March

2,2016

Laird S. Wreford
Coastal Initiatives Manager
Environmental Protection Division
Sarasota County Government
1001 Sarasota Center Blvd.
Sarasota, Florida 34240

Subject: Lido Beach Long Range Erosion Control Project
To Mr. Wreford:

Please accept this letter as our initial communication regarding the peer
reviews done for the Lido Beach Long Range Erosion Control Project. This
communication is intended to further dialog on the project and not to be
viewed as a final document. We hope this will help us continue to engage in a
beneficial discussion and ensure we have the best project we can. To this end,
the City has been working with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) on
project modifications, when possible, to improve the project and provide for
adaptive management of the project, The USACOE has been and still is
committed to continued communication and working with us to make the
project better.
There have been many reports and studies of Big Pass and Lido Key, including
the Feasibility Study done by the US Army Corp of Engineers. When they
moved from the Feasibility Study to the design and permit phase, the USACOE
found that the "Off Shore" locations considered earlier were insufficient or
unsuitable. The USACOE reviewed the work done by Sarasota County as a
starting point for further inlet sand source considerations. Over the last
several years, the USACOE has held several public meetings and received input
from the community as well as from other agencies. The document and
concepts have been modified, when possible, in response to the comments and
suggestions received. As a result of these modifications, the project as first
proposed has been revised slightly. The information presented at the April 15,
2015 public meetings summarized the project with the modifications proposed
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These meetings were recorded and can be found on the City's
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Two peer reviews were conducted for the Lido Beach Long Range Erosion
Control Project. The first peer review was initiated by the City of Sarasota and
pefformed by Coastal Tech, dated August 6, 2OL4. The direction for this study
was to focus on the impacts of mining the shoal at Big Pass. The second study
was initiated by Sarasota County and performed by Atkins, dated October
2015. The focus of the Atkins study was to review the Lido Beach Long Range
Erosion Control Project with a focus on whether the USACOE has provided
assurance that; the shoreline pnd user experience at Ted Sperling Park are not
impacted, the removal of the proposed volume of sand from Big Sarasota Pass
channel and ebb shoal would not adversely impact Siesta Key beaches or water
front property on north Siesta Key and the proposed project will not adversely
impact navigation within Big Sarasota Pass. In addition, the scope requested
consideration of a "No-Action Alternative".

The Findings of the Coastal Tech report noted that the USACOE report, as
related to the mining of the ebb shoal, was done using models and
assumptions that are generally appropriate and reflect competent application
of the state-of-the- practice, The conclusions go on to state that the plan
should include a series of Adaptive Management actions to address a range of
possible outcomes, and that the mining for this project should be considered as
a one-time event until monitoring and management can demonstrate that the
project is behaving as predicted.

The USACOE and the City have reviewed these comments, and modifications
are in process to be included in the project in order to address these
recommendations. These considerations include emphasizing that the initial
project will be a one-time event and will require monitoring of the area,
including Siesta Key and the shoal to verify the shoal and shoreline are
responding as predicted before a future renourishment is planned using this
same sand source.

In reviewing the Atkins report, the Executive Summary includes a statement

that Atkins "could not provide a professional opinion on the recommendations
provided in the USACOE report"; atthough they note their opinions on use of
data gathering and modeling techniques throughout the report, and note that
they do not understand the fact that the project has been modified over tirne.
This is a point of great concern. If Atkins would have researched all the
available data on line, many of their questions would have been answered.
Additionally, on page 3 of the report, Atkins notes that they requested the
USACOE to provide additional data which Atkins did not receive. Neither the
City nor USACOE are aware of any request for data, but our goal is to make
sure Atkins understands the project and can give helpful comments and
recommendations to improve the project. The USACOE is also very willing to

review the information with Atkins and answer any questions they may have.
In order to provide this information to Atkins and to provide the City with more
information on the comments on the finding below, we would recommend a
meeting between the design professionals.

In response to the findings for Item 1 of the peer review: To determine if the
USACOE has provided assurance

that the shoreline and user experience at Ted
Sperling Park are not impacted. The response includes several questions but
does not touch on the impact to the user experience at all. As user experience
is reviewed for impact in the constructed environment, the experience in the
non-constructed environment should be described as well. What would be the
difference over the next few years with no project or after the project? There
needs to be a baseline to compare with in order to determine if there is a
negative impact in the constructed environment. This finding continues on to
ask several questions regarding the groins. The southerly groin was removed
for a few reasons, including the desire not to impact the existing vegetation to
install the groin section. While the groin was to be buried, installation would
have impacted the existing vegetation so the groin has been removed. The
modification in groin design was discussed at the April 15,2015 meeting. As
this finding notes several questions in this regard, it appears that much of the
data developed for this final report wasn't reviewed prior to the completion of
the report. As noted earlier, most of this information is on the internet and
available to the public, and we would be happy to arrange to a time to discuss
the design and purpose of the groins with your consultant and the USACOE if
Atkins needs further clarification on the revisions to the groin design and why
these changes were made.

In response to the finding for item 2: To review the proposed project and
verify it will not adversely impact navigation within Big Sarasota Pass. This
paragraph is a bit unclear. The volume of water that is pushed out through the
pass is very large. The natural channel is over 20' deep in locations, in part
because of the shoal restricting the flow of water through Big Pass. As a
result, the natural channel carries a large volume of water with significant flow.
The amount of water that will be diverted through Cut C is very small in
comparison and the will not impact the natural channel or harm navigation. It
appears that Atkins is noting risk in Cut C but it isn't clear what the risk is. Is
it the risk that this cut will not remain open to provide navigation in the future?
We would concur that Cut C will fill back in, but that navigation through the
natural channel will continue to remain and will not be adversely impacted by
the opening of Cut C. We would request Atkins provide more information on
the risk they noted and their thoughts on navigation concerns in Big Pass.
In response to the findings for item 3: There have been many studies on the
dredging of part of this shoal and the USACOE finding also support the use of
a small percentage of the shoal as a borrow area. The specifics may vary
slightly in the exact cubic yardage in the shoal (approx. 20- approx. 23

MCY)

and cubic yardage proposed, but these studies are consistent in the findings
that the use of a small percentage of the sand will not negatively impact Siesta
Key beaches. The Atkins report notes that the use of 1.3 Million CY would take
approximately 10 years to fill back in. While this is a rather simplified view of
the situation, the City and the USACOE propose that this is done as a single
project. We will include monitoring, and as noted above, only consider this as
a future sand source after the monitoring of the project if it shows the shoal
has filled back in and the system is behaving as designed.

In response to the findings for item 4: No build, the impact to Ted

Sperling

Park and Lido Beach, the summary here is very sparse and the impact of this
option is quite an important component of the decision making process. If the
no-action option is selected and we live with the continuation of erosion, what
will be lost in terms of people's homes, infrastructure, habitat for birds and
turtles, recreational resources and tourist taxes? These considerations are
worth discussing in more detail.

There are also many references regarding the need for additional information
and survey data to determine the shoal size and modeling of the borrow area.
The USACOE used FDEP monument monitoring, LIDAR and WIS, and these
applications are the state of the practice and again, if Atkins would have
reviewed all available information, I think they would understand the
methodology and purpose much better.

If there are questions you would like me to ask the USACOE to

respond to
directly, please let me know and I would be happy to ask the USACOE to do so.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, or need further
please feel free to contact our office.
Sincerely,

Alexandrea DavisShaw, P.E.,
City Engineer

PTOE

Cc: Milan Mora, Project Manager US Army Corp.

clarification,

