wetland 
restoration footprint from 4,100 to 3,600 acres which now includes a 1,000-foot buffer from 

SAl #:
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Florida State Clearinghouse: Department of the Army, Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
- Revised Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) in St. Lucie, 
Martin, Okeechobee, Glades, Hendry, Highlands, and Lee Counties, Florida. 
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State Road 78. This modification reduced the total acres of wetland restoration associated with 
the TSP (4,779 acres in Alt lBWR vs. 5,279 acres in Alt lBW). 

Recreational facilities were also included in the optimized TSP. The Department notes that the 
addition of recreational components (i.e., boat ramp, trailheads, and shelters) would increase 
recreation opportunities for the public, and the overall improvement to the ecology of the Lake 
and Northern Estuaries would subsequently improve recreational activities. 

Alt lBWR would increase the availability of water supply to existing legal users in the LOSA by 
reducing the frequency and severity of water restrictions, thereby lowering water supply cutback 
volume by 24% when compared to the no action plan, or future without project (FWO) 
condition. Lake Okeechobee stage levels under Alt lBWR are similar to those under Alt lBW. 
More specifically, lake levels were within the ecologically preferred stage envelope 31.2% of the 
time when modeled over the 41-year period of record (1965-2005). This is slightly reduced from 
Alt lBW (31.9%), but still greater than FWO (27.7%). The optimized TSP further reduces the 
number of high flow events in the Caloosahatchee Estuary over FWO, compared to Alt lBW. 
The reduction of high-volume flows > 2,000 cubic feet per second to the St. Lucie Estuary is 
19% over FWO, compared to 31 % for Alt 1 BW. The optimized TSP may reduce TP loading to 
the Lake by 8-11 % over the FWO condition because of reduced discharge volume (loss to ASR). 
Water quality improvement is not a study objective ofLOWRP, and any anticipated 
improvements to water quality would be ancillary benefits. 

The eastern boundary of the W AF is now contiguous with the Paradise Run wetland restoration 
site. This design optimization reduces the need for seepage infrastructure and provides wetland 
habitat connectivity. Although the W AF will be shallow, it is classified as a high-hazard dam per 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) engineering regulations and design criteria due 
to the potential consequences of dam failure, especially to the Buckhead Ridge community. 
The Corps's Potential Failure Mode Analysis and Qualitative Risk Assessment determined that 
the W AF would likely be below the societal tolerable risk guidelines, assuming further design 
refinements and construction using current dam safety industry standards .. 

The total first cost of the LOWRP is defined as the capital investment costs. The optimized TSP, 
Alt 1 BWR, has a first cost (2020 price level) of $1,963,959,000, while the original TSP, 
Alt lBW, had a first cost (2018 price level) of $1,420,000,000. The $543,959,000 increase in the 
total first cost is due in part to design refinements incorporating dam safety standards, 
contingencies, and updated price levels. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment, is supportive of the LOWRP, and looks 
forward to continuing our partnership with the Corps and the South Florida Water Management 
District. Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Ed Cambeiro at 
(850) 245-3176. 
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From: Rachel Bennett 
To: OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Triple Diamond J Cattle Company, Inc. 
Date: Sunday, August 11, 2019 11:15:08 AM 

Dr. Ehlinger, 

My family, through the corporation Triple Diamond J Cattle Company, Inc. owns 4 parcels in Glades County 
adjacent to L-59. I have communicated with Mr. Ray Palmer of SFWMD about our parcels in the past year but want 
to make sure you are aware of the situation as well. Our parcels are not currently included in the list of properties to 
be acquired. If the acquisitions that are proposed are carried out, our property will be landlocked, with no ingress or 
egress, surrounded by flooded property. We will be left with no access and no value in our 620+ acres. 

Unlike other surrounding landowners we are not opposed to sale or the project but are absolutely opposed to losing 
the value in and access to our property that this project would cause. In fact, the project has already caused a loss of 
value - the land was on the market for sale and as soon as news of the LOWRP broke, viewings of our property 
ceased. We have been forced to accept a very low-value cattle grazing lease for the past two years as we are unable 
to do anything else with the property because of the general knowledge the public has of this project. 

Please note that if we are excluded from purchase we will pursue all legal avenues available to us to remedy the 
situation but we would greatly prefer to negotiate a voluntary sale. Can you provide any insight on why our 
property, which is adjacent to the L-59 canal and bordered on all sides by property that is intended to be shallow 
water storage, would be excluded from the proposed acquisitions? 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Our parcel numbers are: 

A01-39-33-A00-0020-0000 
A02-39-33-A00-0040-0000 
A11-39-33-A00-001A-0000 
A12-39-33-A00-0020-0000 

Best, 
Rachel Bennett, Esq. 
Pres., Triple Diamond J Cattle Company, Inc. 
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August 30, 2019 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY: 

Writer's Direct Dial Number: (954) 712-1478 
Writer's E-Mail Address: lphillips@gunster.com 

OKEECHOBEEWATERSHEDRESTORATION@USACE.ARMY.MIL 
ANDREW.D.KELL Y@USACE.ARMY.MIL 
GRETCHEN.S.EHLINGER@USACE.ARMY.MIL 

Colonel Andrew Kelly 
Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 3 2232-0019 

RE: United States Sugar Corporation's Submittal of Comments in Response to 
the Corps' Public Comment Opportunity regarding the Revised Draft 
Integrated Pro_ject Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 
(LOWR Project) 

Dear Colonel Kelly and Dr. Ehlinger: 

This firm represents United States Sugar Corporation ("USSC"), an interested 
stakeholder in issues related to management of Lake Okeechobee ("Lake"), including the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and all of its incremental components. 
USSC previously commented on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWR 
Project) scoping, the project alternatives, and has consistently participated in public meetings in 
this matter. On behalf of USSC, please accept the following timely submitted comments and add 
this letter and all attachments into the LOWR Project administrative record. 

USSC has a long standing history as a good steward of its land, has been a major 
supporter of Everglades restoration, and contributes significantly to south Florida's thriving 
economy and growing communities. USSC's farming operations depend on the Lake for water 
supply, one of the primary purposes of the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project 
(C&SF Project) and, as such, we are stakeholders in the development of the LOWR Project and 
the related operations of the C&SF Project. 

The combined C&SF Project enhancements afforded by: 1) the LOWR Project's north of 
the Lake storage, 2) the near final repairs to the Herbe11 Hoover Dike ("HHD"), and 3) the 
Corps' development of a new Lake regulation schedule that will incorporate CERP 
infrastructure, can yield more balanced, multi-purpose Lake operations, with the LOWR Project 
benefiting Lake ecology, estuarine discharges, as well as the region's water supply. 

Las Olas Centre 450 East Las Olas Boulevard. Suite 1400 Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 p 954-462-2000 f 954-523-1722 GUNSTER.COM 

Boca Raton I Fort Lauderdale I Jacksonville I Miami I Orlando I Palm Beach I Stuart I Tallahassee 
Tampa I The Florida Keys I Vero Beach I West Palm Beach I Winter Park 
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USSC requests the Corps consider the following matters as it finalizes the LOWR Project 
PIR and EIS. 

USSC Supports Finalizing the LOWR Project and Implementing the Much Needed Storage 
North of the Lake 

USSC supports the LOWR Project and suggests the State of Florida partner with the 
Corps to pursue LOWR Project Congressional authorization and appropriation. North of the 
Lake storage has substantially lagged behind CERP's original schedule for project 
implementation and perpetuated high Lake releases to our estuaries due to lack of new C&SF 
infrastructure. This has been exacerbated by the temporary LORS08 schedule operating the 
Lake at low stages during HHD repair. With LOWR Project implementation, much needed 
storage and Lake operational flexibility can be attained. Specifically, the optimized LOWR 
Project's proposed 80 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells are cost effective, cari be 
located on State-owned land, and developed in the near-term to provide approximately 448,000 
acre-feet per year of water storage. Intercepting available water for below-ground storage is one 
of the hallmark components of CERP infrastructure, essential to advancing State and federal 
CERP objectives. 1 USSC looks forward to successful implementation of these wells. 

USSC Encourages Florida's Advance Funding for the ASR Wells 

The Florida Legislature approved $50 million dollars for ASR wells - the LOWR 
Project component designed to achieve the greatest reductions in harmful estuarine discharges. 
The State appropriation also directs the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) to 
negotiate a Pre-Partnership Credit Agreement (PPCA) with the Corps in anticipation of 
Congressional authorization of the LOWR Project. (Exhibit 1) Further underscoring their 
commitment, State Legislators sent letters to SFWMD supporting advance development of the 
ASR wells. (Exhibit 2) With the State's $50 million dollars in funding and SFWMD's support 
for developing an initial set of ASR wells, (Exhibit 3), several ASR wells are soon to become 
reality. USSC supports the State's funding and overall effort to continue leading the way in 
CERP implementation. 

With the LOWR Project, south Florida can expect approximately 448,000 acre-feet of 
water to be stored annually, reducing high estuarine discharges. This water, as stated by the 
LOWR Project Revised Draft PIR and EIS, will be available to meet all C&SF Project purposes 
and serve CERP's objectives by assuring the stored water will be accessible to both the Lake's 

1 Section 373.470(3), Fla. Stat., explains the Legislature's intent to establish a full and equal partnership with the 
federal government for CERP implementation. This section also requires the comprehensive plan, CERP, shall be 
used : " ... as a guide and framework for a continuing planning process to: ... (b)2. Ensure that project components 
will be implemented to achieve the purposes provided in the Federal Water Resource Development Act of 1996 that 
include restoring, preserving, and protecting the South Florida ecosystem, providing for the protection of water 
quality in and the reduction of the loss of fresh water from the Everglades, and providing such features as are 
necessary to meet the other water related needs of the region, including flood control, the enhancement of water 
supp lies, and other objectives served by the project." 

LOWRP PIR and EIS C-2110 February 2020



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 30, 2019 
Page 3 

ecology and water users. Truly, this long-awaited nmih of the Lake storage project will provide 
meaningful, diverse benefits. 

The State and the Corps Must Undertake an Updated Saving Clause Analysis to Ensure 
Water Supply is Protected 

USSC remains concerned that the water supply improvements afforded by the LOWR 
Project features will not return Florida's permitted water users to their standard performance that 
existed when WRDA 2000 was signed into law. USSC recognizes that the cause of this 
diminished performance is the current Lake regulation schedule, LORS08, the Corps' temporary 
dam safety management measure that operates the Lake lower during HHD repairs. USSC 
expects when the HHD is repaired in 2022, the taxpayers' investment of approximately One 
Billion dollars will result in the Corps returning to a Lake regulation schedule that operates in 
accordance with the multiple, Congressionally authorized C&SF Project purposes, CERP, and 
State water rights, as promised in LORS08.2 In this manner, the new Lake regulation schedule 
operating together with the LOWR Project can address these concerns. 

However, an updated State and Federal Savings Clause analysis must be performed at a 
meaningful point in time, ce11ainly no later than the LOWR Project's detailed design, or any 
increment thereof, to provide reasonable assurances of meeting State and federal CERP 
permitting requirements. Both SFWMD's Governing Board Resolution and the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection's Final Order indicating Florida's support for the 
LOWR Project represent opportunities to take steps assuring this analysis is provided. USSC 
recommends these measures to facilitate timely LOWR Project construction. 

2 The LORS08 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement states: "Interim Nature of the Selected Plan A 
new regulation schedule is required to respond to high lake levels that have resulted in integrity issues and concerns 
with the Herbert Hoover Dike, . . . . LORS is intended to be an interim schedule. Because this schedule was 
formulated to address specific conditions existing in 2007, as circumstances change, the Corps will adapt its 
Lake Okeechobee operations accordingly. The Corps expects to operate under LORS until the earlier of (1) 
implementation of a new Lake Okeechobee schedule as a component of the system-wide operating plan to 
accommodate the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP Band I projects) and the State of Florida's 
fast track Acceler8 projects, or (2) completion of HHD seepage berm construction or equivalent dike repairs for 
reaches 1, 2, and 3. The occurrence of the above referenced events are expected to allow for greater 
operational flexibility, potentially including higher lake levels for increased water storage. In balancing the 
multiple project purposes, the Corps will timely shift from the interim LORS to a new schedule with the intent to 
complete any necessary schedule modifications or deviations concurrent with completion of (1) or (2) ." (at iv. 
Emphasis added.) The Corps' intent to store additional water in the Lake as HHD repairs progressed is stated 
several times over and in both the EIS and Record of Decision; another example states: "The Corps will utilize the 
flexibility within the recommended plan to take advantage of potential opportunities to increase water supply 
benefits considering all other project purposes, antecedent conditions, and forecast conditions." (ROD at 5. 
Emphasis added.) Similarly, the EIS states: "The [EIS] analysis indicates that LORS is projected to adversely 
impact water supply at low lake levels with the current SFWMD water supply triggers. During LORS 
implementation, the Corps will utilize the flexibility within the schedule to take advantage of potential 
opportunities to increase water supply benefits considering all other project purpose, antecedent conditions and 
forecast conditions." (at v. Emphasis added.) 
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USSC Supports Enhancing Water Supply Availability as Part of CERP's Overarching 
Objectives 

The LOWR Project Revised Draft PIR and EIS states that benefits from its added storage 
will accrue to existing legal users . As an existing legal user, USSC appreciates the addition of 
stored water to the Lake and the added certainty afforded by the proposed LOWR Project to its 
water rights. Yet, stopping at provision of water supply for existing legal users forgets CERP's 
foundational premise, codified in both State and federal laws, to achieve restoration of South 
Florida' s ecosystem while providing for the other water related needs of the region, including 
flood control, enhancement of water supplies, and other objectives served by the C&SF Project. 

Conclusion 

CERP implementation has proven to be a far more time consuming and costly endeavor 
than originally anticipated. Now, nearly twenty years after CERP' s Congressional authorization, 
the Corps and the State are making progress in the completion of the LOWR Project. USSC 
supports the implementation of CERP and achieving all of CERP ' s goals, which include the 
protection of user's water rights and enhancement of supplies. To this end, USSC supports the 
prompt completion of the LOWR Project, including the development of ASR wells, and the 
completion of a water supply saving clause analysis as is required by State and federal law. 

USSC looks forward to continued participation in CERP Project planning and 
implementation and appreciates the Corps ' consideration of these comments. 

Sig/;_ l .~ 
Luna E. Phillips ~ 
Gunster Law Firm 
Attorneys for the United States Sugar Corporation 

Enclosures: Attachment No. 1 - Supporting Documents for the USSC LOWRP PIR 
Administrative Record 

cc: Lieutenant Colonel Jennifer A. Reynolds, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Ms. Kim Taplin, Senior Program Manager, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Mr. Tim Gysan, Project Manager, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Mr. Eric Summa, Chief, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Ms. Erica Skolte, Public Affairs Specialist, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
South Florida Water Management District Governing Board Members 
Mr. Drew Bartlett, Executive Director, South Florida Water Management District 
Ms. Jennifer Smith, Chief of Staff, South Florida Water Management District 
Ms. Paula Cobb, General Counsel, South Florida Water Management District 
Client 

Sincerely,
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A:>Audubon I FLORIDA 

4500 Biscayne Blvd., Suite 350 
Miami, FL 33137 

305-371-6399 
DGaston@Audubon.org 

fl.audubon.org 

September 3, 2019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 
Via email: OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Re:  Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project Comments 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

We write to provide input to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regarding the Revised 
Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (PIR) for 
the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP or the Project) dated July 2019.  
The Project is the main component of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) 
intended to address water issues upstream of Lake Okeechobee. The Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
(LOW) is acknowledged to be over-drained and nutrient enriched, both of which contribute to poor 
conditions in Lake Okeechobee and problematic water releases to systems downstream of the 
Lake. CERP envisioned significant water storage in the LOW consisting of a 200,000 acre-feet 
(ac-ft) storage reservoir and a 2,500 acre stormwater treatment area (STA) north of the lake, a 
50,000 ac-ft reservoir and 20,000 ac-ft STA in the Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough Basin, and a series 
of 200 ASR wells with a total capacity of 1 billion gallons per day. The activities envisioned in 
this PIR address wetland restoration but fall far short of the storage envisioned in the Restudy for 
the region and only indirectly address water quality issues, leaving both of these critical challenges 
unresolved and to be addressed by an undetermined future plan. We believe this close to $2 billion 
dollar project should better address some of these needs now, not later. Audubon would like to 
offer the following recommendations to improve this PIR. 

Scope 

The study area includes Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough and 
portions of the Lower Kissimmee. Collectively, these sub-basins comprise approximately 920,000 
acres which covers approximately one-third of the 2.6 million acre upstream watershed. The study 
area also is at the bottom of the watershed, making the project incapable of addressing factors from 
the much larger area that is upstream. This makes the study area too small and limited in location 
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to effectively address watershed issues. For example, the Kissimmee River Restoration Project 
drains the one million-acre Kissimmee River Chain of Lakes (KCOL) region yet has no storage 
upstream of Lakes Kissimmee, Hatchineha, and Cypress to benefit and protect its hydrology.  
Audubon reiterates its recommendation that the study area be expanded to the entire upstream 

1LOW. 

The optimized Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) proposes to address restoration in the LOW by 
implementing three major components: a WAF with a water storage volume of approximately 
46,000 acre-feet (ac-ft); 80 ASR wells with a combined storage volume of approximately 448,000 
ac-ft per year (5 million gallons per day); and restoration of wetlands at Paradise Run 
(approximately 3600 acres) and Kissimmee River-Center (approximately 1200 acres).  

Water Storage 

The PIR states that by creating additional water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, the Project can 
facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and distribution of water in the Lake, to the Northern 
Estuaries, and throughout the LOW. The importance of water storage and retention in the LOW 
cannot be overstated. Years of alterations to natural flows and Florida’s distinct wet and dry 
seasons cause extreme fluctuations in lake water levels.  During the wet season (especially during 
extreme weather events) and when ground water saturation levels are high, water moves quickly 
through the watershed causing the Lake to rise rapidly. Water from rainfall and the surrounding 
watershed flows into the Lake about six times faster than it can flow out. As a consequence, the 
safety of the Herbert Hoover Dike is threatened and harmful high volume discharges to the 
Northern Estuaries are needed to bring Lake levels down.  

Storing and retaining large volumes of water before it enters the Lake or flows downstream to the 
estuaries and the southern Everglades is critically needed in the LOW. The South Florida Water 
Management District’s (the District) Lake Okeechobee Watershed Construction Project (Phase II) 
sets a storage goal of 900,000 to 1.3 million ac-ft. In contrast, the WAF component of the Project 
will have a storage capacity of 46,000 ac-ft which is far below both the original CERP 
recommendation and the District’s storage goal. As a point of contrast, a six inch increase in Lake 
Okeechobee’s water level is the equivalent of 225,000 ac-ft or approximately 81 billion gallons of 
water. Hurricane Irma raised lake levels by three and a half feet or about 1.5 million acre-feet in 
a month. Viewed in this context, 46,000 ac-ft is only about 3% of Irma’s one-month inflow 

2volume. 

At a cost of nearly $1 billion and with modest improvements to the lake stage envelope and estuary 
discharges, Audubon believes it would be prudent for the Corps to identify opportunities to expand 

1 The PIR states that federal authority provided under CERP did not allow formulation of the project further to the 
north for water storage elements. Much has been learned about the LOW since the adoption of CERP in 2000 and it 
would be advantageous to seek federal approval to remove obstacles to expanding the study area farther north. PIR 
section 6, page 60. 
2 In gallons these numbers equate to 15 billion gallon capacity of the WAF versus almost 500,000 billion gallons from 
Hurricane Irma. 
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surface water storage in the LOW, including the feasibility of seeking additional authority to 
expand the scope of the study area. 

Water Supply 

We are disappointed that water supply was elevated to a project objective. The Project includes 
among its key goals and objectives: enhancing ecological values in the study area’s wetlands, Lake 
Okeechobee, and estuarine ecosystems; maintaining ecologically desired lake stage ranges more 
often; reducing large freshwater releases from the Lake to the Northern Estuaries; and, increasing 
the spatial extent and functionality of aquatic and wildlife habitat within the Lake and surrounding 
watershed.3 If water supply interests benefit from the Project that is fine, but the purpose of the 
Project is to improve performance of Lake Okeechobee, the Northern Estuaries and the Everglades 
in recognition that human activities, prominently including water supply deliveries, have created 
severe harm to these systems in the first place.  Elevating water supply to a purpose of the Project 
directly erodes the promise of the original project purposes. The emphasis of this Project was and 
should be to improve conditions in Lake Okeechobee and the Northern Estuaries, and we should 
not lose sight of that.   

ASR Wells 

The PIR points out a number of significant uncertainties and concerns with regard to 
implementation of ASR wells, including recovery efficiency in each location, effects on regional 
groundwater systems, increased methyl mercury levels in recovered ASR waters4 and impacts to 
the ecology of the LOW. As noted in the PIR, 50 ASR wells to be located in the Avon Park 
Permeable Zone (APPZ) are estimated to have 70% recovery efficiency and 30 ASR wells to be 
located in the Upper Floridan Aquifer are estimated to have 30% recovery efficiency. Although 
the PIR points out that these are conservative estimates, assuming actual performance is close to 
what is estimated, approximately half the water stored in ASR wells, which is almost twice the 2.5 
million ac-ft operational volume of Lake Okeechobee, will be “lost” or irretrievable. Water lost 
in ASR wells, notwithstanding the unknown consequences from displacement of native 
groundwater, is no longer available to help keep lake levels within the ecologically preferred stage 
during dry seasons, nor furnish extra water needed for Everglades Restoration. It is also our 
understanding that water might not be retrieved from approximately one-third of the ASR wells 
which, if accurate, would render their performance similar to deep injection wells. 

Audubon also has concerns regarding the efficacy of ASR wells during extreme weather events. 
As noted in the PIR, ASR wells have low recharge rates - 8 cfs - as compared to reservoirs and 
other surface water storage facilities that can capture larger events more quickly and therefore are 
not effective at channeling water rapidly during such events.5 Given the “flashy” nature of the 
LOW, during extreme weather events limited ASR well recharge rates will result in large amounts 
of water flowing into Lake Okeechobee that must be discharged for safety and ecological reasons 
before the ASR wells could significantly lower levels. 

3 PIR section 1, page 13. 
4 PIR section 5.2.24.2.2 
5 See PIR section 3-5. 
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Table ES-1. Lake Okeechobee stage envelope improvements with the Optimized TSP. 

Lake Okeechobee Stage Levels FWO ALT 1BWR 

Percent Time Inside Ecologically Preferred Stage Envelope 27 .7% 31.2% 

Percent Time Above Stage Envelope 29 .9% 28.1% 

Percent Time Below Stage Envelope 42.4% 40.7% 

Percent Time Below Navigational Min. Stage(< 12.56 ft.) 29 .8% 27.5% 

Extreme High Stage(> 17 ft.) 0.4% 1.2% 

Low Stage(< 10 ft .) 3.3% 2.2% 

Due to the operation of the pumps associated with ASR wells, some areas have been identified by 
Florida’s Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) as high-risk for entrainment and 
entrapment of fish and other aquatic organisms, especially larval and post larval black crappie 
which are important to the lake’s recreational fishery and currently in decline due to other factors 
affecting the lake’s fisheries.6 

Given the uncertainties surrounding ASR wells and their potential adverse impact on fish and 
aquatic species, Audubon recommends identifying additional surface water storage options to 
include in the Project in order to reduce reliance on ASR wells. 

Lake Stage Envelope and Northern Estuary Performance 

As shown in the tables below, the PIR results in very modest changes to the Lake Okeechobee 
stage envelope under the TSP as compared to the FWO option. The Corps’ modeling surmises 
that the percent time the lake is within the ecologically preferred stage improves by a little under 
4%, the percentage time above and below the preferred stage envelope changes by less than 2% 
respectively and the percentage time above the extreme high stage actually increases under the 
TSP. Increasing the amount of time the lake stage is above 17 feet, which has repeatedly proven 
disastrous for the Lake, is contrary to our shared goals of a healthy community of submerged 
aquatic vegetation and algae-free Lake Okeechobee. Avoiding levels near 17 feet would also 
benefit the downstream estuaries and Everglades. 

These projections do not achieve the Restudy’s goals7 for Lake Okeechobee improvement: 

“Lake Okeechobee will once again become a healthy lake. The littoral and pelagic zones 
within the lake, essential to the lake’s commercial and recreational fishery and other 
aquatic species, will be greatly enhanced by the water levels projected in the recommended 
Comprehensive Plan.” 

6 PIR section 5, page 31. 
7 United States Army Corps of Engineers. 1999. Central and Southern Florida Project comprehensive review study:  
Final integrated feasibility report and programmatic environmental impact statement. Jacksonville District, 
Jacksonville, FL. Page xii. 
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Stage Duration Curves for Lake Okeechobee 
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Figure 5-11. Lake Okeechobee performance for the LOWRP Optimized TSP relative to the 
baseline conditions. 

Figure 5-11 further underscores the point that the lake stage envelope improvements cited in the 
PIR are modest.  

Tables 4-4 and 4-5 underscore the point regarding Project impacts on the Northern Estuaries. In 
each instance, Lake contributions to detrimental events and the number of times high release 
criteria are exceeded improve modestly under the TSP as compared to the FWO option. Number 
of months minimum flows are not met are virtually unchanged.  
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Table 4-4. St. Lucie Estuary alternative performance. 

Number of 
Number of months 
years Lake Lake 

Average Okeechobee Okeechobee 
annual Lake contributes contributes 
Okeechobee to a to a 

Releases detrimental detrimental 
Scenario (1,000 ac-ft.) event event 

FWO 126 11 20 

Alt lBshlw 94 9 12 

Alt lBW 95 8 12 

Alt 2Cr 113 8 17 
* Ext reme High Volume Water Release Criteria are >3,000 cfs 
**High Volume Water Release Criteria are 2,000-3,000 cfs 
***Minimum Flow Criteria are <350 cfs 

Table 4-5. Caloosahatchee Estuary alternative performance. 

Number of Number of 
years Lake months Lake 

Okeechobee Okeechobee 
Average contributes contributes 

annual Lake to a to a 
Okeechobee detrimental detrimental 

Releases release release 
Scenario (1,000 ac-ft.) event event 

FWO 257 14 23 

Alt l Bshlw 167 8 13 

Alt lBW 176 11 16 

Alt 2Cr 170 11 16 

·Extreme High Wat er Release Criteria are >4,500 cfs 
.. High Wat er Release Criteria are >2,800 cfs 
... Minimum Flow Criteria are <450 cfs 

Number of 
months 

Number minimum 
of times Number of flows not 
extreme times high met to 

high-flow release maintain 
criteria criteria salinity 

exceeded· exceeded .. envelope 
... 

25 32 83 

21 23 83 

22 22 83 

23 27 83 

Number of 
months 

Number minimum 
of times Number of flows not 
extreme times high met to 
high-flow release maintain 

criteria criteria salinity 
exceeded· exceeded .. envelope 

..... 

30 70 23 

26 60 25 

25 63 24 

27 64 23 

It is conceivable that similar or more significant improvements in lake stage performance and 
reduced discharges to the estuaries could be achieved under the Corps’ existing operational 
flexibility and potentially under the Lake Okeechobee System Operating Manual (LOSOM) 
currently under development. For example, during the most recent dry season the Corps utilized 
its operational flexibility under LORS 2008 to allow Lake levels to recede to just below 11 feet in 
order to allow submerged and emergent lake vegetation to recover.  The Corps’ lake management 
decisions combined with harmonious weather conditions over a period of several months had a 
number of desired effects, including a resurgence of vegetation in the lake’s marsh areas, reduced 
algal bloom activity compared to 2018, additional freeboard which could lessen the need for high 
volume regulatory releases during the current wet season, improved lake water quality, and 
reduced discharges to the Northern Estuaries. Given the significant benefits derived from the 
Corps’ exercise of its operational flexibility under the existing lake regulation schedule, the modest 
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lake stage envelope benefits projected under LOWRP appear unjustified by the costs. The 
problems LOWRP is trying to solve have been identified more than 20 years ago. We again 
emphasize the need to sharpen the proposed engineered features to match expected benefits and 
address current challenges now. 

Evaluate Opportunities to Improve Cost/Benefit of the Project 

As currently comprised, the Project falls short of meeting the water storage needs for the LOW, 
relies on a storage technology accompanied by a number of significant uncertainties and, with the 
exception of the wetland restoration feature, provides modest ecological benefits to the Lake. It is 
not surprising the Project does not measure up to the visions in the Restudy—there are far fewer 
ASR wells than planned, the WAF is much smaller than the reservoirs envisioned, there are no 
STAs as originally designed, and these downsized features cannot deliver the hoped-for benefits.  
We think the original scoping for this draft of the PIR was too restrictive and will leave us with an 
underperforming plan.  

Now is an opportune time for the Corps to reexamine the Project in light of a number of current 
developments to find ways to enhance Project performance and benefits in order to achieve the 
overarching goal of LOWRP – “the environmental restoration of a northern Everglades ecosystem 
considered to be of both national and international significance.”8 This overarching goal is 
consistent with the mandate set forth in Governor DeSantis’ Executive Order directing state 
agencies and the District to accelerate protection of Florida’s natural resources, expedite 
restoration projects, reduce adverse impacts from blue green algal blooms, and expedite projects 
with the Corps to improve lake management. As a consequence, the recently formed Blue Green 
Algae Task Force is, among other things, evaluating the LOW in order to provide its expertise to 
state agencies on how to reduce nutrient inflows to the Lake.  FDEP is updating and rethinking its 
nutrient reduction programs, especially the Basin Management Action Plans, aimed at improving 
water quality. The District is updating its Lake Okeechobee Watershed Construction Project that 
can create more storage features, and these efforts could be coordinated to protect, restore and 
preserve the LOW.  

Multiple efforts are underway at the federal and state level to complete Everglades restoration 
projects in order to reap their intended ecological benefits. Close coordination by and among the 
Corps and state agencies is critical in order for projects such as LOWRP to achieve maximum 
synergies and provide the most significant benefits for the money. Doing so in a manner which 
increases storage in mutually beneficial ways, reduces reliance upon ASR wells and provides more 
robust benefits to the Lake and the Northern Estuaries is in the best interests of all concerned 
parties. 

Wetlands 

We support the restoration of wetlands described in the PIR and we are grateful to the Project 
Delivery Team’s work on this project component. Paradise Run was originally a feature of the 
Kissimmee River Restoration Project and we welcome implementation of this critical ecosystem 

8 PIR section 4, page 44. 
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restoration feature to rehydrate the northern watershed. Wetlands are critical to building our 
regional resilience. They sequester carbon, hold floodwaters, act as buffers for hurricanes and 
recharge our aquifers. We would also like to reiterate our appreciation for the elimination of deep 
injection wells from the Project. Eliminating water out of the budget only exacerbates droughts 
and leaves us ill prepared for future ecosystem and downstream water needs. Perhaps as a second 
phase or new initiative, we would encourage the Corps to coordinate with the local sponsor to 
explore ways to implement even more wetland restoration in the LOW as a means to rehydrate the 
overdrained floodplains and slow down water flows into the Lake. This would complement the 
CERP LOWRP effort and contribute to overall improved water management practices. 

Conclusion 

The Greater Everglades are at a critical juncture in the restoration process. A number of important 
projects are nearing the finish line bringing us closer to the ecological benefits they were designed 
to deliver. With all of the attention and energy that is being focused on restoration at both the 
federal and state level, it is more important than ever to get the maximum benefits out of each 
project feature built. We believe there are opportunities to significantly improve the Project to 
provide greater ecological benefits to the LOW, the Northern Estuaries and the Greater Everglades. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the PIR and thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Gaston 
Northern Everglades Policy Analyst 

LOWRP PIR and EIS C-2120 February 2020



 
  

 
  

    
   

  
 

   
 

   
   

     
        

     
     

      
    

 
      

      
         

     
      

 
      

        
     

       
     

      
 

    
       

          
 

  
 

 
 

 
   

   

AMERICAN SPOR T FISHIN<i ASSOCIA T ION 

11111 N. Fairfax Street, Suite !i11,Alexandria, VA 22314 • 703-519-9691 • Fax: 703-519-1872 
Web: www.ASAFishing.org • Email: info@ASAFishing.org 

September 3, 2019 

Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

The American Sportfishing Association (ASA) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) Project Implementation Report (PIR) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Addressing the quantity, quality, timing and 
distribution of flows into Lake Okeechobee (Lake) is an important component of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan and critical to reducing the necessity for and 
frequency of releases to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Rivers and the associated 
environmental impacts. 

ASA has been engaged in the planning efforts on this project from the beginning and 
appreciates the amount of time, effort and coordination that have gone into developing this 
project. We strongly support the LOWRP and look forward to an expedited final report by the 
USACE that will make the project available for Congressional authorization in the 2020 
Water Resources Development Act. 

The project features a 46,000 acre-feet wetland attenuation feature, 80 aquifer storage and 
recovery (ASR) wells that can store 448,000 acre-feet of water annually, and two wetland 
restoration sites at Paradise Run and Kissimmee River Center. These components will benefit 
the overall system, providing improved habitat for fish species, and significantly increase 
water storage capacity north of the Lake. We support expedited construction of the ASR 
wells to achieve storage capacity and operational flexibility as quickly as possible. 

We will continue to advocate for projects that can be expedited to provide maximum 
benefits to the Lake and northern estuaries and restore the southerly flow of clean water 
south. Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this most important project. 

Sincerely, 

Kellie Ralston 
Southeast Fisheries Policy Director 
American Sportfishing Association 
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September 3, 2019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 
OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

VIA EMAIL 

Re: Public Comments on the Revised Draft Integrated Project Implementation 
Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake 
Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

Attached please find The Everglades Foundation's technical comments on the 
Revised Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project. In 
sum, the outlined uses of the Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) and the Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in the current Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) will 
result in minimal, unknown, or unanalyzed benefits to the hydrological system. 
Given this and the large expense that accompanies this project, the Everglades 
Foundation requests the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to supplement its analysis 
and modify the alternatives, including the TSP, to address the issues raised in the 
attached technical comments prior to finalizing the LOWRP EIS/PIR. Absent 
successful resolution of these issues, we must recommend that the Record of 
Decision find the LOWRP is not environmentally iustified. cost effective, or in the 
public i ntl! rest. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your review and consideration 
of our technical analysis. If we can answer any further questions, please do not 
hesitate to let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Gitt.~ 
Director of Policy and Partnerships 

18001 Old Cutler Road Suite 625 Palmetto Bay FL 33157 
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George Bailey
Paul Tudor Jones II

Attached please find The Everglades Foundation’s technical comments on the Revised 
Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report (PIR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project. In sum, 
the outlined uses of the Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) and the Aquifer Storage 
and Recovery (ASR) wells in the current Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) will result 
in minimal, unknown, or unanalyzed benefits to the hydrological system. Given this 
and the large expense that accompanies this project, the Everglades Foundation requests 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to supplement its analysis and modify the alternatives, 
including the TSP, to address the issues raised in the attached technical comments 
prior to finalizing the LOWRP EIS/PIR. Absent successful resolution of these 
issues, we must recommend that the Record of Decision find the LOWRP is not 
environmentally justified, cost effective, or in the public interest.
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September 3, 2019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 
OkeechobeeWatershed Restoration@usace .army. mi I 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger: 

VIA EMAIL 

The Everglades Foundation submits the following technical comments on the 
Revised Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report {PIR} and Environmental 

Impact Statement {EIS} for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project, 

dated June 2019. 

1. Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF). The WAF is not well utilized in the 
overall plan. The WAF appears to be a key element of the Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) and consists of approximately 4 feet deep 
shallow storage with a 13,600-acre footprint. The estimated construction cost of 
WAF exceeds $1 billion dollars (Table ES-5). To determine the role of the WAF in 
the plan, we looked at the performance with and without the WAF. It was difficult 
to discern WAF benefits in the regional hydrologic system. 

For example, Lake Okeechobee stages are nearly identical with and without the 
WAF (Figure 1), and estuary discharges only marginally decrease with the WAF 
(Table 1) . Moreover, the WAF had little effect on Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
(ASR) inflows (Figure 2) and might even reduce ASR withdrawals (Figure 3). This 
suggests that the WAF might not be amplifying the performance of the ASR to any 
significant degree. 

The root issue is clear from Figure C-2-39 of the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, which shows 
that the WAF is either full (45% of the time) or empty (45% of the time), with the 
remainder of the time either rapidly filling or rapidly emptying. This suggests that 
the WAF is not very effective in changing the timing of flows to Lake Okeechobee 
or to the ASR wells . 

We therefore reiterate our earlier recommendation (on Draft PIR dated July 2018) 
that the WAF be converted to a Stormwater Treatment Area or Flow Equalization 
Basin instead of focusing solely on the flow attenuation features of this element. 
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Figure 1: Stage duration curves for Lake Okeechobee of TSP with and without WAF. 

Table 1: Changes in regulatory releases from Lake Okeechobee to St. Lucie and 

Caloosahatchee estuaries with and without WAF. 

Model runs 
Regulatory releases from Lake Okeechobee 

577 % change 5308 % change 

ALTlBWR 167.01 104.02 

ALTlBWR without WAF 174.24 +4.3% 108.51 +4.3% 
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Figure 2: Cumulative daily ASR inflows for the simulation period (1965-2005) with and 

without WAF. 
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Figure 3: Cumulative distribution function of average annual ASR inflows and outflows 

for the simulation period (1965-2005) with and without WAF. 
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2. Aquifer Storage and Recovery. The Tenatively Selected Plan (TSP) contains 80 
wells, 25 co-located with the WAF, and the remainder scattered around the watershed, 
and partitioned between the Upper Floridan Aquifer (UFA) and the Avon Park 
Permeable Zone (APPZ). 

A. Unknown and Unanalyzed Effects. 

The 41-year simulation estimates that a net 5.3 million acre-feet of water will be 
injected into the aquifer through the ASR component of the TSP. This is an enormous 
quantity of water. Moveover, it must grow at at least linearly with time; the PIR 
simulations show the volume growing exponentially (Figure 4). The TSP assumes the 
aquifer has the capacity to receive this volume of water, but there has been no study or 
scientific evaluation to verify this assumption. This assumption should be verified 
through further investigation prior to finalizing the Revised Draft PIR/EIS. 

Even if capacity can be verified, the injected water will displace native water in the 
aquifers, and the Revised Draft PIR/EIS does not discuss or analyze those effects for the 
TSP. Since the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations require the 
evaluation of cumulative impacts, an analysis on this "lost" water must be included in 
the PIR. Likely effects should be investigated, analyzed, and published prior to finalizing 
the Revised Draft PIR/EIS to ensure the scientific community- and the public - can fully 
weigh the risks and benefits of the TSP. 

Specifically, over a 41-year simulation, the difference between what is injected into the 
aquifer and what is pumped back out is 5.3 million acre-ft (Figure 4). This "lost" water is 
about twice the operational volume of Lake Okeechobee. Over 50 years (i.e., life of the 
project), the volume of "lost" water could exceed 7.1 million acre-ft. Given that the 
injected water will displace native water in a confined aquifer, this water could affect 
the pressures in over an aquifer volume of 20 to 50 times the 5.3 million acre-ft of "lost" 
water. This would almost certainly have profound impacts on the hydrogeology of the 
subsurface, yet is completely absent from the PIR. 
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Figure 4: Cumulative difference of daily inflow and outflow (inflow minus outflow) for 

the simulation period (1965-2005) and a 2nd order polynomial trendline. 

B. Benefits Are Dependent on Loss Assumptions. 

The PIR assumed a loss rate of 50%, leading to an effective loss rate of about 52-55%, 

which led directly to the above concern that the extremely large quantity of water 

assumed to remain in the aquifer could lead to secondary effects. The PIR contained no 

investigation of the sensitivity to this extremely important assumption . We performed 

several sensitivity analyses and found that the benefits from ASR and therefore the TSP 

depend on the assumed loss rates. For example, if one tries to avoid the "lost" water 

problem described above by assuming 100% recovery, the peak storage volume in the 
aquifers increases from 1.0 million acre-feet to 2.8 million acre-feet. While that is less 

than what would be retained in the aquifer assuming a 50% loss rate, the volume is still 

extremely large; it is larger than operational storage of Lake Okeechobee. And as 

above, there is no analyses in the PIR of the effects of storing 2.8 million acre-ft in the 

aquifer. 

Similarly, if one tries to decrease the required storage volume by assuming 100% 

recover efficiency and a demand that is equivalent simulated in the TSP (increasing the 

volume recovered does not seem to reduce unmet demands), then the ASR inflows 

would have to be reduced by 50%. When the ASR inflows go down by 50%, the 

regulatory discharges to estuaries increase by 20% (Table 2), indicating reduced benefits 

to northern estuaries. That is, a significant fraction of the benefits to the estuaries is 

predicated on the assumed 50% "loss" of water. 
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Table 2: Changes in regulatory releases from Lake Okeechobee (for 100% ASR efficiency 
and 50% reduction in ASR inflows) 

Model runs. 
Regulatory releases from Lake Okeechobee 

S77 %change S308 % change 

ALTlBW 176.1 95.0 

ALTlBW modified 207.2 + 17.7% 117.8 +24% 

In sum, the benefits described by the PIR are predicated on and sensitive to the 
unverified assumption of loss rate. This introduced enormous uncertainties about the 
long-term viability of TSP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Plan. Addressing storage and water quality north of Lake Okeechobee is an 
essential element of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan and we look 
forward to getting the best possible project. 

/j 

Thomas Van Lent, Ph.D. 
Vice President of Science & Education 

Rajendra Paudel, Ph.D. 
Senior Hydrologist 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration 
Plan. Addressing storage and water quality north of Lake Okeechobee is an essential 
element of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan and we look forward 
to getting the best possible project.

Sincerely,
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August 19, 2019 

Dr. Gretchen Ehlinger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Transmitted via email: 
OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 
Gretchen.S.Ehlinger@usace.army.mil 

RE:  Comments on the Revised Draft PIR and EIS for Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 

Dear Ms. Ehlinger: 

Sierra Club submits the following comments on the Revised Draft Integrated Project Implementation Report 
(PIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 
(LOWRP) with the goal of seeing the LOWRP Optimized Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) drastically improved. 
Sierra Club believes that ecosystem restoration projects in the Lake Okeechobee Watershed are essential for the 
following reasons: (1) for the health of the Lake Okeechobee ecosystem and its watershed; (2) to improve the 
quality, timing, and quantity of freshwater flows to the northern estuaries; and (3) for the redirection of freshwater 
from the lake to where it is most needed, south to the Everglades and Florida Bay. 

1. While we support the wetland restoration of the Paradise Run and Kissimmee River Center sites, 
which would restore about 4,800 acres to wetlands, we urge SFWMD and USACE to not miss the 

opportunity to restore more wetlands. As stated in the Revised Draft PIR/EIS, “about 330,000 acres of 
wetlands have been lost in the LOWRP area” and “more wetland acres restored would generally be better” 
(Appendix E, Attachment B). The Lake Okeechobee West site has a high restoration potential. We cannot 
accept leaving out this excellent restoration site from further consideration just because it is not in “better 
ecological quality.” We urge SFWMD and USACE to modify the Optimized TSP to include this site, 

which would restore 2,800 additional acres of high value wetland habitat. The restoration of more 
wetlands will also provide additional opportunity for water quality improvements. 

2. The goals of the CERP component referred to as "Lake Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality Treatment 
Facilities (OPE)" included not only wetland restoration, but also stormwater treatment areas to "retain 
phosphorus before flowing into Lake Okeechobee" (CERP Yellow Book, p. 9-4). The CERP Yellow Book 

makes it clear that an essential aspect of Everglades restoration is the inclusion of water quality 

features. USACE must reconsider and include water quality features that are essential to Everglades 

restoration and improve the health of Lake Okeechobee. The USACE’s stated current policy of not cost-
sharing on water quality features runs counter to CERP’s goals of restoration and therefore must be 
reconsidered and modified. If the federal government does not cost-share, whether because of 

administrative policy or legislation, it is still incumbent upon the state to provide a locally preferred 

alternative that includes water quality features. 

3. The Wetland Attenuation Feature (WAF) must be modified and modeled as a water quality feature, 

such as a Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) and/or a Flow Equalization Basin (FEB). This will help in 
significantly reducing nutrient loading to Lake Okeechobee and thereby also reduce the level of nutrients 
discharged to the northern estuaries. Reducing the level of nutrients into Lake Okeechobee is essential to 
Everglades restoration; it must not be omitted from this important CERP project. Nutrient loads to Lake 
Okeechobee must be reduced and LOWRP can be designed to provide such a reduction. Therefore, we urge 
USACE and SFWMD to modify this feature so it provides what the ecosystem needs, clean water for the 
heart of the Everglades. 
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4. We strenuously oppose the use of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells in CERP as they are 

contrary to the goals of restoration of the Lake Okeechobee watershed and the Everglades. ASRs 
would waste hundreds of millions of dollars of public funding that are needed for actual ecosystem 
restoration.  The proposed eighty ASRs will be a form of permanent artificial “life support”, creating a 
watershed ecosystem stuck in an Intensive Care Unit.  

5. More shallow surface water storage is required. The Optimized TSP lacks the meaningful and long 
envisioned shallow storage needed in the Lake Okeechobee watershed. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to the above. We look forward to providing additional input on an 
ongoing basis as the project proceeds. 

Sincerely, 

Diana Umpierre, AICP 
Organizing Representative, Sierra Club 
136 S. Main Street, Unit A 
Belle Glade, FL 33430 
diana.umpierre@sierraclub.org 
(561) 983-8655  
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Sanibel-Captiva Conservation Foundation 

September 3,  2019 

Gretchen Ehlinger 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Transmitted by email: Gretchen.S.Ehlinger@usace.army.mil 

OkeechobeeWatershedRestoration@usace.army.mil 

Re: Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) 

Dear Dr. Ehlinger:  

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Sanibel Captiva Conservation Foundation to comment on the 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) Revised Draft Integrated Project 

Implementation Report And Environmental Impact Statement (PIR). Our island community is located 

like a catcher's mitt at the western, receiving end of discharges from the greater Everglades ecosystem 

where the majority of excess water is discharged, causing harm to critical natural resources and the 

economy of our region. 

The annual harm comes from excessive volumes of nutrient polluted water that washes out the estuary 

nursery, affects year classes of fish,  kills submerged aquatic vegetation habitats used as nursery for the 

rich local fishery and causes lethal levels of oxygen depletion.  Similarly the Caloosahatchee estuary 

uniquely suffers very frequently in the dry season and droughts from too little water made available for 

the resource due to the over allocation of water resources to consumptive users over documented 

natural resource needs. 

We recognize and support the critical need for projects north of the lake to improve hydrology through 

storage and treatment of water and restoration of wetlands to improve the delivery of water to and 

conditions in Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries.  However, we cannot recommend or 

support this TSP due to the severely limited project benefits from limited storage, treatment and 

hydrologic capacity of the project coupled with a very high cost. Opportunities to enhance the project 

are possible with changes to the planning area and should be considered to provide an effective and 

cost beneficial project. 

Project Objectives 

The stated purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP) is "to increase 

water storage capacity in the watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, improved 

quantity, timing, and distribution of water to the Northern Estuaries, increased accessibility of water 

supply for existing legal Lake Okeechobee Service Area users, and to restore wetlands within the project 

area." 
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We are concerned with he addition of water supply as a project objective while features to address 

water quality are limited. The original Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) project 

included water quality while water supply was not included in the project as a primary goal. The current 

TSP only marginally addresses water quality and has added water supply to the project objective which 

sets up potential new conflicts in meeting the intent of improving the delivery of water to and 

conditions in Lake Okeechobee and the northern estuaries. 

Declining water quality conditions  in Lake Okeechobee that flow into the lake from the north 

establishes an imperative that water quality treatment be maximized as a functional part of the project. 

Water quality is fundamental to public health, the health of the entire ecosystem and the resulting 

habitat benefits  which are the primary objectives of Everglades restoration.  While water supply is an 

ancillary benefit of the project it should not be credited as benefiting ecosystem restoration when 

operationally it is applied to serve private consumptive interests at the expense of the public interests of 

improving the health and function of Lake Okeechobee and the estuaries. 

We fully support the wetland restoration portion of the project for the habitat and treatment benefits 

provided.  While these areas provide important habitat restoration benefits they do not contribute 

significantly to the water capture and storage capacity desperately needed.  

Project Storage Capacity & Expansion 

A key obstacle in the planning process has been lack of access to land from willing sellers in the 

restricted geographic scope of the project.  Additionally concerns about seepage from the central 

storage reservoir feature, left the project woefully short of storage capacity provided by a Wetland 

Attenuation Feature (WAF) in place of the reservoir and a significantly reduced number of Aquifer 

Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells from that envisioned in the original CERP plan. 

The project area includes four major drainage basins: Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, Taylor 

Creek/Nubbin Slough, and portions of the Lower Kissimmee (S-65D and S-65E), totaling approximately 

920,000 acres.  This area represents  only the southern third of an interconnected 2.6 million acre 

watershed to the north. Attempting to address the volume, quality and timing issues for the entire 

watershed in the lower one third of the watershed is like expecting the Caloosahatchee estuary to 

address/ mitigate the influence of the much larger freshwater watershed. Not only does it disconnect 

the watershed from a management perspective, it forces the upstream impacts over the majority of the 

watershed to be resolved in the southern fraction of land. 

We suggest an expansion of the project boundary to include the entire Kissimmee valley watershed that 

feeds into Lake Okeechobee with potential benefits from connecting with efforts in the Everglades 

Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge and Conservation Area.   This will conform to the principle of 

looking at the system as a whole and addressing issues and needs closer to their source where 

localized and smaller footprint solutions/projects can be applied more cost effectively. Distributing  the 

project elements across the entire watershed increases the capacity and distribution of regional storage 

and treatment, would enhance flood plain rehydration and habitat restoration over a greater extent of 

the watershed. 
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November - December 2018 

9 weeks average flow = 883 cfs 
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Water Quality 

The TSP provides little to address water quality even though the original CERP project included 

stormwater treatment areas (STA) and reservoir assisted treatment areas (RASTA).  We are strongly 

opposed to eliminating or reducing dedicated water quality features in the plan, especially considering 

the high levels of nutrients documented flowing into the lake from the north, which still greatly exceed 

phosphorus levels identified in the Lake Okeechobee TMDL.  Extensive harmful algal blooms  have been 

documented annually in the Lake in recent years. These harmful algae blooms impact the communities 

that depend on Lake Okeechobee as their drinking water supply and the coastal estuaries that routinely 

receive regulatory discharges from the lake. 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 

The project capacity and operations rely heavily on ASR at levels approximately one third of the original 

CERP plan design, a result of the Regional ASR Study.  There is a great deal of uncertainty about the 

performance of ASR since it has never been built or operated at the scale and intensity proposed.  

Recovery rates and the operation of wells in high water events provide questionable and limited 

reliability, a concern for a major project feature. We suggest that expanding the geographic scope to 

include the entire watershed provides more options for project features to store, treat and recharge 

water instead of relying so heavily on ASR for which there is no Plan B substitute. 

Ecological Performance Modeling - Caloosahatchee 

The model outputs for the ecological performance of the Caloosahatchee is based on a flawed low flow 

performance measure target of 450 cfs, a level that has resulted in the permanent loss of over 1,000 

acres of freshwater tapegrass habitat in the upper estuary due to high salinities and loss of a low salinity 

zone downstream of the WP Franklin Lock & Dam. 

Real-time, monitored data and observations of estuary salinity responses to flow have documented this 

disparity as shown in the graphs below.  The left graph shows dry season flows averaging 662 cfs over 

an eight week period where flows were insufficient to prevent an MFL exceedance and harm that lasted 

90 days .  The graph on the right shows salinities in the fall/winter dry season where flows over a nine 

week period averaged 883 cfs stabilizing salinities below the MFL harm level, avoiding an exceedance.  

 

 

February - March  2018 

8 week average flow = 662 cfs  for 28 days 
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Not only does this document how incorrect flows of 450 cfs are, the habitat benefits analysis incorrectly 

uses this faulty metric to derive benefits when a more accurate minimum flow is closer to 730 cfs and a 

restoration flow needed to demonstrate benefits instead of loss would be even higher.  

We are currently engaged in the RECOVER reassessment process to try to correct this error from 

compounding false calculations in CERP projects on water needs of the estuary.  Sea level rise is 

influencing and changing the estuary salinity envelope resulting in habitat compression and loss of the 

low salinity zone downstream of the Franklin Lock. We are also actively engaged in the LOSOM review 

to incorporate more accurate flow regimes into the operations and management of the system.   

To achieve an accurate analysis of habitat impacts model outputs need to be post-processed at a living 

time scale to protect resources for which salinities at and above 10 psu are lethal.  Looking at daily or 

weekly conditions vs. monthly averages is important to see the dynamics and assess the impacts to 

living elements in the system. When two weeks of high salinities can cause the loss or death of 

tapegrass and two weeks of low salinity can kill oysters,  it is important that any habitat unit analyses 

associated with alternatives use a living time scale to assess the harm or benefits.  

Additionally we suggest adding a low-salinity zone as a physical spatial target based on a specified 

“minimum habitat volume” downstream of S-79 as an alternative method for assessing habitat units.  

This could correspond to the extent of freshwater habitat that is needed between Fort Myers and the 

Franklin Lock. 

As proposed, SCCF  cannot recommend or support this TSP due to the inadequate hydrologic benefits 

and high project cost.  However, water storage, treatment and hydrologic restoration north of the lake 

are essential to achieving Everglades restoration. We strongly encourage a reevaluation of the project 

with  the entire Kissimmee/Okeechobee watershed to gain opportunities to assure the project achieves 

the best environmental and cost effective outcomes to enhance, restore, and improve conditions in the 

greater Everglades ecosystem and the northern estuaries. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments for consideration.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Rae Ann Wessel, Natural Resource Policy Director 

Sanibel Captiva Conservation Foundation 

. 
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DRAFT INTEGRATED PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project 

Abstract: 

Okeechobee, Highlands, Hendry, Lee, Glades, Martin and St. Lucie counties, Florida 

Lead Agency: Department of Army 

U.S. Army Corps of El'lgineers, Jacksonville District 

The purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP} is to increase water storage 
capacity in the watershed, resulting in improved Lake Okeechobee water levels, improved quantity, 
timing, and distribution of water to the Northern Estuaries, increased accessibility of water supply for 
existing legal L~ke Okeechobee Service Area users, and to restore wetlands within the project area. The 
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) would achieve these goals and objectives by reducing the large pulses of 
regulatory flood control releases sent from Lake Okeechobee by redirecting these flows to an above
ground wetland attenuation feature (WAF) and aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells. Additionally, the 
TSP restores approximately 5,300 acres of wetlands along the historic Kissimmee River channel. 

By creating additional water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, the TSP can facilitate improved flexibility 
in the timing and distribution of water in the lake, to the northern estuaries, and throughout the Lake 
Okeechobee watershed. Water can be stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake stages and 
later be released into the Lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times. The storage proposed 
by the TSP increases the amount of time that the Lake stage levels are within the ecologically preferred 
stage envelope (31.9% as compared to 27.7% for the FWO condition) when modeled over the 41-year 
period of record (1965-2005). The TSP provides a 57% reduction ln discharge volumes from Lake 

;j:t ;)-- Okeechobee to the Northern Estuaries, in conjunction with authorized projects. The TSP will restore 
approximately 5,300 acres of high quality wetlands in the watershed and will provide approximately 
10,000 acres of emergent marsh habitat within the WAF footprint. The TSP, Alternative 1BW, includes a 
flow-through WAF, 80 total ASR wells (55 watershed ASR wells, 25 wetland attenuation ASR wells), and 
the Paradise Run and Kissimmee River Center wetland restoration sites. The LOW RP TSP was chosen based 
on detailed estimates of hydrology generated by the Regional Simulation Model for Basins (RSM-BN) for 
the Northern Estuaries. The first cost (2018 price level) of the TSP is $1,420,000,000. 

DRAFT INTEGRATED PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project
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Executive Summary 

ESl ]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Jacksonville District, in partnership with the South 
Florida Water Management District (SFWMD), prepared the Integrated Project Implementation Report 
(PIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the federal and non-federal interest in 
implementing the Lake. Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project (LOWRP), a component of the · 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) that achieves restoration in the heart of the 
Everglades ecosystem. CERP was approved as a framework for restoring the south Florida ecosystem while 
providing for other wateNelated needs of the region in the 2000 Water Resources Development Act 
{WRDA 2000). The LOWRP PIR/EIS presents a description of existing arid expected future conditions in the 
south Florida Everglades ecosystem; formulation and evaluation of plans considered to address 

.jr 3 ecosystem restoration needs in the region; analysis of environmental effects of the Optimized Tentatively 
Selected Plan (TSP}; project costs; and implementation issues. 

ES1.1 Purpose and Need 

The Kissimmee-Okeechobee-Northern Estuaries-Everglades ecosystem is an internationally recognized 
· and valued aquatic ecosystem that has been altered from 120 years of highly effective efforts to drain 

jf # water off the land, in part by a massive federal drainage project known as the Central and Southern Florida 
(C&SF) Project of the 1900s. The overall effect of the federal C&SF Project on the hydrology of this 
ecosystem has been a disruption of the natural timing, quantity, quality and distribution offlows entering 
and leaving Lake Okeechobee, loss of overall water storage, high volume freshwater flows to the 
Caloosahatchee Estuary and St. Lucie Estuary (collectively called the Northern Estuaries), and a lower 
quantity of water available for the Everglades, all affecting nationally significant areas. Water that once 
flowed from Lake Okeechobee south through the Everglades, down Shark River Slough, and to the 
southern estuaries has been impounded in the lake and discharged to the Northern Estuaries via releases 

;;;ft-b through the C-43 and C-44 canals. Changes in the quantity, timing, and distribution-offreshwat1:;r entering 
the Northern Estuaries often leads to salinity fluctuations in the estuaries, causing subaquatic vegetation 

_ stress, loss of benthic organisms and habitat, increased sedimentation and decreased water clarity, and 
redistribution of salinity-sensitive species including commercially importa.nt fish. Direct !and impacts due 

_µ, /p to development and farming of natural areas after the drainage made them viable have significantly 
-I" reduced the spatial extent and storage of wetlands throughout the system. 

#1 

CERP, as documented in the 1999 C&SF Project Comprehensive Review Study Final Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Restudy), consists of 68 different 
components. The purpose of the CERP is to modify structural and operational components of the federal 
C&SF Project to achieve restoration of the Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem, while providing 
for other water-related needs such as urban and agricultural water supply and flood protection. The 
LOWRP focuses on Lake Okeechobee and its northern watershed because they set the pulse of hydro logic 
flows and timing throughout the Everglades. Lake Okeechobee is often referred to as the "heart" of the 
Everglades because of its crudal role of driving the hydrology throughout this internationally recognized 
ecosystem and the associated estuaries. The LOWRP will restore historic conditions that allow Lake 
Okeechobee a)1d its northern watershed to pulse water through the Everglades as it did historically, 
before the C&SF project, within the constraints of the modern landscape. The LOWRP contains 3 of the 
68 CERP components and has the following purposes as described in the Restudy: 

LOWRP Revised Draft PIR and EIS June 2019 
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1. North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir (Component A) purpose as described in Section 
9.1.1.l of the Restudy: Detain water in Lake Okeechobee during wet periods for later use during 
dry periods. · 

2. Lake Okeechobee Aquifer Storage and Recovery (Component GG) purpose as described in Section 
9.1.2.1 of the Restudy: (1) Provide additional regional storage while reducing both evaporation 
losses and the amount of land removed from current land use that would normally be associated 
with construction and operation of aboveground storage features; (2) increase the lake's water 
storage capability to better meet regional water supply demands for agriculture, lower east coast 
urban areas, and the Everglades; (3) manage a portion of regulatory releases from the lake 
primarily to improve Everglades hydropatterns, and to meet supplemental water supply demands 
of the lower east coast; (4} reduce harmful regulatory discharges to the St. Lucie and 
Caloosahatchee estuaries; and (5) maintain and enhance the existing level of flood protection. 

3. Lake Okeechobee Watershed Water Quality Treatment Facilities (Component OPE} purpose as 
described in Section 9.1.1.3 of the Resdudy: Attenuate peak flows before ·flowing into Lake 
Okeechobee, and restore wetlands in the Lake Okeechobee watershed that have been ditched 
and drained for agricultural water supply and flood control. 

ESl.2 Project Area 

Q__ The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida. It includes four major t V drainage basins: Fisheating Creek, Indian Prairie, Taylor Creek/Nubbin Slough, and portions of the Lower 
Kissimmee {S-65D and S-65E), totaling approximately 920,000 acres (Figure ES" 1). The project area 
includes portions of Glades, Highlands, Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Martin counties, along with the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) Brighton Reservation. The majority of the LOWRP features are located in 
the Indian Prairie sub-basin, although there are proposed aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells located 
throughout the project area. The study area includes the project area, Lake Okeechobee, and the 
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, totaling approximately 1,450,000 acres. 
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Figure ES- 1. Map of project area and study area. 

ESl.3 Authority 

The LOWRP is being prepared as directed by Section 601(d)(2)(b) of WRDA 2000, which requires 
preparation of a PIR to implement components of the CERP. Upon approval of the PIR by the Governing 
Board of the SFWtvlD arid the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA-CW), the Optimized 
TSP will be submitted to Congress for authorization. 

ESl.4 Project Goals and Objectives 

In addition to project purposes, LOWRP goals are listed below: 

1. Enhance ecological values in the study area's wetlands, Lake Okeechobee, and estuarine 
ecosystems. 

2. Enhance economic values and social well-being. 

LOWRP objectives are listed below: 

· 1. Improve quantity, timing, and distribution offlows into Lake Okeechobee to maintain ecologically 
desired lake stage ranges more often. 

Reduce large freshwater releases from Lake Okeechobee to improve the salinity regime and the 
quality of oyster, submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), and other estuarine community habitats 
in the Northern Estuaries. 

3. Increase the spatial extent and functionality of aquatic and ·wildlife habitat within Lake 
Okeechobee and the surrounding watershed. 

Increase availability of the water supply to the existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee 
commensurate with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology. 

LOWRP Revised Draft PIR and EIS June 2019 
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ES1.5 · Alternative Plans and Jdentifjcation of the Tentatively Selected Plan.· 

TheLOWRP alternative formulation strategy was conducted in two phases, with broad public/stakeholder 
participation and input. Phase i identified water storage management measures that function to meet 
the interconnected Objectives 1, 2, and 4. Phase 2 identified wetland restoration management measures 
to meet Objective 3. Phase 1 water storage components and Phase 2 wetland restoration sites were 
combined to form the focused array of alternatives. Two levels of evaluation criteria were used to screen 
initial water storage and wetland restoration management measures and to identify the focused array of 
alternatives. This analysis is docdiri.ented in Section 3 of the main report. · · 

The fornsed array of alternatives, A;ternative 1Bshlw, Alternative 1BW, and ;lternative 2Cr (Fig~re ES-2} 
were chosen as a result of this evaluation criteria. The focw;ed array and the no action plan, or future 
without project (FWO} condition, were evaluate~ usi~g hydrologk simulation model output, hydrologic 
performance, and ~cological improverrients. Perl'orm;3nce measures were used t~, evaluate the degree to 
which proposed alternative plans met restoration targets representative of pre-drainage cbnditions. 
Planning-level c:ost estimates were developed for the three alternative plans, and ecosystem restor;:1tion 
beneflts were calculated. Then selection criteria were applied, including the USACE Principles and 
Guidel\nes Criteria {Efficiency, Effectiveness, Completeness, and Acceptability} and the Four Acco~nts 
(National Economic Development - net value of the national output of goods and services; Regional 
Economic Development - regional economic activity; Environmental Quality - non-monetary effects on iJ: \~significant natural and cultural resources; and Other Social Effects - societal and individual hea Ith and 

· human safety). Th is analysis is documented in Section 4 of the main report. 

Alternative lBW was identified as the TSP for the following reasons: 

• This plan reasonably maximizes ecosystem restoration benefits compared to costs. 

• This plan proposes a shallow wetland attenuation feature (WAF), which would be operated for 
regional storage and may also provide wetland habitat within the WAF, additional ancillary water 
quality benefits, increased aesthetic values, and additional recreational opportunities not 
provided by the other alternatives. 

• The shallower depth of the WAF reduces overall dam safety concerns and seepage losses when 
compared to alternatives that included deeper storage. 

• This plan includes watershed ASR wells and ASR wells that are co-located with the WAF. Co
location of ASR wells with the WAF provides a relatively high diversion capacity tool with 
potentially recoverable storage volume. Because the WAF is co-located with ASR wells, it can 
potentially be filled more than once during a season or event as the ASR empties the reservoir 
and is not limited to surface storage volume. Additionally, the combined system minimizes the 
need for additional real estate acquisition and infrastructure, thereby saving capital construction 
costs and long-term operations and maintenance requirements. 

• This plan co-locates the WAF with one of the selected wetland restoration sites, which reduces· 
the need for seepage infrastructure and associated construction costs, and provides wetland 
habitat connectivity. 

When compared to other alternatives, this plan maximizes use of public lands within the project 
area, reducing impacts to local communities. 

• This WAF footprint in this plan avoids critically endangered Fl.orida grasshopper sparrow habitat. 
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• This plan leaves more high-quality wetlands intact than other alternatives. 

SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Proiect 
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Figure ES-2. Focused array of alternatives. 
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The TSP was subsequently updated from the TSP presented in the July 2018 Draft PIR/EIS to become the 
Optimized TSP, referred to as Alternative 1BWR. The footprint was revised based on feedback from 
stakeholders, along with more detailed design optimizations to increase the cost-effectiveness of the 
LOWRP. Specifically, the eastern boundary of the WAF was moved to the east to eliminate a gap between 
the WAF and Paradise Run that is now incorporated into the project footprint. This resulted in an increase 
in the WAF area .:rnd a decrease in the Paradise Run area. The WAF boundary and the Paradise Run 
boundary are now contiguous on the entire east side of the WAF. The WAF boundary area changed from 
12,500 acres to 13,600 acres and was further modified to avoid a communication tower in the southeast 
corner. The Paradise Run area changed from 4,100 acres to 3,600 acres and was modified to include an 
approximate 1,000 foot buffer from State Road 78. All of the WAF infrastructure was developed from the 
conceptual level. This included the addition of internal embankments, tree islands, ungated auxiliary 
spillways, gated spillways, and culverts. The location of the outlet to Herbert Hoover Dike was moved to 

. 1\, the north. In addition, the intake for the Kissimmee River- Center wetland was changed from a submerged 
j{ib-f weir to a pump station. 

ES1.6 Description of the Optimized TSP 

The Optimized TSP (Figure ES- 3) consists of the following components: 

• A wetland attenuation feature (WAF) (dark blue polygon) with a storage volume of approximately 
46,000 acre-feet 

• 80 ASR wells (including watershed ASR wells and wetland attenuation ASR wells) with a maximum 
storage volume of approximately 448,000 acre-feet per year 

• Wetland restoration sites Paradise Run (approximately 3,600 acres) and Kissimmee River-Center 
(approximately 1,200 acres) 

i l{• Recreational facilities at multiple sites in the WAF and wetland restoration sites 
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Figure ES- 3. LOWRP Optimized TSP. 

The LOWRP Optimized TSP would improve the quantity, timing, and distribution of water entering Lake 
Okeechobee, provide for better management of lake water levels, reduce releases to the Caloosahatchee 
and St. Lucie estuaries, improve system-wide water management operational flexibility, and restore 
portions of the historic Kissimmee River channel and floodplain. Maintaining Lake Okeechobee stage 
levels within the ecologically preferred stage envelope would benefit plant and animal communities by 
providing appropriate depths and seasonality of flooding; concentrating prey resources in the marsh for 
wading birds; improving nesting and foraging habitat for endangered Everglade snail kites; increasing 
spawning habitat for sport fish; increasing light penetration for submerged and emergent plants at the 
edge of the marsh; and creating a diverse littoral vegetation community. This would also reduce the 
frequency and severity of water supply cutbacks to the Lake Okeechobee Service Area (LOSA). Reducing 
the return frequency, volume, an_d duration of releases to the Northern Estuaries will improve salinity and 
turbidity conditions and benefit oysters1 seagrass beds, and the species that inhabit them. The restoration 
of historic Kissimmee River sites would result in improved connectivity, more natural hydrologic 
conditions, and improved habitat for fish and wildlife resources. The flow-through WAF may create 
emergent wetland habitat, resulting in improved connectivity1 more natural hydrologic conditions, and 
improved habitat for fish and wildl1fe. Recreational features would enhance the existing opportunities for 
resource-based activities in the study area. 

ESl.6.1 Benefits to Lake Okeechobee Watershed 

The LOWRP includes two wetland restoration sites, Paradise Run and Kissimmee River-Center, currently 
J umostly pasturela nds. The Paradise Run site would restore approximately 3,600 acres of historic Kissimmee 

'# V'River channel and floodplain, restore natural flow to the river, and restore more natural hydroperiod to 
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the floodplain wetlands. The Kissimmee River-:Center site would restore approximately 1,200 of riverine 
and floodplain wetlands. Wetlands restored/created by the LOWRP would work in conjunction with the 
ongoing Kissimmee River Restoration (KRR} Project, which restores large portions of river-floodplain 
ecosystem. The Kissimmee Basin forms the headwaters of Lake Okeechobee and the Everglades; together 
they comprise the Kissimmee~Okeechobee-Everglades system. The LOWRP and KRR project would 
perform together to improve habitat and increase the overall connectivity within the system. 

It is anticipated that many species would rapidly colonize restored and newly created aquatic habitat. 
Wetland restoration would provide emergent vegetation that would offer habitat for a diverse population 
of invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, and wading birds, and provide major beneficial effects to the 
aquatic community in the watershed. The deeper natural sloughs in the WAF footprint would create 
refugia forfish during drier times, a major beneficial effect in the watershed. As predicted by the Trophic 
Hypothesis (RECOVER 2004), an increase in density of small fishes would directly benefit higher-trophic
level predators such as wading birds. Small mammals, including raccoons and river otters, would benefit 
from increased small prey fish biomass in rehydrated areas of the watershed along the Kissimmee River. 

ESl.6.2 Benefits to Lake Okeechobee 1 

The LOWRP would store water in the WAF and ASR wells, which would provide more operational flexibility 
A in the timing and distribution of water into the lake. By creating additional water storage north of Lake 

.~ li Okeechobee, water can be stored during wet times to reduce high lake stages and later be released into 
the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times. ln modeling, the storage proposed by the 
Optimized TSP increased the amount of time that lake stage levels are within the ecologically preferred 
stage envelope over the period iof record (1965-2005} (Table ES-1). The Optimized TSP slightly increases 
the percentage of time the lake is above 17 ft. (extreme high stage) due~ to lake operational optimizations ( 
that were modeled for CEPP and this project. 

1 Environmental benefits for Lake Okeechobee have been evaluated by hydrologic performance via the RSM-BN Model. It is 

important to note that hydrologic modeling for LOWRP was optimized to maximize estuary benefits using the 2008 LORS with 

modifications proposed by the Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) along with new optimizations proposed by LOWRP 
(proposed lake operational optimizations to take advantage of Herbert Hoover Dike repairs and new infrastructure proposed by 

LOWRP). The model results in the effectiveness evaluation reflect these optimizations. More details on LORS optimizations are 

located in Appendix A. A sensitivity run was petiormed on the Optimized TSP with the unmodified Lake Okeechobee schedule to 
verify that project benefits would still be obtained without these modifications. This run confirmed that LOWRP benefits, while 
reduced overall, occur independently of lake schedule modifications. This analysis is provided in Section 6. 

LOWRP Revised Draft PIR and EIS June 2019 
ES-8 

LOWRP PIR and EIS C-2147 February 2020



c· 

( 

Executive Summary 

Table ES-1. Lake Okeechobee stage envelope improvements with the Optimized TSP. 

ALT1BWR. . .. ... . ---,- ... ' 

Percent Time Inside Ecologically Preferred Stage Envelope 27.7% 31.2% 

Percent Time Above Stage Envelope 29.9% 28.1% 

Percent Time Below Stage Envelope 42.4% 40.7% 

Percent Time Below Navigational Min. Stage ( < 12.56 ft.) 29.8% 27.5% 

Extreme High Stage(> 17 ft.) 0.4% 1.2% 

Low Stage(< 10 ft.) 3.3% 2.2% 

Ecological benefits would result from an overall effect of reducing dramatic fluctuations in water levels, 

which would improve marsh inundation patterns by reducing intra- and inter-annual variation that tends 
to benefit invasive species and reduce littoral zone extent: Th~ Optimized TSP would improve conditions 
for fish in Lake Okeechobee by creating better conditions for the emergent and SAV habitat that the fish 
use in the nearshore and littoral zones. An increase in invertebrate and plankton populations and diversity 
would also benefit fish in the lake as an increased food source. Overall, stabilizing lake stages should 
benefit_ vegetation in the upper and lower marshes by reducing the intra- and inter-annual varation that 
leads to encroachment of woody vegetation and exotic species at high elevations and loss of SAV beds to 
open water or emergent marsh at low elevations. 

The effectiveness of the Optimized TSP for Lake Okeechobee was assessed with an index score composed 
of three Lake Okeechobee performance measures (methodology further documented in Appendix G, 
subsection 4). The Optimized TSP with authorized projects shows an improvement over the FWO index 
score, thus providing an additional increment toward the overall CERP lake index score goal (Table ES-2). 

Table ES-2. Lake Okeechobee performance of the Optimized TSP relative to CERP goals. 
·.- ,- ,---.-. ,· _• ·-· .. . - ', - --,, '·. Pe.rcent' .. 

· lmproveinent Percent of 
Scenario for POR . Lake Weighted rel~tive to . CERPGoal 

(1965-2005) Description Index Score Pre-CERP Ba~eline Achieved 

Future Without Project Authorized Projects 0.68 5.3% 45% 

ALT1BWR LOWRP Optimized TSP 0.70 9.2% 78% 

CERP CERP Goal 0.72 11.7% 100% 

ESl.6.3 Benefits to Northern Estuaries2 

The LOWRP Optimized TSP would reduce the number and severity of freshwater flows from Lake 
Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries by diverting larger flows to storage. Holding 

2 Environmental benefits for the Northern Estuaries have been evaluated by hydrologic performance via the RSM
BN Model. It is important to note that hydro logic modeling for the LOWRP was optimized to maximize estuary ben" 
efits using the 2008 LORS with modifications proposed by the Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP), along 
with new optimizations proposed.by the LOWRP (proposed lake operational optimizations to take advantage of 

LOWRP Revised Draft PIR and EIS June 2019 
ES-9 

Lake Okeechobee Stage Levels FWO ALT1BWR

Percent Time Inside Ecologically Preferred Stage Envelope 27.7% 31.2% 

Percent Time Above Stage Envelope 29.9% 28.1% 
Percent Time Below Stage Envelope 42.4% 40.7% 

Percent Time Below Navigational Min. Stage ( < 12.56 ft.) 29.8% 27.5% 
Extreme High Stage(> 17 ft.) 0.4% 1.2% 

Low Stage (< 10 ft.) 3.3% 2.2% 

Scenario for POR (1965-2005)Description Lake Weighted Index 
Score

Percent Improveinent relative 
to Pre-CERP Baseline

Percent of CERP 
Goal Achieved

Future Without Project Authorized Projects 0.68 5.3% 45% 
ALT1BWR LOWRP Optimized TSP 0.70 9.2% 78% 
CERP CERP Goal 0.72 11.7% 100% 
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and diverting larger flows becomes more expensive, but the ecological significance of doing so cannot be ( ····· 
understated. The ability to reduce high~flow release events is key to improving the resiliency and health , 
of the Northern Estuaries, resulting in increased tourism and associated economic benefits from a healthy 
coastal/estuarine system. The Optimized TSP would reduce total flows to the Northern Estuaries by 30% 
when compared to the FWD condition (Table ES-3}. 

Table ES-3. Total Estuary Flow Reduction with the Implementation of LOWRP. 

165,000 129,501 107,116 

416,071 235,824 149,810 

581,071 365,326 256,926 

NA 0% 30% 

Currently, many oyster and seagrass beds are stressed and have been reduced or eliminated from their 
former areas by extreme salinity fluctuations, increased turbidity, and sedimentation, A reduction in the 
number of high volume freshwater releases to the estuaries would help to reduce turbidity, 
sedimentation, and moderate unnatural changes in salinity that impact estuarine communities. 
Reductions in turbidity and sedimentation would allow greater light penetration, promoting the growth 
of seagrass beds, and would help lessen the problem of flushing oyster spat into outer areas of the 
estuaries that currently experience high salinity levels during the dry season, which results in increased 
predation and disease in the oyster population. The implementation of the Optimized TSP would increase 
the acres of SAV, oyster, and healthy benthic habitat. The improvement of estuarine conditions will 
ultimately have a significant beneficial effect to essential fish habitat resources. SAV and algal 
communities are also common foraging areas for the green sea turtle. Reductions in high-flow events . 
within the Northern Estuaries reduce stress on SAV and promote increases in seagrass shoots, potentially 
increasing foraging opportunitie.s for green sea turtles in this region. 

ESl.6.4 Recreational Benefits 

T~e LOWRP features would accommodate public access and enhance the existing opportunities for 
resource-based recreation found in the study area. Due to the large public interest in outdoor recreation 
opportunities, the LOWRP project area would experience increased visitation rates because of its 
geographic proximity to Lake Okeechobee, the Kissimmee River, and several other water management 
areas, all of which currently experience visitors from all over the state and nation. Public boat access 
would be provided to Paradise Run. The private lands converted to public access would increase the 
freshwater boat fishing opportunities. The WAF may offer small boat opportunities for fishing and 
frogging, with hiking and biking on the levees near urban areas. The WAF would likely be incorporated 
into the statewide Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission alligator and waterfowl quota hunting 

Herbert Hoover Dike repairs and new infrastructure proposed by the LOWRP). A sensftivlty run was performed on the 
Optimized TSP with the unmodified Lake Okeechobee schedule to verify that project benefits would still be obtained without 
these modifications. This run confirmed thaUOWRP benefits, while reduced overall, occur independently of lake schedule 
modifications. This analysis is provided in Section 6. 
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Existing Condition: 
Baseline 
(ECB (cfs)

FWO (cfs) LOWRP (cfs)

St. Lucie Estuary Average Annual Flow 165,000 129,501 107,116
Caloosahatchee Estuary Average Annual Flow 416,071 235,824 149,810
Total Flow 581,071 365,326 256,926
Percent Total Flow Reduction over FWO NA 0% 30% 
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;(~grams, Restoration of wetlands would also provide additional opportunities for wildlife viewing, 
significantly increasing aesthetic values. 

Reductions in high flows to the estuaries would provide minor beneficial effects by enhancing utilization 
of estuaries by fish, and increase water clarity and the spatial extent of SAV, subsequently improving 
related recreational opportunities such as fishing, boating, and kayaking. Reductions in high-volume 
discharges to the estuaries would result in lower suspended solids, increased water clarity, and the correct 
salinity envelope to maintain healthy SAV beds. These benefits could lead to increased aesthetic values 
through increased wildlife viewing opportunities within the Northern Estuaries (Orth et al., 2006). 

ESl.6.5 Other Benefits3 

Water supply benefits for existing legal users are a direct result of increasing water supply to the-natural 
system by keeping Lake Okeechobee water levels within the ecologically preferred band, which is above 
the water shortage cutback trigger stage levels. ASR wells provide the ability to store water in the Upper 
Floridan Aquifer when lake levels rise above those desirable for lake ecology. Water stored in ASR wells 
can be recovered during dry periods to assist in keeping lake levels within the ecologically preferred band, 
which is above water supply cutback trigger levels. The interagency project deHvery team (PDT) has found 
that water supply is inextricably linked to restoration features of the project because LOWRP features 
benefit both environmental and water supply objectives. The Optimized TSP would increase the 
availability of water supply to~~JJSet]Inthe LOSA by reducing the frequency and severity of 
water restrictions, and water supply cutback volume by 24%, when compared to the FWO condition (Table 

ES-4). 

Table ES-4. Water restrictions for Lake Okeechobee Service Area (POR 1965-2005). 
.. 

Cutba~kTota1·(1cat) .· Simulation .. 

ECB 857 

FWO 688 

LOWRP 520 

Reduction in cutbacks compared to FWO 24% 

While the overall project purpose is ecosystem restoration, the WAF and wetland restoration 
components, along with improved Lake Okeechobee and Northern Estuaries ecosystems, provide multiple 
recreation and economic opportunities for the local areas in the form of hunting, fishing, boating, and 
other outdoor recreation. The LOWRP also boosts resiliency to potential climate change effects by 
increasing freshwater in Lake Okeechobee and the northern watershed system, and buffering natural 

3 Water supply benefits have been evaluated by hydrologic performance via the RSM-BN Model. It is important to 
note that hfdrologic modeling for LOWRP was optimized to maximize estuary benefits using the 2008 LORS with 

modifications proposed by the Central Everglades Planning Project {CEPP} along with new optimizations proposed 
by LOWRP (proposed lake operational optimization-? to take advantage of Herbert Hoover Dike repairs and new 
infrastructure proposed by LOWRP). The model results in the effectiveness evaluation reflect these optimizations. 
A sensitivity run was performed on the Optimized TSP with the unmodified Lake Okeechobee schedule to verify that project 
benefits would still be obtained without these modifications. This run confirmed that LOWRP benefits, while reduced overall, 
occur independently of lake schedule modifications. Thls analysis is provided in Section 6. 
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ECB 857
FWO 688
LOWRP 520
Reduction in cutbacks compared to FWO 24%
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system areas and the underlying aquifer against possible sea level rise and minor decreases in rainfall. 
Ancillary water quality improvements are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the Optimized 
TSP. The implementation of the LOWRP may reduce the phosphorous loadings to the lake by 8-11% over 
the FWO condition. 

ESl.6.6 WRDA 2000 Savings Clause 

The LOWRP meets the requirements of the WRDA 2000 Savings Clause by maintaining current levels of 
service for flood protection and causing no elimination of existing legal sources ofwater supply within the 
areas affected by the project (Annex B). 

ES1.7 Environmental Considerations 

The LOWRP has been identified to be environmentally preferable for meeting project objectives within 
the study area. All practicable means to avoid or minimize adverse environmental .effects have been 
incorporated into the Optimized TSP. An adaptive management and monitoring plan has been included in 
the PIR (Annex D) to describe the methodology to monitor ecosystem restoration performance and 

, provide options to improve restoration performance, if needed. The Invasive and Nuisance Species 
. ~ Management plan (Annex F) describes actions associated with managing the spread of invasive species 

M that would otherwise impact restoration performance. Adverse effects associated with implementing the 
Optimized TSP are expected to be minimal to moderate. Short-term impacts to air quality, the noise 
environment, aesthetic resources, and vegetation, and disturbances to and displacement of fish and 
wildlife resources to other nearby habitat, are expected from operation of construction equipment 
through lands designated for staging, access, and construction. 

No significant direct adverse impacts to wetlands are expected from the construction of the project. The 
Optimized TSP would create wetlands to offset projected wetland losses in the WAF. More information 
on impacts to wetlands is provided ln Section 5. Although the WAF provides for aboveground storage like 
a reservoir, water levels may be suitable for growth of wetland vegetation due to shallow water depths 
typically realized through operation of the facility. Threatened and endangered species that USACE 
anticipated may be affected, either positively or negatively, by the project include: northern crested 
caracara, Florida bonneted bat, Everglade snail kite and its critical habitat, Eastern indigo snake, Florida 
manatee and its critical habitat, Florida panther, wood stork, Florida grasshopper sparrow, Okeechobee 
gourd, gopher tortoise, sma lltooth sawfish and its critical habitat, green sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle, loggerhead sea turtle, and Johnson's seagrass. The USACE sent a Biological 
Assessment (Annex A) to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to initiate consultation when the Draft 
PIR/EIS was released in July 2018. Additiona I coordination took place with USFWS and it was determined 
that a supplemental BA was not needed based on the change in footprints for the optimized TSP and/or 
effects determinations in the BA submitted concurrent with the Draft PIR/EIS remain the same. The 
USFWS Final Biological Opinion will included in Annex A upon receipt. Additionally, listed species managed 
by the National Marine Fisheries Sel"v'.ice have been addressed as part of a previously completed CERP 
programmatic Biological Opinion. 

"\ahe Optimized TSP may have adverse effects on cultural resources, some of which may be unavoidable 
)y, Oand long-term, and/or cannot be assessed until the detailed design phase of the project is completed and 

the area of potential effec:ts (APE) is determined. The APE will determine the extent of cultural resource 
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Subject: Comments draft Integrated Project Implementation and 
Environmental Impact Statement Lake Okeechobee Watershed 
Restoration Project (LOWRP)– Optimized Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP) (Alternative 1BWR) 

Dr. Ehlinger 

My name is Jerry Smith. I am a recently retired civil (environmental) engineer. 
For 30 plus years I worked as a Public Health Engineer for the Minnesota 
Department of Health, Drinking Water Protection Program. Some of my primary 
responsibilities included source water protection and maintaining water quality of 
public water systems regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. My wife Betty 
and I are seasonal residents of Sanibel Island. We have been coming to Sanibel for 
nearly 20 years and have chosen Sanibel as our place to retire. It is the natural 
beauty of the Island that has drawn us here. 

I want to thank the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) for the opportunity for 
stakeholders to provide input to this restoration project. I fully support the project 
goals and objectives of the LOWRP to improve management of water levels in 
Lake Okeechobee and Everglades restoration and south Florida ecosystems. 
Getting the water right in both water quality and quantity is essential in the 
distribution of water to the northern estuaries as well as meeting congressional 
mandates in the delivery of water to service area users urban and agricultural and 
flood protection. 

Maximizing the water storage capacity north of Lake Okeechobee is key in 
restoring balance to water distribution and retention within the watershed. Water 
now comes into the Lake six times faster than it can be released, and a tropical 
storm/hurricane can raise the water level of the Lake as much as 4 feet in a few 
weeks, no longer months. I commend the USACE for the actions they have taken 
this year in lowering the Lake level more than usual during the dry months as it 
provided more capacity/freeboard when events like Hurricane Dorian take place. 

There is one element of the TSP that is of great concern, and that is the use of 
aquifer storage and recovery wells (ASR) in water storage north of the Lake 
Okeechobee. While ASR wells can provide the ability to store water in large 
quantities in short periods of time, it is not a natural water storage system, is highly 
engineered and the long term ecological consequences of doing no harm is not 
known on a scale that is being proposed. I strongly encourage the USACE to 
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consider and exhaust all other water storage options including land acquisition, 
wetland rehabilitation and restoration before implementing the use of ASR wells. 

The draft LOWRP report section, Environmental Consideration (ES1.7) makes no 
mention of ASR wells.  In the report, there are a number uncertainties that were 
identified including hydrogeological uncertainties related to the effective of storage 
and ability to recover water, quality of recovered water, and wildlife effects related 
to potential impingement/entrapment of larvae on the intake of the ASR wells. 
Also, in the LOWRP report in their public comments the Miccosukee Tribe of 
Indians of Florida, and Seminole Tribe of Florida both expressed concerns 
regarding the inclusion of ASR wells at the scale being considered. 

At the request of the USACE, the National Research Council’s (NRC) Water 
Science and Technology Board convened a committee to review the ASR Regional 
Study Technical Data Report and assess progress reducing uncertainties related to 
full-scale CERP ASR implementation. In 2015 the NRC released their review of 
the Everglades Aquifer Storage and Recovery Study. 

In their summary, the NRC committee agrees with the Regional Study findings that 
no “fatal flaws” have been discovered, but many uncertainties remain that merit 
additional study before large-scale ASR should be implemented. The following 
represent the highest priority uncertainties they identified in CERP decision 
making. What actions or steps is the USACE taking to address the uncertainties 
identified in the NRC report? 

1. Operations to Maximize Recovery and Reduce Water Quality Impacts. More 
research is needed to assess improvements in recovery efficiency and 
recovered water quality by establishing a freshwater buffer zone and 
maintaining it throughout subsequent cycle testing (termed a target storage 
volume approach). This approach could have major implications for the 
ecotoxicity of the recovered water if the proportion of native groundwater is 
substantially reduced. However, a larger buffer zone could create an 
expanded zone of near-term arsenic mobilization that is anticipated to 
attenuate over time. The use of well pairs or clusters should also be 
examined to improve recovery efficiencies and performance.   

2. Ecotoxicology and Ecological Risk Assessment. Some of the largest 
uncertainties remaining after the ASR Regional Study are associated with 
the ecological risks of ASR in the Everglades. The results of chronic toxicity 
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testing and regional water quality modeling suggest some cause for concern 
and a need for further analysis considering longer storage times and greater 
recharge volumes, use of a target storage volume approach to improve 
recovered water quality, and more ASR sites. Ecotoxicological testing 
should be designed in light of the fact that water from ASR operations will 
primarily be recovered during dry, low-flow conditions. Research should 
also examine the impacts of calcium and hardness on soft-water areas of the 
Everglades. The ecological risk assessment should be probabilistic in nature 
and can be improved using advancements in quantitative methods drawn 
from other successful regional-scale assessments. 

3. Understanding Phosphorus Reduction Potential. Removal of phosphorus 
represents a key unexplored benefit of ASR, and more research is needed to 
examine the long-term rates and extents of subsurface phosphorus removal 
under various aquifer conditions.   

4. Disinfection. Disinfection permitting requirements were not uniformly 
achieved during the pilot studies due to high organic matter in the recharge 
water. Additional work is needed to develop appropriate pretreatment 
strategies without hindering subsurface biogeochemical processes that 
attenuate dissolved arsenic. Research on pathogen survival in groundwater 
has demonstrated inactivation in flow-through chambers at varying rates. 
However, substantial additional research is needed on a wider suite of 
pathogens under groundwater conditions, and this information needs to be 
coupled with an understanding of groundwater travel times and the locations 
of potential human exposures to determine the level of disinfection 
necessary to protect human health.   

5. Cost and Performance of ASR Compared to Alternatives. Decision makers 
are unlikely to support continued research on ASR without clear 
documentation of the potential benefits of ASR relative to other possible 
water storage alternatives. Thus, a comparative cost-benefit assessment for 
water storage alternatives, including integrated operation of ASR wells and 
surface storage reservoirs, is an important next step. Benefits should be 
assessed in terms of new water delivered to the Everglades, flood flow 
prevention, or water quality improvements. Such an analysis should 
document performance uncertainties, which may help prioritize research to 
inform future decision making. 

  These high-priority uncertainties can be resolved through research at a range 
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of scales, from computer modeling and laboratory testing to continued pilot 
testing with expanded ecotoxicological testing to expansion of the current 
pilot sites. Although current uncertainties are too great to justify near-term 
implementation of ASR at a large scale in the Everglades, opportunities exist 
to target future phased implementation of ASR in a way that addresses 
critical uncertainties while providing some early restoration benefits. Until 
the uncertainties related to ecological effects are substantially resolved, any 
new ASR wells to be drilled should be sited adjacent to large water bodies 
with adequate mixing zones to minimize adverse ecological impacts.   

In Section ES1.10.7 of the draft LOWRP it is mentioned that the optimized TSP 
provides a significant increase in water storage north of Lake Okeechobee, 
additional storage is needed to meet CERP goals for north of the lake to further 
improve Lake Okeechobee health and reduce release to the northern estuaries. 
How much additional storage is required beyond what is being proposed? 

The period of record for the draft LOWRP is 1965-2005. If years 2006 to 2019 
were taken into consideration what impact would there be on the percentage of 
Lake stage levels within the ecologically preferred stage envelope (Table ES-1), 
and reduction in discharge volumes to the northern estuaries? 

I again want to thank you for your time and consideration of my comments and 
If you need to contact me, I can be reached at questions. 
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