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BEACH EROSION CONTROL AND
STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT
PANAMA CITY BEACH, BAY COUNTY, FLORIDA

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Location. The Panama City Beaches Storm Damage Reduction Project (SDR) is located in
the northwest Florida Panhandle and extends 18.5 miles from Philips Inlet eastward to the
Panama City Harbor (St. Andrews Bay) entrance channel shown in Figure 1. The project site is
located 80 miles southwest of Tallahassee. The project area is made up of shorelines of Panama
City Beach and unincorporated shorelines of Bay County, in addition to several borrow areas

located offshore in the Gulf of Mexico.
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Figure 1: Panama City Beach Vicinity Map (CP&E , 2007)

1.2 Purpose and Need. The rare “clustering” of tropical storms that occurred in 2004 and 2005
had significant impacts on the Panama City Beaches SDR project. Most notable of these storms
were lvan 2004, Dennis 2005 and Katrina 2005. The 2004/2005 hurricane season resulted in an
average of 22 feet of shoreline recession with an estimated loss of more than 3.0 million cubic
yards (cy) of sediment from the -20-foot contour. The 2005/2006 emergency beach maintenance
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was able to restore most of the project to pre-lvan conditions; however, an estimated 1,000,000
cy is still needed to restore the beach from the impacts of recent hurricanes.

Beach quality sand in the existing borrow areas was nearly depleted during the 2005/2006
emergency beach maintenance. Additional sand sources are needed to help restore the beach.

1.3 Authority. The project was originally authorized by Section 501 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 1986 (Pubic Law 99-662) and reauthorized by Section 318
WRDA 1996 (Public Law 104-303). The study for which this Environmental Assessment (EA)
was prepared was conducted under Public Law (PL) 84-99, Flood Control and Coastal Storm
Emergencies (33 U.S.C.701n) (69 Stat 186). Under (PL) 84-99 the Chief of Engineers, acting
for the Secretary of the Army, is authorized to undertake activities including disaster
preparedness, advance measures, emergency operations (flood response and post flood
response), rehabilitation of flood control works threatened or destroyed by flood, protection or
repair of Federally authorized shore protective works threatened or damaged by coastal storm,
and provisions of emergency water due to drought or contaminated source.

1.4 Description of the Authorized Project. The plan authorized by WRDA 1986 provided for a
dune top width of 30 feet at an elevation of 15 feet-National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD),
a 25-foot wide storm berm at 7 feet-NGVD, and a 10-foot wide berm at 4 feet-NGVD sloping
down to the natural bottom of the Gulf of Mexico at 1-foot vertical to 18-feet horizontal. The
plan also authorized stabilization of the dune top with vegetation. The project was modified
based on a storm protection benefit analysis according to the National Economic Development
(NED) standard. The modified plan adjusted the fill template and included construction of a
terminal groin near Philips Inlet. The locally preferred alternative, which terminated the project
eastward of Philips Inlet with no terminal groin structure, was implemented under
recommendations of the 1996 General Reevaluation Report (GRR). The locally preferred
alternative provides for a seven foot berm landward of the erosion control line with a 50-foot top
width from Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) monument R-91.5 to R-
17.5, transitioning to a 30-foot top width at R-16 and continuing with a 30-foot top width to R-
5.0 with appropriate transitions to tie back into the natural shoreline at the ends of the project
(Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Panama City Beach Placement

1.5 Environmental History and Scope. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) entitled, Beach Erosion Control and Hurricane
Protection, Panama City Beaches, Florida was filed with the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) on February 7, 1979. The project EIS addressed the environmental effects of 18.5 miles
of beach restoration, finding that the adverse effects of the recommended plan had been
minimized to the extent practicable and the action proposed was consistent with national policy,
statutes, and administrative directives. An Environmental Assessment (EA) entitled, Beach
Erosion Control and Storm Damage Reduction Project, Panama City Beach, Bay County,
Florida was completed in April of 1995 in conjunction with the Panama City Beaches, Florida
General Reevaluation Report (GRR). This EA updated the resource description and impacts
associated with the locally preferred alternative of 16.8 miles of beach restoration along Panama
City Beach, Bay County, Florida. An EA entitled, Beach Erosion Control and Storm Damage
Reduction Project, Panama City Beach, Bay County, Florida was completed in May of 1997.
This EA evaluated impacts associated with changes in the project configuration which were
implemented by the local sponsor, the Bay County Tourist Development Council (TDC), during
the 1998 beach nourishment. Since the completion of the original EIS and subsequent EAs there
have been changes in listed threatened and endangered species, critical habitats, and available
sand sources. A draft EA has been prepared to address the potential impacts associated with the
use of an additional sand source and to update the resource description and impacts associated
with beach restoration along 16.8 miles of Panama City, Bay County beaches. The previous EIS
and EAs are hereby incorporated into this document by reference.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 No Action Alternative. NEPA defines a no action as the continuation of existing conditions
in the affected environment without the implementation, or in the absence of the proposed action.
Inclusion of the no action alternative is prescribed by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations as the benchmark against which federal actions are to be evaluated.

A no action alternative would not provide immediate protection to areas where the shoreline has
been critically eroded by the recent storm events. The no action alternative would allow
continuation of existing erosion and decreasing beach widths. Loss of valuable property would
occur causing a decline in local resident use and tourism. Environmental impacts (shorebird and
sea turtle nesting habitat) due to erosion and transport of sands would also continue to occur.

2.2 Sand Sources.

2.2.1 Offshore Sources. Several offshore sand sources were considered. These areas included 4
previously studied borrow areas (BA-1A, 3B, 4A,nd a 5A&B) and 9 previously studied and
excavated borrow areas (BA-I, I1, 111, V, VI, VII/2A, IX, 5C and the Panama City Harbor
entrance channel) (Figure 3). Table 1 below shows estimated volumes and average depth of
borrow areas with remaining beach quality sand located outside the 25-foot depth of closure.

Table 1: Estimated Remaining Borrow Area Volumes

Estimated

Estimated Borrow Avg.
Borrow Vol. Bottom Depth

Area remaining, cy | Area, sf remaining, ft
BA-IX 63,000 837,492 2.03
BA-VII 154,000 1,496,819 2.78
BA-1II 152,000 1,626,013 2.52
BA-I 463,000 7,655,869 1.63
BA-5C 508,000 2,422,083 5.66

Excavating material from BA-1X, VII, I11, and | at this time; would be inefficient given the small

quantities, shallow depth of the available material, and/or large variations in both the ground
surface and excavation limits. BA-5C is the only existing borrow area with adequate volumes,
cut depths and ground surfaces for excavation with an estimated volume of roughly 508,000 cy
and an average cut depth of 5.7 feet (Table 1).

In addition to geotechnical investigations of existing borrow areas CP&E preformed further
investigations in 2005 that identified a beach quality sand source within the ebb tidal shoal of the
St. Andrews Bay Inlet. The proposed area is located approximately 4,000 feet south of Shell
Island in the eastern lobe of the St. Andrews Inlet ebb tidal shoal (Figure 3). The area is
approximately 45 acres in size with an estimated volume of roughly 564,000 cy.
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2.2.2 Upland Sources. Given the quantity of beach quality material needed and the high costs
associated with upland sources this alternative was considered but not evaluated in detail.

2.3 Dredging Alternatives. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) does not normally
specify the type of dredging equipment to be used. This is generally left to the dredging industry
to offer the most appropriate and competitive equipment available at the time. Nevertheless,
certain types of dredging equipment are normally considered more appropriate depending on the
type of material, the depth of the excavation, the depth of access to the placement site, the
amount of material, the distance to the placement site, the wave-energy environment, etc. A
more detailed description of types of dredging equipment and their characteristics can be found
in Engineer Manual, EM 1110-2-5025, Engineering and Design - Dredging and Dredged
Material Disposal. This Engineer Manual is available on the internet at
http://www.usace.army.mil/publications/eng-manuals/em1110-2-5025/toc.htm.

2.4 Description of the Proposed Alternative. The proposed alternative is to use existing
previously excavated borrow areas, with sufficient quantities of remaining beach quality sand
and an additional borrow area, hereon referred to as BA 11 to restore the beach. The proposed
borrow area is located approximately 4,000 feet south of Shell Island in the eastern lobe of the
St. Andrews Inlet ebb tidal shoal (Figure 3). The borrow area is approximately 45 acres in size.
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Existing grade varies from elevations -27 to -34 feet. The finished grade within the area planned
to be used, excluding side slopes, would vary from an elevation of -36.5 to -41 feet. Sand is
expected to be dredged via pipeline or hopper dredge and placed along the downdrift shoreline to
help restore the eroded beach resulting from the 2004/2005 tropical storm events.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT.

3.1 Coastal Processes. Wave energy is considered to be moderate (Price, 1954; Tanner 1960)
with a mean wave height of 2.6 ft. The most predominant waves in the Gulf of Mexico are wind
generated waves. The prevailing winds are from the southeast and south, which generate an east
to west longshore current (Culter and Mahadevan, 1982), with the exception of a localized area
of reversed sediment transport just west of St. Andrews Inlet (Coastal Technology, 2002;
USACE, 1994). The net sediment transport rates based a wave analysis by the Corps (1994)
range from 66,000 to 91,000 cy/year (USACE, 1996). A more recent sediment budget from
Coastal Technology (2002) is provided in Figure 5. Tidal currents are predominantly diurnal and
the tidal range is minimal (~1.3 feet). Lillycrop, et al (1989) shows currents ranging from 2.8
ft/second during ebb and 2.3 ft/second during flood.
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Figure 5: Panama City Beach Sediment Budget (Coastal Technology, 2002)

Two inlets are located within the vicinity of the project, St. Andrews Inlet on the east and Philips
Inlet on the west. St. Andrews Inlet was opened in 1934 and has been maintained by the Corps
for safe navigational passage between St. Andrews bay and the Gulf of Mexico. Maintenance
dredging of the Panama City Harbor Entrance Channel is conducted on an average of once every
2 years. Material removed from the entrance channel (~ 94,000 cy/year) is bypassed to the
downdrift beaches. Philips Inlet is an intermittent pass between Powell Lake and the Gulf of
Mexico. The inlet periodically migrates within a 0.5 mile stretch west of the Pinnacle Port
condominiums. The historic pattern has been that the inlet would migrate to the west, close off,
and then re-open at a more hydraulically efficient location usually to the east, when the runoff
into Lake Powell builds sufficient head, or when wave action associated with a large storm
causes a break-through. In more recent years the inlet has been mechanically opened by the
county to lower water levels that build up from runoff into Lake Powell.

As previously stated St. Andrews Bay Entrance was opened in 1934. Since its opening it has
grown a significant sized ebb shoal. Coastal Tech (2000) measured the ebb shoal size by
comparing 1935 to 1977 bathymetric maps, and came up with a volume of 23 million cy. This
volume includes an offshore disposal area, historically used for dredged material from the
Panama City Harbor Navigation Channel. McCormick, et al., (1994) used the idealized straight
and parallel "pre-inlet" contours as a baseline and determined an ebb shoal volume of 27 million
cy. The average long term ebb shoal growth rate has been between 550,000 cy/yr and 640,000
cy/yr, most of which occurred in the early years after the inlet was opened. Recent shoaling rates
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in the approach channel are approximately 21,000 cy/yr (Coastal Tech 2000). Coastal Tech's
(2002) most recent sediment budget for the inlet shows a net shoal growth rate of 10,000 cy/yr,
which is the difference between maintenance dredging and sand transport into the inlet from all
adjacent shorelines.

3.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources.

3.2.1 Coastal sand dune/beach. Most of the natural terrestrial communities in the project area
have been affected by tourist-oriented development. The areas seaward of the structures are
typically described as unvegetated beachface and low elevation dunes and swales. The beaches
along the State parks and Sunnyside contain natural terrestrial communities that are more
representative of pre-development conditions. Typical habitats in these areas include primary
dune systems with low elevation foredunes. Lower elevation dunes are vegetated primarily with
sea oats. Other vegetation includes panic grass, morning glory, rail road vine, sand spur, and
other grasses and sedges. Higher dune habitats contain additional species such as scrub oak,
briers, cabbage palm, saw palmetto, rosemary, salt rush, and groundsel tree. Examples of
wildlife using the beach and dune habitats include sea turtles, shorebirds, crustaceans such as
ghost crabs, reptiles, and various predators such as raccoons and snakes. The beaches along the
project are important wintering areas for shorebirds such as sanderlling, dunlin, short- billed
dowitchers, plovers and willet. The beaches and dunes are also important nesting sites for birds
including terns, black skimmer and plovers.

3.2.2 Intertidal/Swash and Nearshore Marine. The sandy substrate of intertidal swash zone
provides habitat for benthic and infaunal communities characterized by low species diversity.
Salaman and Naughton (1978) investigated benthic macroinvertebrate assemblages inhabiting
the swash zone at Panama City Beach, Florida. Sampling data showed four dominate species
representing four families: Donax texasianus, a borrowing bivalve; Scolelepis squamata, a
polychaete worm; Haustorus sp., an amphipod; and Emerta talpoida, an anomuran crab.

Saloman (1976) investigated benthic faunal populations inhabiting the nearshore zone off
Panama City Beach, Florida. According to Saloman, a variety of crabs, marine worms, clams,
cumacans, and sandhoppers dominate the nearshore zone. Donax Texasianus, a burrowing
bivalve, commonly occurred on both sandbars and troughs. Other dominate species found on the
first offshore bar include Haustorius sp., an amphipod; Mancocuma sp., a cumaces; and
Scolelepis squamata, a polychaete worm. Additional dominant species found on the second
sandbar and adjacent landward trough includes the haustoriid, Acanthohaustorius n. sp.,
Protohaustoriux n. sp., and Psedohaustorius n. sp. Saloman’s research also showed significant
populations of two polychaete worms — Dispio unicinata occupying the second offshore sandbar
and Spio pettiboneae occupying the deeper troughs.

3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species. The project and surrounding area is known to
support the Gulf sturgeon, Piping plover, Florida manatee, Choctawhatchee beach mice and
various species of marine turtles.

Gulf sturgeon spend cool months (October or November through March or April) in estuarine
areas, bays, or in the Gulf of Mexico. Research indicates that in the estuary/marine environment
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both subadult and adult Gulf sturgeon show preference for sand shoreline habitats with water
depths less than 3.5 m and salinity less the 6.3 parts per thousand (ppt). The majority of tagged
fish have been located in areas lacking seagrass, in shallow shoals 1.5 to 2.1 m and deep holes
near passes, and in unvegetated, fine to medium-grained habitats, such as sandbars, and intertidal
and subtidal energy zones. These shifting predominately sandy, areas support a variety of
potential prey items including estuarine crustaceans, small bivalve mollusks, ghost shrimp, small
crabs and various polychaete worms and lancelets. The nearshore environment offshore of
Panama City Beach is designated as Gulf Sturgeon critical habitat. Data collected from several
years of research suggest that the fish near the project area are usually found at known over
wintering areas to the east of the St. Andrews inlet along Tyndall and Mexico Beaches (Frank
Paruaka, personal communication 2006). Gulf sturgeon from the Brothers, Yellow,
Apalachicola and Choctawhatchee rivers have been located off Tyndall and/or Mexico beaches
in water depths typically of 12-20 ft (F. Paruaka, personal communication 2006). In addition, a
number of reports from anglers fishing off Panama City Beach piers, indicate that Gulf sturgeon
are swimming along the Gulf coast in the project area (USFWS, 2006).

Piping plover winter in coastal areas of the United States from North Carolina to Texas. Their
wintering season generally extends from August through May. The species can be found feeding
on exposed wet sand in swash zones; intertidal ocean beach; wrack lines; washover passes;
mud-, sand-, and algal flats; and shorelines of streams, ephemeral ponds, lagoons, and salt
marshes (Coutu et al., 1990). They also use beaches adjacent to foraging areas for roosting and
preening and small sand dunes, debris, and sparse vegetation within adjacent beaches for shelter
from wind and extreme temperatures. Shell Island located east of the St. Andrews Inlet is
designated as piping plover critical habitat. Although the species is known to utilize the
surrounding state parks they are less likely to utilize the project area due to the high level of
human disturbance. No piping plovers were identified during the 2005 or 2006 shorebird
surveys conducted within the limits of the project.

The Choctawhatchee beach mice are known to occupy portions of Shell Island. This species
utilizes rolling primary and secondary dunes, which are characterized by a thick growth of sea
oats, as well as blue stem, beach grass, and beach goldenrod. They also utilize scrub habitat,
which consists of relict dunes of relatively high elevation, dominated by large patches of shrub
live oak with gopher apple and green briar ground covers. St. Andrew State Park located east
and west of St. Andrews Inlet is designated as beach mouse critical habitat. Although the species
is known to utilize Shell Island they are not known to be within the project area due to the lack of
suitable habitat and the high level of human disturbance.

The Florida manatee occur in both fresh and salt water habitats within tropical and subtropical
regions and show preferences to waters with salinity levels of less than 25 ppt (Hartman, 1979).
Several factors contribute to the distribution of manatees in Florida. These factors are habitat-
related and include proximity to warm water during cold weather, aquatic vegetation availability,
proximity to channels of at least 6.5 ft in depth, and location of fresh water sources (Hartman,
1979). Manatees often seek out quiet areas in canals, creeks, lagoons or rivers. Deeper channels
are often used as migratory routes. The U.S. manatee population generally confines itself to the
coastal waters of the southern half of peninsular Florida and to springs and warm water industrial
outfalls as far north as southeast Georgia.
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Of the five species of sea turtles the Kemp’s ridleys and loggerheads are the most likely species
to occur in the project area due to fact that they are generalist carnivores which typically prey on
benthic mollusks and crustaceans in the nearshore environment. Both species can be found
foraging in shallow sand—mud habitat and at high-relief rock or reef habitats (NMFS, 2005).
Hawksbill and green turtles are specialist feeders that target sponges and seagrass or macroalgae
making them less likely to occur in the area of dredging and sand placement. Leatherbacks are
pelagic feeds and as such are the most oceanic of all the sea turtles, preferring deeper waters
(Rebel, 1974). The species is known to occasionally enter shallow waters and estuaries in the
more northern areas of its range (Ernst and Barbour, 1972).

In addition to the aquatic environment, the beaches of the Florida panhandle provide nesting
grounds for federally-listed (threatened and endangered) marine turtles. The marine turtle
nesting season in this area spans from May 1 through October 31. The threatened loggerhead
turtle frequently nest, although at relative low densities, on the beaches along the SDR project.
Although green turtle nesting has been documented along the Gulf coast of Florida on Santa
Rosa Island (Okaloosa and Escambia Counties) and from Pinellas County through Collier
County, only false crawls have been documented on Bay County Beaches. The endangered
leatherback, Kemp’s ridley and hawksbill sea turtles may occasionally nest on northwest
Florida’s beaches; however, recent nesting has not been reported in Bay County, Florida.
Loggerhead sea turtles’ nest incubation within the limits of the SDR project averages 65 days
with peak nesting in mid June and peak hatching in late August (Watson, 2005). Documented
average number of nest for the project area over the past 15 years (1991-2005) is 21.7 nests per
year. The nesting density is approximately one nest per mile of beach (Watson, 1991, 1993,
1994).

3.4 Essential Fish Habitat. Congress defines Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as “those waters and
substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity,” the
designation and conservation of EFH seeks to minimize adverse effects on habitat caused by
fishing and non-fishing activities. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has identified
EFH habitats for the Gulf of Mexico in its Fishery Management Plan Amendments. These
habitats include estuarine areas, such as estuarine emergent wetlands, seagrass beds, algal flats,
mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates. In addition, marine areas, such as the water column,
vegetated and non-vegetated bottoms, artificial and coral reefs, geologic features and continental
shelf features have also been identified. The habitat in the project area, which is located within
the Gulf of Mexico, consists of estuarine waters and unvegetated bottoms with sand substrates.
Submerged aquatic vegetation occurs within the St. Andrews inlet pass and St. Andrews Bay. No
seagrasses are located within the beach placement or borrow area sites. Of the species managed
by the Gulf Coast Fishery Management, the following would be expected to utilize the project
area: brown shrimp, pink shrimp, white shrimp, king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, gray snapper,
lane snapper, gag grouper, and red drum.

3.5 Special Aquatic Sites. The St. Andrews State Park Aquatic Preserve surrounds the entrance
of St. Andrew Bay and includes West and East Pass, Shell Island, and portions of the St. Andrew
State Recreation Area (FDEP, 2007). Designation of an area as an Aquatic Preserve under
Florida’s Aquatic Preserve Act is to ensure that the preserves’ natural condition (aesthetic,
biological, and scientific values) is conserved for the enjoyment of future generations. Portions
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of the project area (existing borrow areas 5C, 1 and the navigation channel and proposed borrow
area 11) lie within the St. Andrews State Park Aquatic Preserve.

3.6 Water Quality. The FDEP classifies the coastal water in the project area as Class I,
defined as waters suitable for recreation and propagation of fish and wildlife. The waters within
the St. Andrew State Park Aquatic Preserve and Lake Powell are classified as an “Outstanding
Florida Water” (OFW), which is assigned additional protection through the FDEP Regulation.
The FDEP sets water quality standards and requires monitoring of water quality during dredging
and beach placement operations.

3.7 Sediment Quality. Several native beach samples were taken in the dry beach along and
cross-shore of Panama City beach as well as in the submerged active profile in 1997. Composite
beach sediment characteristics at the time included a mean grain size of 0.24 mm (fine sand)
with a 0.53 sorting (moderately well sorted) and 0.94% silt. Composite characteristics of beach
sediments collected in 2004 indicate a mean grain size of 0.28 mm (fine sand), 0.58 phi sorting
(moderately well sorted) and 0.68% silt. BA 11 contains sediments that are very similar to the
existing beach sands. The borrow area composite grain size of 0.28 mm is similar to the values
observed in 2004. Both borrow area and beach sediments are moderately well sorted and silt
percentage is less than 10%. Dry Munsell color values of beach sediments are generally 8 with a
few isolated areas with slightly darker sediments. The average dry Munsell color of the borrow
area material is 7.6.

3.8 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radio Active Waste. The project area lies primarily in residential
and recreational areas. The Corps knows of no sources of hazardous, toxic and radioactive waste
(HTRW) in the project area.

3.9 Air Quality. Non-point sources such as vehicular traffic exists within the area; however, air
quality along Panama City beaches is good due to the presence of either on or offshore breezes
that readily disperse airborne pollutants. Bay County is classified as an attainment area for all
Federal Air Quality Standards.

3.10 Noise. Ambient noise levels in the project area are low to moderate. Because of the
urbanization near the beaches and the popularity of the beach environment, elevated noise levels
primarily from vehicles, may occur during weekends and summer months. The major noise
producing source of the area year round is breaking surf adjacent to residential and resort areas.

3.11 Aesthetics. The signature white sandy beaches and the relatively low wave energy of the
Gulf of Mexico provide a visually-pleasing environment along the beaches of Bay County.

3.12 Recreation. Locals and tourist spend much time sunbathing, sailing, fishing, walking and
engaging in other active and passive activities near the beach. Beach usage peaks during the
summer and subsides during the winter.

3.13 Navigation. The existing deep draft channel into Panama City Harbor was authorized

under the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1948 (House Document 559, 80" Congress). The
navigation project provides for a channel about 2.6 miles long extending from deep water in St.
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Andrew Bay across the Land East Peninsula to the Gulf of Mexico. The channel is protected by
two jetties, each about 700 feet long. Within St. Andrew Bay natural water depths allow vessels
to safely navigate to Dyers Point and Bay Harbor terminals. The proposed borrow area lies
adjacent to the outer entrance channel in a portion of the eastern ebb shoal.

3.14 Historic and Cultural Resources. In November 2005, Tidewater Atlantic Research, Inc.
performed magnetometer and side scan sonar surveys to search for submerged cultural resources
within the eastern ebb tidal shoal. Approximately seventy magnetic and two acoustic anomalies
were identified. Twenty of the magnetic anomalies exhibited signatures consistent with
shipwreck or other cultural resource material. It was recommended that these targets be avoided
by the creation of a 150-foot radius buffer zone or investigated further to assess the significance
of the material generating the signatures. Five targets were also found to contain signature
characteristics consistent with shipwreck material and/or other potentially significant submerged
cultural resources. Each of these were noted as being located below the historic bottom in and or
on the adjacent slope of the navigation channel that was created through Shell Island into the
Gulf in 1934 and were noted to be most likely associated with modern material. The remaining
45 targets were noted as being generated by a single ferrous object such as navigation aids, pipe,
cable, small diameter rods, traps, chain, small boat anchors or other modern debris. The
proposed BA limits were delineated such that it avoids any overlap with a 200-foot radius buffer
zone around the 20 magnetic anomalies which exhibited signatures consistent with shipwreck or
other cultural resource material.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

4.1 Coastal Processes. The shape of BA11 was limited to the area along the channel and the
offshore toe of the shoal. It leaves the nearshore, central ridge and eastern side of the eastern
lobe intact. Water depths within the borrow area range from 27 to 34 feet becoming shallower to
the east with increased distance from the navigation channel. Excavation depths in this area
would generally be 15 feet or less and in no case would the depths be greater than the existing
depth of the navigation channel (-44 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD)). The
borrow area dimensions leaves over 2/3"™ of the eastern ebb shoal lobe and most of the ebb shoal
above the 25-foot NGVD intact to provide protection to the adjacent shoreline.

Hydrodynamic modeling preformed during the design of the borrow area indicates only minor
potential changes in wave climate, flows and longshore transport rates as a result of excavation.

Waves: Excavating BA 11 would modify the wave refraction patterns in the lee of the borrow
area. Given the typical summer conditions, the largest change to the wave height and wave angle
in the nearshore zone (-12 feet NGVD) would be 0.7 feet and 6 degrees. The corresponding
largest change during typical winter conditions or annual storm conditions were found to be 1
foot and 9 degrees.

Flow: Changes in flow patterns given excavation of BA 11 would largely occurred near the ebb

shoal of St. Andrews Inlet. Excavation of the borrow area would deepen the water along the
southeast quadrant of the ebb shoal; bring the peak flood flow slightly closer to the shoreline
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near the west end of Shell Island. The resulting current speeds near the proposed BA would be
slightly higher (on the order of ~5%).

Longshore Transport: Changes in longshore transport rates would alternate between an increase
and decrease every 1,000 to 2,000 feet, within the reach located two miles west of the St.
Andrew’s inlet. Within St. Andrews State Park (R-91+459’ to the Inlet), the net gain, including
bypassing practices of the harbor channel would decrease one percent from 93,000 c.y. per year
to 92,000 c.y. per year. The average shoreline advance rate would remain near 31 feet/year.
Within the Panama City Beach project area (R-87 to R-91+459) the erosion rate would not
change as a result of excavation. Along Shell Island, east of the St. Andrew’s inlet (R-98 to R-
102-T), the average shoreline advance rate would remain near 4 feet/year.

4.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources.

4.2.1 Coastal sand dune/beach. The proposed work would create disturbance to fauna species;
such as crabs and shorebirds utilizing the terrestrial habitats within the project limits. This would
mainly involve short-term disturbance from equipment, vehicles and personnel movements for
the duration of work. However, these species are mobile and would generally avoid the site
during construction. Some loss of beach flora may occur during nourishment; however this is
expected to be minimal.

Based on previous coordination with the State and FWS, a number of conservation measures
associated with the protection of shorebirds have been incorporated into the project. These
include: shorebird and shorebird nesting surveys for construction work conducted between
February and September and buffer zones around identified shorebird courtship or nesting
behavior within the project area.

4.2.2 Intertidal/Swash and Nearshore Marine. Excavation and beach placement would result
in the mortality of non-motile benthic organisms. However, these organisms typically adapt well
to the dynamic coastal environment. With their high fecundity and recruitment potential, they
should repopulate the affected areas in a relative short time. Several past studies have shown no
significant long-term effects on benthic communities from beach restoration. Saloman and
Naughton (1984) studied the effect of beach restoration with offshore excavated sand on the
nearshore macorinfauana at Panama City Beach, Florida. They concluded that restoration had
minor, short-term effects on benthic macroinvertebrates, noting that populations appeared to
stabilize within five to six weeks after restoration. As noted in previous studies, intertidal
benthic assemblages declined in abundance and diversity immediately following restoration, but
recovered within two to six weeks.

4.3 Threatened and Endangered Species. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act, the proposed actions are being coordinated with the U.S. Department of the Interior, FWS,
and the U.S. Department of Commerce, NMFS to address potential affects on listed threatened
and endangered species and their critical habitats.

Excavation would be conducted using either hydraulic cutterhead pipeline or hopper dredging
equipment. Existing Biological Opinions (BO) on hopper dredging in the U.S. South Atlantic
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and Gulf of Mexico waters (most recently, January 9, 2007, Gulf regional biological opinion
(GRBO) to the Corps’ four Gulf of Mexico districts) have established that non-hopper type
dredging methods have discountable effects on, or are not likely to adversely affect, currently
listed sea turtles or Gulf sturgeon (I/SER/2006/02953; 1/SER/2006/01096). Should hopper
dredge equipment be utilized the Terms and Conditions set forth in the GRBO would be
implemented.

Portions of the project’s beach placement and borrow areas are located within critical habitat of
the Gulf sturgeon. On December 29, 2004 NMFS issued a Biological Opinion stating that the
removal of sand from approximately 316 acres of nearshore borrow areas for the restoration of
16.8 miles of beach would not adversely modify Gulf sturgeon critical habitat. Potential impacts
to Gulf sturgeon Critical Habitat, associated with excavation of the proposed BA 11, are
expected to be minimal, based upon the compatibility of the native and borrow sediments, the
limited area of actual construction activity at any given time, and the expected rapid recovery of
benthic assemblages. The Mobile District, Corps does not expect measurable impacts to Gulf
sturgeon CH as a result of impacts to water quality, migratory pathways, sediment quality, or
abundance of prey items related to the proposed project modifications.

The USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for the Panama City Beach Nourishment on April 8,
1998, amended May 24, 2007 (Enclosure 1). In this opinion the USFWS determined that the
Panama City Beach Nourishment project would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of
the loggerhead, green and leatherback turtles provided the terms and conditions set forth in the
opinion were implemented. Placement of material for recovery efforts as a result of the resent
hurricanes may occur in the later part of the 2007 sea turtle nesting season (1 May through 31
October). The Mobile District determined that the proposed action was likely to have an adverse
affect on threatened and endangered sea turtles. In order to reduce potential affects the Mobile
District has agreed to initiate sea turtle surveys and nesting relocation efforts 75-days prior to
construction and continue through September 15, 2007 or the end of the project whichever is
earlier should work be conducted during the sea turtle nesting season (1 May through 31
October). Nests deposited within areas where nourishment activities would occur within 75-days
would be relocated to Sunnyside Beach where artificial lighting would least likely interfere with
hatchling orientation. Any work in the western portion of the project area would be constructed
either outside of the sea turtle nesting season (after October 31, 2007) or earlier if all nests have
hatched within this area. This would protect the highest density of turtle nesting in the project
area during the peak nesting period by allowing natural development of sea turtle nests. Future
renourishment would be scheduled outside sea turtle nesting to avoid conflicts with nesting sea
turtles.

The physical features necessary for maintaining the natural processes that support the habitat
components essential for the conservation of the wintering Piping plover (beach, mud-, sand- and
algal flats, and washover passes that support foraging, roosting and sheltering) are not expected
to be significantly impacted as a result of the proposed excavation. Changes in the wave climate
(both during summer and winter seasons) and currents that drive sediment transport in the
nearshore zone are expected to be minor. As such, offshore excavation of BA 11 is not expected
to indirectly render the beach unsuitable or less suitable for foraging, roosting or loafing of the
wintering Piping plover.
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The primary constituent elements necessary for normal behavior, growth, and viability of all life
stages, of the Choctawhatchee beach mouse: (1) a contiguous mosaic of primary, secondary, and
scrub vegetation and dune structure; (2) primary and secondary dunes, generally dominated by
sea oats; (3) scrub dunes, generally dominated by scrub oaks; (4) functional, unobstructed
habitat connections; and (5) a natural light regime within the coastal dune ecosystem are not
expected to be affected by the proposed excavation of BA 11. Changes in the wave climate and
currents that drive sediment transport in the nearshore zone are expected to be minor and would
not result in measurable affects to these habitat components. No changes in Aeolian sediment
transport are expected.

Based on previous coordination with the State and FWS, a number of conservation measures
associated with the protection of Manatee and Piping plovers have been incorporated into the
project. These include: the use of Standard Manatee Protection Conditions, surveys for Piping
plovers for construction during February and April and the designation of buffer zones around
areas where Piping plovers occur.

During construction the Mobile District would continue to abide by the terms and conditions of
the following: (1) Gulf Regional Biological Opinion (GRBO) for Dredging of Gulf of Mexico
Navigation Channels and Sand Mining Areas Using Hopper Dredges by COE Galveston, New
Orleans, Mobile, and Jacksonville Districts, dated November 19, 2003; (2) the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Panama City Beach Nourishment Biological Opinion (BO), dated
April 8, 1998; (3) the NMFS Panama City Beaches Renourishment BO, dated February 11, 2005
and associated amendments of these documents.

4.4 Essential Fish Habitat. The project as proposed would impact epibenthic crustaceans and
infaunal polychaetes within the areas of excavation and beachfront locations. These impacts are
primarily short-term in nature and consist of a temporary loss of benthic invertebrate. Non-motile
benthic fauna within the area may be destroyed by the proposed work, but should repopulate
within several months after completion. Some of the motile benthic and pelagic fauna, such as
crabs, shrimp, and fishes, are able to avoid the disturbed area and should return shortly after the
activity is completed. Larval and juvenile stages of these forms may not be able to avoid the
activity due to limited mobility. No significant direct or indirect impacts to managed species are
anticipated.

4.5 Special Aquatic Sites. Designation of an area as an Aquatic Preserve under Florida’s
Aquatic Preserve Act is to ensure that the preserves’ natural condition (aesthetic, biological, and
scientific values) is conserved for the enjoyment of future generations. The project area lies
partly within the St. Andrews State Park Aquatic Preserve. Effects to the aesthetics and
biological condition in and near the area of excavation as a result of increased levels of turbidity
and temporary loss of benthic organisms would occur. These impacts are expected to be short
term in nature and would not result in significant long term impacts to the aesthetic, biological,
and scientific values of the preserve.

4.6 Water quality. The discharging of effluent is expected to create some degree of

construction-related turbidity in excess of the natural condition in the proximity of the placement
site and the borrow areas. This turbidity is usually generated by the fines fraction of the
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sediments suspended within the effluent. These impacts are expected to be temporary, with
suspended particles settling out within a short time without measurable effects on water quality.
The State of Florida granted a mixing zone variance for the 1998 and 2005 renourishment, which
allowed state water quality standards to be exceeded for a limited time during excavation and
placement. A similar variance has been requested for this project. During construction, turbidity
levels would be monitored at the dredge and the beach sites, to ensure compliance with FDEP’s
Water Quality Certification.

4.7 Sediment Quality. The borrow area sediments are very similar texturally and aesthetically
to the current beach sediments. Thus, no adverse impacts to morphology, sand temperature or
aesthetics of the beach are anticipated from excavation and placement of borrow area sands.

4.8 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste. No known hazardous, toxic or radioactive
waste concerns are known to exist within the confines of the project area. Nor would any be
added as a result of the proposed activities. The material to be excavated are naturally occurring
marine sands in areas of high current activity and far removed from sources of pollution, thus
providing reasonable assurance that the material is not contaminated.

4.9 Air Quality. The proposed action would have no significant long-term affect on air quality.
Air quality in the immediate vicinity of the equipment would be slightly affected for a short
period of time by the fuel combustion and resulting engine exhausts. The exhaust emissions are
considered insignificant in light of prevailing breezes and when compared to the existing exhaust
fumes from other vessels using the project.

The project area is in attainment with the national Ambient Air Quality Standards parameters.
The proposed action would not affect the attainment status of the project area or region.

4.10 Noise. Noise impacts from the construction equipment are expected to increase during
excavation and placement operations in the project vicinity. These impacts would be short term
and restricted to the immediate vicinity of the activity. No long-term increase in noise would
occur in or around the project area.

4.11 Aesthetic. Only temporary degradation to the aesthetic environment would occur as a
result of excavation and placement operations. Impacts would primarily occur as a result of the
physical presence of heavy equipment on the beach. Some minor increases in turbidity may be
noted in the immediate vicinity of excavation and placement activities but these increases would
be minor and short term in nature. Some discoloration of the sand would occur following
placement due to the fact that the sands to be placed on the beach are coming from anaerobic
environment. Bleaching of the sand should occur within one to two months. Rainfall and wave
action would act to filter out the fine grained materials from the restored beaches and increase
the compatibility of the nourishment sands with those presently on the beach.

4.12 Recreation. For a short time, the construction process would limit the recreational
activities, especially near the dredge pipe and equipment staging areas. Once completed, the
project would provide an aesthetically pleasing larger beach which would supply more area for
active and passive recreational activities.
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4.13 Navigation. No adverse impacts on navigation or obstruction of local riparian rights are
expected to result from completion of the proposed work. Changes in wave climate and
circulation within the channel due to excavation of the proposed BA 11 are expected to be minor
and are not expected to have an adverse affect on navigation.

4.14 Historic and Cultural Resources. The proposed BA11 limits were delineated such that it
does not contain any anomalies identified and selected for avoidance by Tidewater Atlantic
Research, Inc during their 2005 Archaeological Remote Sensing Survey. The results of the
survey and the proposed borrow limits based on a 200-foot avoidance buffer was coordinated
with the Florida State Historic Preservation Office via letter dated May 9, 2006. A concurrence
letter was received June 22, 2006 (Enclosure 2).

4.15 Cumulative Effects Summary. Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment
that result from the incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-federal) or
person undertakes such other actions. This section analyzes the proposed action as well as any
connected, cumulative, and similar existing and potential actions occurring in the area
surrounding the site.

No projects are known to be interdependent upon this project. It is likely that renourishment
events in the action area would occur in the future to maintain the beach design profile and
additional sand sources would be used. Renourishment intervals are expected to be every 5 years
provided that the area is not severely impacted by tropical storm events. Several other known
beach renourishments are occurring, have recently occurred or are expected to occur within the
Florida Panhandle. These include: Pensacola Beach Restoration (8.2 miles of shoreline),
Navarre Beach Berm and Dune (3.6 miles of shoreline), and Walton County/City of Destine
Beach renourishment (6.9 miles of shoreline and a 210 acre borrow area). In addition there is a
proposed sand bypassing unit for the Mexico Beach Canal which is currently within the FDEP
permitting process. This project if approved would consist of annual bypassing of sand via a
hydraulic dredge from a 1.6 acre beach site west of the pass to a 4,500 foot stretch of beach to
the east. The combined footprint is approximately 514 acres of seafloor and 37 miles of the
shoreline. Not all of these projects are expected to occur within the same renourishment cycle
(year), thus providing time for the natural system to recover. Cumulative impacts that would
arise from renourishment efforts are anticipated to be remote due to the conservation measures
typically incorporated in to beach nourishment projects, the dynamic nature of the nearshore
zone and the rapid recovery time of the benthic assemblages.

5.0 STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

5.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Environmental information on the project has
been compiled and this EA has been prepared in accordance with the NEPA.

5.2 Endangered Species Act of 1973. This proposed action is being coordinated with the

USFWS and NMFS. Terms and Conditions of the Services’ amended biological opinions would
be incorporated into the final document to ensure full compliance with the Act.
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5.3 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. The Mobile District, Corps determined that the
proposed action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program to the maximum
extent practicable. The effect of this project on the coastal zone would be to enhance the zone’s
appearance and suitability for beach-type recreation and to restore some of the coastal zone’s
ability to provide protection against storms and flooding. Restoration of the State’s beaches is a
policy statement with the state Coastal Zone Management Plan Chapter 161 (Coastal
Construction).

5.4 Clean Air Act of 1972. No air quality permits are required for this project.

5.5 Clean Water Act of 1972. A modification to the Section 401 water quality certification is
being requested from the FDEP (permit #0128852-001-JC). No work would occur until the State
has issued water quality certification for the proposed action. All State water quality standards
would be met. A draft Section 404(b) evaluation is included in this report as Appendix A.

5.6 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. The proposed work would not obstruct navigable waters
of the United States.

5.7 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (INTER ALIA) -(PL 89-665, the Archeology
and Historic Preservation Act (PL 93-291), and executive order 11593). Archival research,
field work, and consultation with the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), have
been conducted in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended; the
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act, as amended and Executive Order 11593. SHPO
consultation was initiated May 9, 2006. In a June 22, 2006 response, the SHPO concurred with
the Corps’ no adverse effect determination. The project would not affect historic properties
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic places.

5.8 Migratory Bird Treaty Act. No migratory birds would be adversely affected by project
activities.

5.9 Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990. The 16.8
miles of beach along the Panama City Beach SDR project and the proposed borrows are not
located within designated CBRA units.

5.10 Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act. This project is being
coordinated with the NMFS, and will be in full compliance with the act.

5.11 Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended. Incorporation of the safe guards
used to protect threatened or endangered species during project implementation would also
protect any marine mammals in the area; therefore, the project is in compliance with this Act.

5.12 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended. This project is being
coordinated with the FWS, and will be in full compliance with the act.

5.13 Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. The term "dumping" as defined in the
Act (3[33 U.S.C. 1402](f)) does not apply to the disposal of material for beach nourishment.
Therefore, the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act does not apply to this project.
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The disposal activities addressed in this EA have been evaluated under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act.

5.14 Submerged Lands Act of 1953. The project would occur on submerged lands of the State
of Florida. The project is being coordinated with the State.

5.15 E.O. 11988, Protection of Children. The proposed action complies with Executive Order
13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks”, and does
not represent disproportionally high and adverse environmental health or safety risks to children
in the United States. The proposed site is not used disproportionally by children.

5.16 E.O. 11990, Environmental Justice. The proposed action complies with Executive Order
12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations”, and does not represent disproportionally high and adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations in the United States.
The proposed site is not used disproportionally by these populations.

5.17 E.O. 11988, Flood Plain Management. The project is in the base flood plain (100-year
flood) and is being evaluated in accordance with this Executive Order. The project will be in
compliance with this Act.

6.0 COORDINATION. The general public is being notified of the proposed action via public
notice. The public notice is being mailed to Federal and state agencies and the interested public
for a 30-day review period. All comments on the action will be considered prior to a decision on
the action.

7.0 CONCLUSIONS. The implementation of the proposed action would not have significant
adverse impacts on the quality of the environment and an environmental impact statement is not
required.
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Inland Environment Team
Flanning and Envirommenial Division

tlr. Frederick Gaske

Flonda Stae Historic Preservation Officer
Attention: Ms. Laura Eammerer, Depuly
R.A. Gray Building

500 South Bronough Siree)

Tallahazame, Florida 323950250

Diear Mr, Gaske;

Enclosed for your review and comment is one copy of the repart, Archaenlogical Remote
Sensing Survey Panama City Beach Renowrlshment Project, Bay Cowngy, Florida, This report
details the fndings of 2 remote sensing cultural rescusces survey by Tidewster Atlantic
Rescarch, Inc. {Tidewater) of an area designated Borrow Area 11 {Pages 7) south of the St
Andrew State Recreation Area on Shell lsland and immediately east of the existing navigation
channel through St Andrews Inlet in St Andrews Bay, Bay County, Florida, Side scan somar,
miagnetometer, and sub-kotiom profiler equrpment was utilized in the survey zrea, Tidewater
Incated approximately seventy magmetic and two scoustic anomalies, Twenty of the mapgnetic
anomalies exhibited signatures consistent with shipwreck or other cultural resource malenal and
have been chosen for avoidance (Page 18, Figure ). The LS. Army Coms of Engineers,
Mobile District contracted Coastal Planning and Engineering, Ine. (CPE) to conduct geophysical
studies of this propesed borrow area, and they in twm contracted Tidewater to perform the
culiwral resources investigation, CPE has been able to delincates a barmaw pit that does not
contain any of the anomalies identified and selected for avoidance (Page 18, Figure 5).
Therelore, Tidewater has not recommended that any of the anomalies receive further
tvestigaton, Cther recommendations include that additienal investigation be performed of the
whentified fargets should dredging activities be altered.

This praject has been coerdinated in earlier cormespondence through this offics in 1994 and
again in 2005, however, previously the proposed borrow pit location was only tentative and new
has been positively idemtified and more thoroughly investignted, Copies of the betters have heen
enclosed for your convenicnce. Dredging i the borrow aren will only be conducted Len feet
below the current zand bottom. Throwgh this sdditional mvestigation into the identified bormow
pit lscatiom, we are satisfied that the dredging of sard from Bomrow Area 11 will pose no affect
Lir cultural resources,
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We would appreciate any comments or your concurrence within thirty (30) days of the
receapl of this letter. If you have further questions, please contact Ms. Ree Rodgers by phone

{251 652775 or via email meg.rrod gersifisam. usace armyy,mil. Your assistance 1o our cultural
resources program 1= waluable and greatly appreciated,

Sincerzly,

‘/fmm.:é ;g. ﬁh’aﬂlz}rﬁ

Chief, Envirenment and Fesources
Hranch

Englosure

COMCLER:

r. Frederick Goske Mate
Florida State Histonc Preservation Officer
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Field Odffice
1601 Balhoa Avenue
Panama City, FL. 32405-3721

I'N REPLY REFER T

Tel: (850 Ta9-(1552
Fax: (8500 763-2177

May 24, 2007

Mr. Kenneth Bradley

Coastal Environmental Team

Planning and Environmental Division

LS. Army Corps of Engineer, Mobile District
POy Box 2288

Mobile, Alabama 36628-0001

Attn: Elizabeth Godsey

Re: FWS Log No. 4-P-97-008

Date Started: April 19, 2007

Applicant: Mobile District, Corps of Engineers

Project Title: Panama City Beach Nourishment

Emergency Restoration, Post-Hurricane Seasons
2004 and 2005

Project Extension- 4,500 feet

Beaches of Bay County

Ecosystem: NE Gulf

County: Bay County, Florida

Dear Mr. Bradley:

This letter constitutes amendment no. 7 to the April 8, 1998, biological opinion (BO) on the
Panama City Beaches offshore dredging and beach nourishment project on the heaches of the
City of Panama City Beach and Bay County, Florida, The Fish and Wildlife Service {Service)
received your letter dated April 19, 2007, requesting consultation concerning the completion of
nourishment post hurricane seasons of 2004 and 2005 and extension of the project 4,500 feet to
the west. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has determined the project will adversely
affect nesting loggerhead, green. and leatherback sea turtles as covered under the existing
hiological opinion for the Panama City Beaches Nourishment project dated April 8, 1998, Thus,
the Corps has determined that the “Reasonable and Prudent Measures™ and the “Terms and
Conditions™ contained in the biological opinion continue to be applicable o the proposed work,
Our comments are provided in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as
amended (16 1LS.C, 1351 ef seq).
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The Service concurs with the determination that the proposed project is covered under the
cxisting BO for effects on nesting sea turtles. The work is to bepin during the latter part of the
2007 sea turtle nesting season in September and completion is anticipated within 3 to 4 months.
Nourishment will take place between R-76 and R-88 and R-4.5 and R-30. Construction would
begin at the eastern end (R-88) of the project area and proceed westward.

An additional issue under this consultation is to address the lighting situation on the developed
beaches ol Bay County including the beaches of the City of Panama City Beach. The Service
required that a plan of action be developed to address the lighting issue by April 1. 2007, The
Bay County Tourist Development Council (TDC) prepared a Plan and Process document dated
March 26, 2007, to that effect. The Service provided comments on the plan in a letier dated
April 12,2007, Also required by the Service was concurrence by the City of Panama City Beach
(PCB) and Bay County to participate in completing and implementing the Plan. By letter dated
May 11, 2007, the TDC forwarded documentation that both the PCB and Bay County approved
the Plan on April 26, 2007 and April 17, 2007, respectively. A li ghting ordinance is to be
finalized by December 31, 2007,

The Service has determined that the work would not increase the likelihood of take of sea turtles
beyond that covered in the existing and amended consultation for the beach nourishment project
because the work consists of completing nourishment of areas previously restored, and the
nourishment extension area does not cause a significant increase in the project size. However,
this will require the following changes to the existing Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs)
and Term and Conditions (T&Cs), All other RPMs and T&Cs of the April 8, 1998 biological
opinion and amendments dated April 16, 1999, March 9, 2000, December 18. 2000, March 29.
2001, and January 14, 2005, remain applicable to the proposed work.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures

Nest Relocation Reasonable and Prudent Measure (RPM no. 2)

Surveys for nesting sea turtles shall be conducted. All sea turtle nests that are laid in the area of
active beach nourishment between R-76 and R-88 shall be relocated. All other nests not
relocated for conservation purposes shall remain in sifu.

Beachfront Lighting Reasonable and Prudent Measure (New RPM no. 10)

I'he local sponsor shall complete implementation of their Plan and Process to Address
Protection of Endangered Sea Turtles on Panama City Beach. The existing Beachfront Lighting
Ordinance (02-07) shall continue to be enforeed.

Terms and Conditions
In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Endangered Species Act, the

Corps must comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable
and prudent measures, These terms and conditions are non-discretionary,
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West End Nest Protection Terms and Condition (TC no, 1 revised)

Beach nourishment work including the staging and storing of pipe and equipment shall not be
conducted prior to October 1, 2007, between R-4.5 and R-25.75 unless no sea turtle nests
remain in place. The goal will be to protect the highest density of turtle nesting in the project
area during the peak nesting period by allowing natural development of the sea turtle nests.

Eastern End Work Nest Protection Terms and Condition (TC No. 4 revised)

Daily early moming surveys shall be required if any portion of the beach nourishment project
occurs during the period from May | through October 31. Nesting surveys shall be initiated 75
days prior to nourishment activities or by May 1, whichever is later, Mesting surveys shall
continue through the end of the project or through September 1. whichever is earlier, Hatching
and emerging success monitoring will involve checking nests beyond the completion date of the
daily carly morning nesting surveys.

From June 15, 2007 until September 30, 2007, nests laid between R-76 and R-88 shall he
relocated to Sunnyside Beach. Eggs shall be relocated per the following requirements.

4. Nest surveys and egg relocations shall only be conducted by personnel with
prior experience and training in nest survey and egg relocation procedures.
Surveyors shall have a valid Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
permit. Nest surveys shall be conducted daily between sunrise and 9 a.m.
Surveys shall be performed in such a manner so as to ensure that construction
activity does not move on to a “new” location prior to com pletion of the necessary
sea turtle protection measures,

b. Nests requiring relocation shall be moved no later than 9 a.m. the morning
following deposition to Sunnyside Beach, Panama City Beach, Bay County where
the effects of artificial lighting on hatchling orientation are minimized.

All other nests laid between R-4.5 and R-88 not relocated for conservation purposes shall remain
in sitw. The turtle permit holder shall install an on-beach marker at the nest site and a secondary
marker at a point landward as possible to assure that future location of the nest will be possible
should the on-beach marker be lost. A series of stakes and highly visible survey ribbon or string
shall be installed to establish an area of 10 feet radius surrounding the nest. No activity shall
occur within this area nor shall any activity occur which could result in impacts to the nest. Nest
sites shall be inspected daily to assure nest markers remain in place and the nest has not been
disturbed by the nourishment activity.

Beachfront Lighting Terms and Conditions (New TC no. 15)
The local sponsor shall complete implementation of their Plan and Process to Address Protection
of Endangered Sea Turtles on Panama City Beach per the dates provided in the document.

a. A general lighting survey of the beach shall be completed by June 30, 2007.
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b. A lighting ordinance shall be developed and adopted by the TDC, Bay County
Board of County Commissioners. and the City of Panama City Beach Council by
December 31, 2007,

c. The TDC shall continue to coordinate with the Panama City Beach Community
Redevelopment Area (CRA) concerning the use of wildlife lighting within the
CRA coverage area.

d. The TDC shall use existing and seck funding opportunities including a state
supported mitigation grant program by July 31, 2007, to assist property owners
and managers including municipalities to implement wildlife lighting changes.

e. The TDC shall research and provide community education programs on
wildlife lighting by September 30, 2007,

{2 The TDC shall work with the local sea turtle permit surveyor to minimize
impacts 10 sea turtle nests from antificial lighting during the 2007 nesting season,

g. The TDC shall work with the Service to address the Service's comments on the
Plan dated April 12, 2007,

h. The existing Bay County Beachfront Lighting Ordinance (02-07) shall continue
to be enforced.

i. The TDC shall continue to address and seek resolution of other issues and sea
turtle nesting on the beaches of Bay County including driving on the beach by
vendors, law enforcement, beach patrol and other entities, beach cleaning, trash
pick up. beach furniture remaining on the beach at night, and recreational and
other activities.

J- The TDC shall research and promote eco-friendly tourism.

This concludes formal consultation on the action outlined in the request, As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency
involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the
amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the
agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not
considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that
causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new
species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In instances
where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing such take must
cease pending reinitiation,
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The above findings and recommendations constitute the report of the Department of the Interior.
If you have any questions about this opinion, please contact Lorna Patrick of this office at
extension 229,

Sincerely vours,

~ LI, T ‘ -
7 e

Janet Mizzi
Deputy Field Supervisor

[
FWS, Jacksonville, FL {Nicole Adimey and Sandy MacPherson)

NMFS, Protected Species, 5t. Petersburg, FL.

FWC, Mon-game Program, Panama City, FL (John Himes)

FWC, Imperiled Species Mgt. Section, Tallahassee, F1. (Robbin Trindell)
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems, Tallahassee, FL.

Kennard Watson, RMA, Turtle Watch Program, PCH, FL.

Lisa Armbruster, Bay County Tourist Development Council, PCB, FL
Bay County Board of County Commissioners, Bay County, FL

City of Panama City Beach, PCB, FL
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DEFARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MOBILE DISTMCT, CORPS OF ERGINEERS
PO, 0N 358
NOBILE, ALABARS 3EHIH-3E1

REFLY T
ATTEA Tl OF

CESAM-PD-EC 22 Jun 0T
MUBLIC NOTICE NO. FPOT-BCBO1-04

JOINT FUBLIC NOTICE
U5 ARMY CORPS OF ENCINEERS
AND
FLORIDA DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION
RESTORATION OF THE BEACH EROSION CONTROL AND
ETORM DAMAGE REDUCTION FROJECT
PANAMA CITY BEACH, BAY COUNTY, FLORIDA

Interestad persons are hersby nodified that the 115, Ay Corps of Engineers, Mobile Distnct, is
propasing e resboration of the Panama City Beach Storm Damage Reduction Praject (SDE) as
a result of impacts from the 200472005 hurricane season. The rare Yclustening™ of storm events
that eocurred in 2004 and 2005 had sigmificant impacts on the Panama Crily Beach Federal 5D
projest, Muost nolable of thess sorms were Humeanes 1van 2004, Denms 2005 and Eatrina
TS, The 200472005 humcane seasan resulied moan average of 22 feel of gshoreline recession
with an estimated boag of mare than 3.0 million enbie vards (ey) of sediment fram the -20-foot
cortour. The 2052006 emergeney beach mainienance was able 1o restore most of the project fo
pre-Tvan comditions; however, an estimated 1,000,000 cy is sfill peeded fo restors the beach from
burricane impaets. Beach quality sand in the exisimg borrow areas was nearly depleted during
the 2005 2006 emergency beach mainmenance. An sdditional offshore sand source is being
proposed For use in restoring the beach.

Thizs public notice is is=aed in sccordance with rles and regulations published in the Federal
Register on 26 April 19858 (Federal Register™ ol 533 These laws are applied whenever dredged
ar fill materials may enter waters of the Uniled States or for the rmspartation of deedged
miatenal for the purposs of placement into ocesn waters and cdber associated dispozal sites, The
recipicnr of this notiee 1% requasted specifically to review the proposed action as it may impact
wter quality, relative to the reguirements of Scetion 04BN 1) of the Clean Water Act. Review
of any other poleniial impacts is also requested.

WATERWAYS AND LOCATION: Culf of Mexico and Panama City Harbor, Bay County,
Florida {Figure 1).

AUTHORITY: This Panama City Beach S0, project is a federally authorized and constmacted
project. The project was anginally authorized by Section 501 of the Water Resources
Drervelopment Aot {WERDA) of 1986 (Pubic Law 99-662) and re-suthonzed by Section 318
WERDA 1996 (Fablic Law 104-303). The authorily for which this public notics was prepared
was conducted under Public Law (PL) 84-99, Flasd Contrel 2nd Coastal Stam
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Emergencies (33 TS C.T0In) (69 Stat 186). Under this law the Chief of Engineers, acting far
the Secrelary of the Army, is suthorized to undertake sctivities including disaster preparedness,
advance mexsares, emergency operations (Flood Response and Post Flood Response),
rehahilitation of Aoed control works threatensd or destroyed by flocd. protection or repair of
federally mshorized shore protective works threatened or damaged by coastal storm, and
provisians of emergency waber due o drought or contammated source.

ENTIRE AUTHORIZE : The plan authorized by
WRDA 1986 provided for a dune top width of 30 fieet at an elevation of 15 feet-Mational
Geodetic Vertical Datom (NGVIN, a 25-foot wide storm herm at 7 feet- NGV, and a 10-lost
widde berm at 4 feet-MOWVD slaping dewn 1o the nataral botwom of the Gulf of Mexico an [-foot
veriscal to 18-feetd horizontal. The plan also suthonized stahilization of the dune top wath
vepetation. The project was maodified baged en a storm protection benefit analysis according to
the Mational Economie Development standard. The modified plan adjusted the fill template and
included constrection of 8 terminal groin near Philips Inlet. The locally preferred alternative,
which terminated the project eastward of Phalips Inlet with oo tevminal groin stractuse, was
implernented under recommendaions of the 1996 General Reevaluation Repori. The kecalky
preferred alwermstive provides for a T-foot berm landward of the erosion comtral hine with a
S-fact tap width From Florida Department of Eavirormenal Froteetion (FDEP) monumyent
B-91.5 to B-17.5, transitioning to 8 30-foat top width ot B- 16 and comtiruing with a 3-foot 1op
width to R-5.0 with appropriate transsiiens b be back mio the natural shoreline st the ends of the
privject {Figure I).

DESCRIFTION OF PROPOSED ACTIOMN: The proposed action is te use exishing horrow
areas {BA), with sufficient quantities of heach quality sand and an sddisenal BA, bereon referred
s BA 11 o restore the baach, The progosed BA s located spproximately 4,000 fieet spath of
Sheldl Lsland in the castern bobe of the St Andrews Inlet ebb tidal shoal (Figure 3). The BA is
approximately 45 acres in size, Existing grade vanes from elevations -27 1o -34 feet. The
fimished grade within the area planned o be used, excluding side slopes, would vary from am
clevation of -36.5 1o 41 feet. Sard 15 expected 10 be dredged via pipeline or hopper dredge and
placed along aress of the downdrifl shoreline between B-91.% and B-3.0 10 help restore the beach
froem the 20042005 tropical storm events. Wark is expected to commence in the £all of 2007
and would require roughly 3 to 4 months to complete,

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION: Pursuant io the requirements of the Clean Water
Aet, 8 modification wo the Section 401 water quality cemification has besn requested from the
FOEP {DEP permit #0128852-001-1C), Mo work would ocour unsil the $tate of Florda {Siate)
has wssuwed water quality centificaton for the proposed action. All Siate water quality standards
wanld be met.

COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY: The Mohile District determined that the propased sction
18 conststent with the Florda Coesstal Management Program to the maximuam extent practicable
The effect of this project on the coastal zone would be o enhance the xone’s appearance and
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suitability for beach-type recrestion and to restore some of the coastal zone’s ability to pravide
predection against storms and fooding. Restoration of the Siate’s beaches 15 a policy statensent
with the state Coastal Zome Management Plan Chapler 161 (Coastal Corstraction).

LSE BY OTHERS: The proposed rehabilitation of the Panama City Beach SDR project is not
expected 0 cause any significant land wee chanpges, Use of waters in the vicinity of the proposed
acticn isclude: recrestional and commersial fishing, recreational boating, swbmming and ecuba

diving.
MATIONAL ENVI MNE: An

Environmertal Impact Statement (EIS) entitbed, Beach Erosion Cortrol and Hirricane
Protection, Parama City Beaches, Florida was completed in Febmary, 1979, An EA entitled,
Beach Ergzion Comtrol and Storm Damage Reduciion Praject, Panama City Beach, Bay County,
Florida was completed in Apnl 1995, This EA updated the resousce description and impacts
asaociated with the locally preferred aliemative of 16.8 miles of heach resioration along Panama
City Beach, Bay County, Florida. An EA entifled, Beach Erosion Control and Storm Damage
Reduction Profecs, Panama City Regch, Bay Cenraty, Floride was completed in May 1997, This
EA evaluated impacts associated with changes in the project configaration which were
implemented by the local speases, the Bay County Tourist Development Couneil, daring the
1998 besch nourshmert. Since the complafion of the original EIS and subsequent EAs there
have been changes in listed threatened and endangered species, critical habilats, 2nd available
sand sources. A droft EA has been prepared 1o addeess the polential impacts associabed with the
use of addional sand souwree and to update the resource deseription and impacts assaciated with
besch restoration along 16.8 miles of Panama City, Bay County heaches. A final deferminatien
of this evaluation will be made pon campleton of the required comment peried of this public
midice. This document is available on the Mobile Dhstrict website at

hitnpadfmeanw sam, usacs annymilpd Pd L htm for review,

CLEAN WATER ACT DETERMINATIONS: An cvaluation of water quality impacts
associnbed with the excavation ard placernent af (31l matesial{s) during constmetion heave been
addresaed in a draft evaluation report prepared in accordance with the guidelimes promulgated by
the Environmental Protection Agency under Section #4(b) 1) of the Clean Water Act. Mo
wetlands of odler significant squartic ecosystems would be impacted by this action. A final
determination of this evaluation will be made upen campletion of he required comment pericd
af this public notice. This desument is available on dbe Mobdile District website at
hitfp;fweorw sam. usace, armeymilipd/Pdl him for review.

ENDANGEREDVTHREATENED SPECIES: Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act, the proposed action is being coondinated with the LS, Department of the [nterior,
Figh and Wildlifiz Service (USFWS), and the ULS. Depariment of Commerce, Mational Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), The proposed project is koeated within Gull sturgeon designated
critical habitat and adjacent te criscal babitats of the Pipang plover and Choctawhaichee beach
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mice. Based an the Mohile Distriel s assessment, the proposed project would mod result in the
likelihood of destruction or adverse modification of any critical habitat of these species, In
addition b the Gullstergeon, Piping plover and Choctawhatches beach mice, the surmounding
aren i known to soppart tee Florida manatece and varions species of listed threatened and
endangered sea tortles. The Mobile District has determined that the proposed project would have
no effzet on the Cloctawhaiches beach mice and is not likely to adversely affect the Prping
plover or Florida Manates, The Mobile District would use Standard Manatee Pratection
Conditions during construction and survey for Pypig plovers should work extend into February
amd April,

Excavation would be conducied using sither hydraualic cutterhead pipeline or hopper dredging
equipment. Existing Biclogical Opintons (BO) on hopper dredgang in the ULS. Scath Atlantic
and Gull ol Mexico waters (most recently, 09 Tanaary 2007, Gulf regional biclogical opinion
(GRBON o the Corps' four Gulf of Mexico Districis) have established that non-happer Lype
dredging methods have discountsble elfects on, or ane nol likely o adversely affect, currently
listed sea wrtles or Gulf suspeon (SERC200GM0E053; FSERZ0GO1096), Should hopper
dredge equipment be wtilized the terms and conditions set forth i the GRBO would be

i lermembed.

Placement of matenial for recovery effarts as a result of the recent hurricanes may occur in the
later part of the 2007 sea turtle nesting seasan (01 May through 31 October). Inorder o reduoce
pedentiad adverse impacts 1o sea tortles from beach placement the Mobile District would
emiplessent the terms and conditions set forih in the USFWS 998 Panama City Beach BO, and
subscquent amendments. Any work in the western portion (R-4.5 to R-25.75) of the project area
wonld be constructed either autside of the sea urtle nesting sesson (after 31 Oetobor, 2007} or
carlver of all nests have hatehed within this area. This woeuld protect the highest density of trtle
nesting in the projest area during the peak nesting period by allowing natural development of sea
turtle nests.

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT: Congress defines Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as “those
wibers and subsirates necessary bt fsh for spawning, breeding, feeding of growth fo maturity,”
the designation and conservation of EFH seeks to minimize adverss effects on habitat cansed by
fishing and ron-fishing activities. The WMFS has identified EFH habatats for the Gulf of Mexico
in its Fishery Management Plan Amendments. These labiiats inslode estoarine arcas, such as
caruaring cenergent wetlands, seaprass beds, algal Nats, mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates. In
addition, marine areas, such as the waler colummn, vegelated and non-vegetated botoms, antificial
and coral reefs, geologic features and continenial shelf features have also been identified. The
hahitat in the project area, which is leeated within the Gulf of Mexieo, consists of estuarine
waters and unvepetated bottoms with sand substrates. OF the species managed by the Gull' Coast
Fishery Management, the following woubd be expected 1o utilize the project area: brosm shrimp
| Penpews asfecus), pink shrimp (2. disoraren ), white shrimp (P, seviferns]), king mackerel
{Seamberomoras cavalla), Spanish mackerel (5. maculates), gray snapper {Liffanns priseus),
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lane snapper (L sywagric), gag grouper (Mycteraperea micraolgpis), and red drum (Searenaps
aellatis],

The project as praposed would impact epibenthic crustaceans and infaunal polychaetes wathin
the areas of excavation and heachffont locations. These impacts are primarily shom-term in
rture and consist of a lemporary loss of benthic inveniebratz, Non-modile kenthic fauna withm
the area may be destroved by the proposed work, but should repopulate within several menths
after completion. Some of the modtile benthic and pelagic fauna, such as crabs, shrimg, and
fizhes, are ablz to avoid the disturhed area ard should retusm shorly after the sctivity is
completed, Larval and juvenile stages of these forms may not be able 1o aveid the activity due 1a
limited mobakity. Mo significant direct or indirect impacts to managed species are anticipated

CULTURAL RESOURCES COMSIDERATLION: In November 2015, Tidewater Atlanbe
Rescarch, Inc. performed magnetometer and side scan sonar surveys to seanch for submesged
cubtural resources within the eastern ebb tidal shoal of the 5t Andrew Inlet. Approximately
seveniy magnehic and twa acousie ancmalica were identified. Twenty of the magnet
anomakies exhibited signatures consistent with shipwreck or other culturz] resource matenal, [l
was recamrmencded that hese targets be avoided by the creation of a 150-ford radius baifer zone
ar irvestigated fusther to assess the sipnificance of the matenal generating the signatieres. Five
targets were also found to contain signature charactenstics congigtent with shiparesk material
amdiar ather potentzally glgnificant submerged culmral resources. Each of these were noted as
being located below the historic hatlom in and or en the adjscent slope of the navigation channed
thal was created through Shell Bland into the Gulfin 1934 and wers noted 1o be most hikely
asaociated with modemn material. The remaining 45 targets were noled as being generated by a
single ferrous object such as navigation axls, pipe, cable, small diameter rods, traps, chain, small
baat anchars or other modemn debns. The BA lmits were delineated such that it does nod contain
any of the anomalies wentified during 2005 Archacological Remote Sensing Survey and selected
for avosdance by Tidewater Atlantic Research, Inc., The results of the survey and the proposed
barrow limits hased om a 200-foot avoidance huffier were coosdinated with the Florda State
Historic Preservation Office via letter dated 09 bay 2006, A concurrence leiter was resgived

22 June 2004

EVALUATION: The decision whether to procosd with the propesed action will be made by the
Mobale District, based on an evabuation of the overall public interest, That decision will reflect
the national concerna for both protestion and wtilization of important resowrces. The benedits that
may be expected 1o accrus from this proposal must be balaneed against ifs reascnably
foreseeable detrimenis. The decigion whetber to procesd and the conditiens wnder which the
activity will cocur will be determined by the owlcome of this general balancing proceas. All
factors that may be relevanl 1o the proposal will be considered. Among these are conservation,
economice, csthetics, general environmental concemns, wetlands, histonic properties, lsh and
wihilife values, Mocd hazards, Nood plain valees, land use, navigation, shoreline ermsion and
accrelbon, recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safely, food
anil fiber production, mineral aeeds, considerations of property cwnesship, and in general, the
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needs and welfare of the public. The propossd action will proceed unless it is found 1o be
contrary 12 the overall public interes)

COORDINATION: Among the agencies receiving capies of this public noties are:

Region 4. U5, Environmental Protection Agency

L%, Department of the Intenor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Panama City, Flarda

LS. Departmicnt of Commeres, Mational Marine Fisheries Servies, Panama City, Flonda

LIS, Department of Commerce, NOAA Fishenes, Protected Specees Branch, 51 Petershurg,
Florida

Commander, Etghth Coast Guard District

Florida State Historne Preservation Cificer

Florida Drepartment of Environmental Protection

Flarula Frsh and Wildlife Commission

Coulll of Mexsco Fishery Managemenl Counel

U5, Deparmment of Apgriculture, Matural Resources Conservation Service

Crbver fiederal, stabe, and bocal organizations, affiliated Indian Tribe isierests, and U5, Sensiors
and Representatives of the Siate of Florida are being sent copies of the nodice and are being
asked b pareipate in coordmating thas proposed wark.,

CORBRESPONDENCE: Any person who has an mterest thal may be alTecied by the praposed
activity may request a public heanng. Any commets or requests for a public bearing muost be
submitted in writing io the Dhstict Engineer within 30 days of the date of this public notice. A
tequest for o hearing must clearly set forth the interest that may be affected and the manner in
which the interest may be affected. Yoo are requested to commumieats the informatian
contained in this notice to amy ather parties who may have aninterest in the proposed activities.
Correspondence concerming the public notice should refer 1o Public Notice No. FPOT-PCED] 04
and shauld be directed to the Commander, US. Asmy Engiteer Distriel Mobile, Past Offiee Box
2288, Mohale, Alabama 36628-0001, ATTH: CESAM-PD-EC, For additional information
please comtact Ma. Elizabeth Godsey at [251) 694-3843.

(g

CURTIS M.
U5, Army Corps of Engimeers
Mobile Districs
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	1.0  INTRODUCTION
	5.11 Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended.  Incorporation of the safe guards used to protect threatened or endangered species during project implementation would also protect any marine mammals in the area; therefore, the project is in compliance with this Act.
	5.12 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended.  This project is being coordinated with the FWS, and will be in full compliance with the act.
	5.13 Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. The term "dumping" as defined in the Act (3[33 U.S.C. 1402](f)) does not apply to the disposal of material for beach nourishment.  Therefore, the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act does not apply to this project.  The disposal activities addressed in this EA have been evaluated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
	5.14 Submerged Lands Act of 1953. The project would occur on submerged lands of the State of Florida.  The project is being coordinated with the State.



