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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

20 Jan 2022

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, this letter constitutes the Notice of
Availability of the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluates environmental effects from dredging the
proposed additional Offshore Borrow Areas for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore
Protection Project (SJC SPP) (St. Augustine Beach) and St. Johns County, Florida
Coastal Storm Risk Management (SJC CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano
Beach).

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the shoreline of St. Johns
County (SJC), Florida, specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine Beach
areas. The Preferred Alternative includes dredging borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-
3 (S8JC CSRM) from the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) to obtain beach compatible fill
material for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and Vilano
authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The authorized projects will incorporate
the use of these alternate sand sources, as needed, to supplement the use of the St.
Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source sites.

The purpose of the SIC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are to reduce the risk of
potential damages from waves, erosion, and storm surge caused by coastal storms to
structures and infrastructure along the SJC shoreline. The purpose of the Preferred
Alternative is to obtain beach compatible fill material from borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP)
and N-3 (SJC CSRM) for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and
South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The
continued use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the
SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow
sources S-1 and N-3 are needed to support future nourishment, potential emergency
projects, and conceivable future authorized projects in SJC, specifically SJC CSRM and
SPP. The proposed action does not change the location or frequency of sand
placement described in the authorized SJC CSRM and SPP projects.






Details on the Preferred Alternative can be found in the project’s draft EA, which is
available for your review on the Jacksonville District's Environmental planning website,
under St. Johns County:

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ (On that page, click on the “+” next to “St. Johns”.
Scroll down to the project name.)

Questions or comments should be submitted to the Environmental Branch, Coastal
Section at the letterhead address or via email to Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil
within 30 days from the date of this Notice of Availability.

Sincerely,

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch




mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

20 Jan 2022

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Mr. Pace Wilbur

Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

National Marine Fisheries Service

263 13t Ave South

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Dear Mr. Wilbur:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, this letter constitutes the Notice of
Availability of the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluates environmental effects from dredging the
proposed additional Offshore Borrow Areas for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore
Protection Project (SPP) and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk
Management (CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach). This letter also
serves to convey the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment incorporated in the
project’s draft EA.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville (Corps) is initiating coordination with
NMFS under the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA). Per the October 2, 2019 EFH Finding between NMFS’
Southeast Regional Office and The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the EFH
Assessment for the project is integrated within the draft EA. Per the 2019 Finding, the
February 2004 “Preparing Essential Fish Habitat Assessments: A Guide for Federal
Action Agencies” document, and 50 CFR 600.920(e)(3), an EFH Assessment must
include specific items. Each item will be addressed in the table below with a reference
to where the information is located in the draft EA.






EFH Required ltem

| Draft EA Location(s)

Description of the Proposed Actlon

What is the action?

- Section 2.1.2 Alternative 2: New
Borrow Areas S-1 and N-3 (Preferred
Alternative)

What is the purpose of the action?

- Section 1.1 Project Description

- Section 1.2 Project Need or
Opportunity

- Section 1.3 Project Authority

How, when and where will it be

undertaken?

- Section 2.1.2 Alternative 2: New
Borrow Areas S-1 and N-3 (Preferred
Alternative)

What will be the result of the action?

- Section 4 Environmental Effects

Analysis of the potential adverse effects
(individual and cumulative) of the action
on EFH and the management species

What EFH will be affected by the action?
- Section 3.5 Essential Fish Habitat
What are the adverse effects to EFH that
could occur as a result of this action? /
How would they impact managed
species? / What would be the magnitude
of effects? / What would the duration be?
- Section 4.4.2 Environmental Effects

Proposed Compensatory Mitigation

- None required

Avoidance and Minimization

- Section 6 Environmental Compliance

Additionally, the guidance states that for projects that may have substantial impacts
on EFH, additional information may be necessary. The following additional items are
considered and addressed throughout the draft EA:

EFH Additional Information Item

Draft EA Location(s)

Results of on-site studies to evaluate the
habitat and/or site-specific effects of the
project

- Section 1.4 Related Documents

Review of pertinent literature and related
information

- Literature cited throughout draft EA






The Corps has determined that the potential effects of the Preferred Alternative would
have minimal adverse effects on EFH and no adverse effects on federally managed fish
species. The magnitude of the potential impacts are minor and insignificant. Details on
the Preferred Alternative are contained in the EA, which is available for your review on
the Jacksonville District's Environmental planning website, under St. Johns County:

https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/. (On that page, click on the “+” next to “St. Johns
County”. Scroll down to the project name.)

The Corps respectfully requests all comments under NEPA and the MSFCMA for the
draft EA within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. Questions, requests for additional
information, or comments should be submitted to the Corps’ Environmental Branch,
Coastal Section at the letterhead address or via email to
Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,
Angela E_./Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch




mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil

https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental



From: Pace Wilber - NOAA Federal

To: Bucatari, Jennifer

Cc: jocelyn.karazsia@noaa.gov; Piatkowski, Douglas N; Pecora, Darren J CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA)
Subject: [URL Verdict: Neutral][Non-DoD Source] Re: Offshore Borrow Area EA - St. Johns County, Florida
Date: Monday, January 31, 2022 9:17:47 PM

Thanks Jen. We are not planning to review the EA. Pace

On Mon, Jan 31, 2022 at 5:12 PM Bucatari, Jennifer <Jennifer.Bucatari@boem.gov> wrote:
Dear Pace and Jocelyn,

On January 21, 2022, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issued a Public Notice for
the publication of a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for “Additional Offshore Borrow
Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project and St. Johns County, Florida
Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach
Reaches”. The EA evaluates the proposed dredging of new borrow areas S-1 and N-3 for
two federally authorized projects. Our understanding is that along with this publication,
USACE also submitted a letter to your office to initiate consultation under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act (MSA) for Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
(Section 305). The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) is a Cooperating Agency
on this project and has worked jointly with USACE on the draft EA. Since both of these
offshore borrow are under the sole jurisdiction of the BOEM, we wanted to alert you to the
our involvement and that the proposed action falls under our purview. BOEM will consider
your response to the consultation request in our ongoing review of the project. Please let us
know if you need any additional information or have any questions.

Thanks,

Jen

Jennifer Bucatari

Oceanographer

Marine Minerals Division

Office of Strategic Resources

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
Office 703-787-1742

Cell 703-300-7848

www.boem.gov



mailto:pace.wilber@noaa.gov

mailto:Jennifer.Bucatari@boem.gov

mailto:jocelyn.karazsia@noaa.gov

mailto:Douglas.Piatkowski@boem.gov

mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil

mailto:Jennifer.Bucatari@boem.gov

blockedhttp://www.boem.gov/



Pace Wilber, Ph.D.

Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

NOAA Fisheries Service

331 Ft Johnson Road

Charleston, SC 29412

843-460-9926 (O)
843-568-4184 (NOAA Cell)
Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

CESAJ-PD-E
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) for the proposed
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that
evaluates environmental effects from dredging the proposed additional Offshore Borrow Areas
for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project (SPP) (St. Augustine Beach) and St.
Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra
and Vilano Beach).

The purpose of the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project (SJC SPP) and St.
Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management (SJC CSRM) projects are to reduce the
risk of potential damages from waves, erosion, and storm surge caused by coastal storms to
structures and infrastructure along the SJC shoreline. The purpose of the Preferred Alternative
is to obtain beach compatible fill material from borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC
CSRM) for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and South Ponte Vedra and
Vilano Beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The continued use of the St.
Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM
projects is unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow sources S-1 and N-3 are needed to
support future nourishment, potential emergency projects, and conceivable future authorized
projects in SJC, specifically SJC CSRM and SPP.

The Preferred Alternative and study area are located along the shoreline and offshore waters
of St. Johns County (SJC), Florida, specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine
Beach areas as well as in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles offshore) on the Outer Continental
Shelf (OCS) 6-8 miles offshore in the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas. The Preferred
Alternative includes dredging borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to obtain
beach compatible fill material for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and
Vilano authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The authorized projects will incorporate the
use of these alternate sources, as needed, to supplement the use of the St. Augustine Inlet
Complex sand borrow source sites.

ESA Section 7 consultation was completed for the existing beach nourishment projects (SJC
SPP and CSRM) through the 1998 GRR and 2017 EA. The projects were determined to be
eligible for coverage by the 2015 USFWS Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion, as
amended (SPBO), 2013 Programmatic Piping Plover Biological Opinion (P3BO), and the 2017
EA’s individual consultations with USFWS for Anastasia Island beach mouse and rufa red knot
(letter dated December 22, 2016). Beach nourishment activities will be conducted in compliance
with the applicable minimization measures, Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs), Terms
and Conditions (T&Cs) of those consultations. The Preferred Alternative includes dredging the
borrow areas S-1 and N-3, which have not been previously consulted on. The proposed action
does not change the location or frequency of sand placement described in the authorized SJC
CSRM and SPP projects.






The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville (Corps) has determined that the Preferred
Alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, (MANLAA) Florida manatees
(Trichechus manatus latirostris).

Details on the final recommendation are contained in the EA, which is available for your review
on the Jacksonville District's Environmental planning website, under St. Johns County:
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ (On that page, click on the “+" next to “St. Johns”. Scroll
down to the project name.)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq., March 10, 1934, as amended
1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) (FWCA) requires Federal agencies to consult with USFWS
regarding the impacts to fish and wildlife resources and the proposed measures to mitigate
these impacts. Additional coordination authorities exist through the review process of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended
1975 and 1982) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 7 U.S.C. 136, 16 U.S.C. 1531
et seq. December 28, 1973). USFWS continues to coordinate and consult with the Corps
through NEPA and the ESA in which impacts to fish and wildlife resources are adequately
addressed via these two authorities. USFWS will include comments relevant to FWCA in the
USFWS review and response to this project’s draft EA.

The undersigned, the Corps and USFWS, agree to utilize the project's NEPA review process
to complete coordination responsibilities under the FWCA. This agreement will avoid duplicate
analysis and documentation as authorized under 40 CFR section 1500.4 (k), 1502.25, 1506 .4,
and is consistent with Presidential Executive Order for Improving Regulation and Regulatory
Review, released January 18, 2011.

ROBERT CAREY aaer ™% W /QM/M/
Date: 2022.04.28 07:41:35 -04'00' P/\/\ /\ /g(\

Robert L. Carey AngelavE.vb,\uﬁn
Division Manager, Environmental Review Chief, Environmental Branch
Florida Ecological Services Field Office

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

20 Jan 2022

Planning and Policy Division .
Environmental Branch

Robert L. Carey

Division Manager, Environmental Review
Florida Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Gainesville, Florida

Dear Mr. Carey:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, (NEPA), this letter
constitutes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) Notice of Availability
of the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) that evaluates environmental effects from dredging the proposed additional Offshore
Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project ( SJC SPP) (St. Augustine
Beach) and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management ( SJIC CSRM) Project
(South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach). In order to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.), the Corps
respectfully requests concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the
Corps’ effect determinations for the project.

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the shoreline in northeast Florida,
specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine Beach reaches. The Preferred
Alternative would use the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas that are located in Federal waters (>3
nautical miles offshore) on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), approximately 6-8 miles offshore.
The Preferred Alternative would dredge these borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC
CSRM) to obtain beach compatible fill material for the continued renourishment of the St.
Augustine, South Ponte Vedra, and Vilano beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively.
The authorized projects will incorporate the use of these alternate sources, as needed, to
supplement the use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source sites. The ‘
continued use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the SJC
SPP and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow sources S-1 and N-

3 are needed to support future nourishment, potential emergency projects, and conceivable
future authorized projects in SJC, specifically SJIC CSRM and SPP.

ESA Section 7 consultation was previously completed for the existing beach nourishment
projects (SJC SPP and CSRM). The projects were determined to be eligible for coverage by the
2015 Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion, as amended (SPBQ), 2013 Programmatic
Piping Plover Biological Opinion (P3BQO), and the 2017 EA's individual consultations with USFWS
for Anastasia Island beach mouse and rufa red knot (letter dated December 22, 2016). Beach
nourishment activities will be conducted in compliance with the applicable minimization measures,





Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs), and Terms and Conditions (T&Cs) of those
consultations. The Preferred Alternative includes dredging the borrow areas S-1 and N-3, which
have not been previously consulted on. The proposed action does not alter sand placement
location and frequency, as described in the prior project consultations.

The Corps is respectfully submitting this request for the dredging of the new borrow areas and
potential effects to the Florida manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris). The Corps has
determined that the Preferred Alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect,
(MANLAA) Florida manatees. The Corps requests concurrence from the USFWS on the Corps’
MANLAA determination for the Florida manatee. Included with this letter is additional information
describing the project background, project location and Preferred Alternative, potential effects to
Florida manatees, as well as efforts to eliminate/avoid effects to listed species. Additional details
on the Preferred Alternative can be found in the draft EA, which is available for your review on
the Jacksonville District's Environmental planning website, under St. Johns County:

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ (On that page, click on the “+” next to “St. Johns”. Scroll
down to the project name.)

In addition to notifying USFWS of the draft documents and requesting concurrence with the
effect determinations, the Corps respectfully submits the enclosed memorandum for the record
(MFR) for USFWS consideration and signature. The MFR documents an informal understanding
between the two agencies to utilize the project's ESA and NEPA review process to complete
coordination responsibilities under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.,
March 10, 1934, as amended 1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995). This agreement will avoid duplicate
analysis and documentation as authorized under 40 CFR section 1500.4 (k), 1502.25, 1506.4.

The Corps respectfully requests that USFWS provide concurrence to the Corps’ effect
determinations and sign the enclosed MFR within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. Questions
or comments on the project’s proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices may be
submitted to the Environmental Branch, Coastal Section at the letterhead address or via email
to Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil within 30 days from the date of this Notice of Availability.
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Do ling Qv

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch

Enclosure




mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil
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Request for Concurrence under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project (SPP) and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management
(CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach)

January 2022

In order to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat.
884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Jacksonville District (Corps), respectfully requests a letter of concurrence within 30 days
of the date of this letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the Additional
Offshore Borrow Areas use for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project
(SJC SPP) and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management (SJC CSRM)
Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach), Environmental Assessment (EA).

ESA Section 7 consultation was completed for the existing beach nourishment projects
(SJC SPP and CSRM) through the 1998 General Reevaluation Report (GRR) with Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), St. Johns
County, Florida, Shore Protection Project (Corps 1998) and 2017 St. Johns County
Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Study and EA.
South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and Summer Haven Reaches St. Johns
County, Florida (Corps 2017). The projects were determined to be eligible for coverage
by the 2015 USFWS Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion, as amended (SPBO),
2013 Programmatic Piping Plover Biological Opinion (P3BO), and the 2017 EA’s
individual consultations with USFWS for Anastasia Island beach mouse and rufa red knot
(letter dated December 22, 2016). Beach nourishment activities will continue to be
conducted in compliance with the applicable minimization measures, Reasonable and
Prudent Measures (RPMs), Terms and Conditions (T&Cs) of those consultations. The
Preferred Alternative includes dredging the borrow areas S-1 and N-3, which are have
not been previously consulted on. The proposed action does not alter sand placement
location and frequency, as described in the prior project consultations. The Corps is
respectfully submitting this request for the dredging of the new borrow areas. The Corps
determined that the Preferred Alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect,
(MANLAA) Florida manatees (Trichechus manatus latirostris).

Pursuant to the request, the Corps is providing the following information:
e Description of the Project Background,;
e Description of the Project Location and Proposed Action;
e Listed Species Under USFWS Jurisdiction;
e Potential Effects to Listed Species and Efforts to Eliminate/Avoid Impacts;
and
o Corps’ Effect Determination.

Description of the Project Background
The purpose of the SJIC SPP and CSRM projects are to reduce the risk of potential
damages from waves, erosion, and storm surge caused by coastal storms to structures





and infrastructure along the St. Johns County shoreline. The purpose of the Preferred
Alternative is to obtain beach compatible fill material from borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP)
and N-3 (SJC CSRM) for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and
South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The
continued use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the
SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow sources
S-1 and N-3 are needed to support future nourishment, potential emergency projects, and
conceivable future authorized projects in SJC, specifically SJIC CSRM and SPP. The
authorized SJC SPP calls for the periodic placement of of approximately 1,625,000 million
cubic yards (mcy) of beach compatible fill every 5 years from the St. Augustine Inlet. The
SJC CSRM authorized project calls for the placement of periodic nourishment of
approximately 866,000 cubic yards (cy) of beach compatible fill every 12 years from the
St. Augustine Inlet Complex.

The currently authorized projects would incorporate the use of these alternate sources,
as needed, to supplement the use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source
sites. Details on the previously authorized projects, including project descriptions, prior
consultations, and effects analysis of the projects, can be found in the following
documents:
e SJC CSRM: St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Final
Integrated Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment (EA) and Findings of
No Significant Impact (FONSI). South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and
Summer Haven Reaches St. Johns County, Florida (Corps 2017).
e SJC SPP: General Reevaluation Report (GRR) with Final EA and FONSI, St.
Johns County, Florida, Shore Protection Project (Corps 1998).

Additional details on the Preferred Alternative are contained in this document and the
draft 2022 EA, which is available for review on the Jacksonville District's Environmental
planning website, under St. Johns County:

https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/

(On that page, click on the “+” next to “St. Johns”. Scroll down to the project name.)

Description of the Project Location and Preferred Alternative

St. Johns County (SJC) is located along the northeast coast of Florida between Duval
County (north) and Flagler County (south). The SJC Atlantic Ocean shoreline extends
approximately 40 miles. The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the
shoreline in northeast Florida, specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine
Beach areas. The Preferred Alternative would utilize the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas
located approximately 6-8 miles offshore in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles offshore)
on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) , (see Figure 1). SJIC CSRM is approximately 2.6
miles long (Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) R-monument R-
103.5 — R-116.5). SJC SPP is approximately 2.5 miles long (FDEP R-monument R-137
— R-150).
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Figure 1. Study area and Preferred Alternative location.

The authorized projects would incorporate the use of these alternate sources, as needed,
to supplement the use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source sites. SJC
CSRM is expected to use N-3 for up to two scheduled renourishments during its remaining
authorized project lifecycle, through 2070; the SJC SPP is expected to use S-1 for up to
three scheduled renourishments during its remaining authorized project lifecycle, through
2051. The proposed offshore borrow areas N-3 and S-1 may be utilized as early as
summer/fall 2022. The anticipated dredging interval infrequent and is approximately every
5-15 years, however dredging may occur sporadically for emergency use. Hopper





dredging, transport, and placement is expected to occur for approximately 60-120 days
to obtain the necessary volumes.

Efficient dredging practice involves excavating sand in a succession of long, parallel, and
relatively straight cuts of 2-5-foot thickness. The dredged sand will travel through the
dragheads into the dredge’s open hopper and most of the turbid seawater effluent will
drain out the overflow structures in the hopper. The vessel will transport the dredged
material 6-8 miles from the borrow site to offloading pump-outs positioned within
approximately %2 mile offshore where the material will be pumped from the hopper via
pipeline to the beach. Multiple pump-outs and pipeline landings will be positioned
alongshore to allow for efficient pumping of sand. Pipeline will be rafted, floated into
place, and flooded and submerged to the sea floor. The placement and relocation of the
nearshore mooring buoys may involve the use of tender tugboats and a barged pipeline
hauler or crane. Pump-out buoys may be anchored using multi-ton point anchors and/or
clump weights. Support vessels and tugs may support the hopper dredge in other
activities, such as crew rotations and pump-out connection. Pipelines will use existing
corridors, and new corridors may be established. Any new pipeline corridors will avoid
areas of hardbottom. There may be potential need for relocation trawling to remove ESA
listed sea turtles from N-3 and S-1 immediately prior to daily dredge operations. If trawling
is utilized, it would be coordinated through the South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion
for Dredging and Material Placement Activities in the Southeast United States (SARBO),
as amended, process with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers South Atlantic Division (SAD)
and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Listed Species under USFWS Jurisdiction
Listed species which may occur in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative and are under
the jurisdiction of the USFWS include the following:

Common Name Scientific Name Listing Status Corps _Eff‘?Ct
Determination
Florida manatee Trichechus manatus | Threatened MANLAA
|atirostris

MANLAA = May affect, not likely to adversely affect

The Corps’ Analysis and Effect Determinations on Listed Species under USFWS
Jurisdiction:

West Indian (Florida) Manatee

The Florida manatee is a subspecies of the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus)
and can be found throughout the southeastern United States. The manatee is a large,
plant-eating aquatic mammal that move between freshwater and saltwater environments.
They can be found in shallow coastal waters, rivers, and springs. Adult manatees are
approximately 10 feet long, weighing between 800 — 1200 pounds, and consume
approximately 4-9% of their body weight each day. Although manatees feed underwater,
they frequently rest just below the water surface with only the snout above water.
Manatees were listed as endangered throughout its range for both the Florida and
Antillean subspecies (Trichechus manatus latirostris and Trichechus manatus manatus)






in 1967 (32 FR 4001). In May 2017, the USFWS reclassified the manatee from
endangered to threatened.

Federal law, specifically the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 and the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 protects manatees. Critical habitat is defined under the Endangered
Species Act as specific areas within and/or outside a geographical area that are occupied
by a species at the time of listing, that contain physical or biological features essential to
the conservation of the species and therefore require special management considerations
or protection for the benefit of the species. Critical habitat for the Florida manatee was
described in 1976 in 50 CFR 17.95 for Florida. The project is not located within USFWS
Designated Ciritical Habitat (DCH) (see Figure 2) or Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission Manatee Protection Zones (see Figure 3).

Alabama (
J T y g i
{ 7\ Georgia
. | | Fed ) N
) \ 4 ‘ V2R i v
| \ - 7 7/ A - \ 7 1 N
\i‘/l V& sy ] | £, __} , _ . { | Lif A X
R f o e T K
vl Vil B :
N o el = 7 Project
* S o -T.s N i S ‘.‘,,
(\i ~ \\ Y s Ene
it N
\
\'- s

5 critical Habitat

= Wles

Figure 2. USFWS Florida manatee DCH.





(Source:
https://www.fws.gov/northflorida/manatee/2009 CH Petition/20100112 frn Federal%?2
OReqgister manatee 12-mo 325.pdf)




https://www.fws.gov/northflorida/manatee/2009_CH_Petition/20100112_frn_Federal%20Register_manatee_12-mo_325.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/northflorida/manatee/2009_CH_Petition/20100112_frn_Federal%20Register_manatee_12-mo_325.pdf



Florida Counties with
FWC Manatee Protection Zones

I:I Manatee protection rules with
some zones that vary by season

Brevard F.A.C. GEC-22.006
Broward F.A.C. BEC-22.010
Citrug F.AC. 83C-22.011
{includes parts of Levy & Hernando Counties)
Flagler F.A.C. 6BC-22.028
Hillsborough F.A.C. 88C-Z2.013
Indian River F.AC.B8C-22.007
Lee F.AC. BBC-22005
Miami-Dade F-AC. 68C-22.025
Palm Beach F.AC.G8C-22.009
Pinellas Fa.C BeC-z2016
Sarasola F.A.C.BBC-22.028

St Lucie F.A.C. BEC-22.008

Volusia F.AC. BEC-2202
{includes parts of Lake, Mafion, Putnam, & Semanale Counlies almg e 21 Johns River)

:| Manatee protection rules that have only year round zones

Charlotte & Associated County FAC 68C-22.015
{includes part of DeSoln County along the Peace River)
Collier F.a.C. 68C-22023

Duval & Associated Counties F.AC BBC-22.027

{includes parts of Clay & St Jofns County along the 51 Johna Fiver)
Manatee F.AC. 63C-22014 @

Martin FAC. 68C-22.024

Florida Fish and Wildlife
Consarvation Commission

Dision of Habitat and Spages Consaration N
imperied Species Management Sechion

Wy FWC T

B2 Jouth Merdian 3neet - MSEL
Talabassen. Florda 323991600
[850) 2224330

Prinled 52018

Figure 3. Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) manatee
protection zones.

(Source: http://myfwc.com/media/2944209/MPZ StatewideMap.pdf)




http://myfwc.com/media/2944209/MPZStatewideMap.pdf



Corps’ Effect Determination: MANLAA.

The Corps determined that the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect, Florida manatees. Direct, physical injury effects to this species are not anticipated
from construction operations, machinery, or materials as the species are highly mobile
and able to easily avoid the area; however, the Corps will include the 2011 USFWS’
Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (see Attachment 1) in the project plans

and specifications to ensure protection of the species.
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Attachment 1

USFWS 2011 Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work
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U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

CARIBBEAN ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE
JANUARY 2012

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO EVALUATE EFFECTS ON ANTILLEAN MANATEES

The Service considers shallow coastal areas, bays, estuaries, river mouths and mangrove
lagoon ecosystems as important for the conservation of the Antillean manatee because these
areas contain all the natural elements preferred by manatees: abundant sea grass relatively
calm waters, sheltered spots, and freshwater sources, as well as a relatively low number of
boats within the bay. Actions proposed for these areas should be carefully examined, to ensure
that elements required by this species are not compromised.

To evaluate the potential effect of proposed action on manatees, we need the applicants to
address the following issues:

1. Type and amount of watercraft associated to the project
2. Amount of boat facilities (e.g. ramps, piers, dry-stacks, buoys, among others)
3. Amount of habitat to be affected (e.g. acres of sea grasses and/or mangroves)

4. Provisions / restrictions to be taken to prevent collisions with manatees (e.g. delineation
of an entrance channel, marking buoys, navigation aids, among others).

5. Outreach efforts to be implemented concerning boat operation. One of the main
components of a successful operation of facilities that implement mechanisms to
safeguard threatened and endangered species is a comprehensive outreach program
that clearly indicates to the public 1) the actions that the facility is undertaking to protect
such species (including assurances on the implementation of protection measures), and
2) the activities that the public should take to minimize or prevent impacts to sensitive
species and their habitats. Guidelines for safe operation of watercrafts should be

included as part of the outreach/education component of the proposed project (example
attached below).

6. Any other site-specific conservation measure applicable for the project.

EXAMPLE OF CONSERVATION MEASURES FOR IN-WATER PROJECTS (INCLUDING
DREDGING ACTIVITIES)

The following manatee conservation measures are recommended:

1. The contractor instructs all personnel associated with construction of the facility of the
presence of manatees and the need to avoid collisions with manatees.

2. All construction personnel will be advised that there are civil and criminal penalties for
harming, harassing, or killing manatees, which are protected under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972. The permit holder

and/or contractor will be held responsible for any manatee harmed, harassed, or killed
as a result of construction of the project.





The project work area shall be surveyed for the presence of manatees at least one hour
before any dredging starts and prior to the installation of the silt fence. If manatees are
found before any in-water project activity starts, the contractor shall wait for the manatee
to leave the area by itself and be at least 100 feet from the project in-water area.
Manatees must not be herded or harassed into leaving the area.

Siltation barriers will be made of material in which manatee cannot become entangled,
are properly secured, and are regularly monitored to avoid manatee entrapment.
Barriers must not block manatee entry to or exit from essential habitat.

All vessels associated with the project construction will operate at “no-wake/idle” speed
at all times while in water within manatee areas and vessels will follow routes of deep
water whenever possible.

If manatees are seen within 100 yards (300 feet) of the in-water work area, all
appropriate precautions shall be implemented to ensure protection of the manatees.
These precautions shall include operating all equipment in such a manner that moving
equipment does not come any closer than 50 to 100 feet of any manatee. If a manatee
is within 50 feet of in-water work, all in-water activities must shut down, until manatee
moves on its own at least 100 feet away from the in-water work area. Manatees must
not be herded or harassed into leaving the area.

Any collision with and/or injury to a manatee shall be reported immediately to the
Department of Natural and Environmental Resources Law Enforcement (787-724-5700)
and the USFWS Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office (787-851-7297).

The contractor shall keep a log detailing sightings, collisions, or injury to manatees,
which have occurred during the contract period. Following project completion, a report
summarizing the above incidents and sightings will be submitted to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office, P.O. Box 491, Boqueron,
Puerto Rico 00622.

The permit holder and/or contractor shall install and maintain temporary and permanent
manatee signs as recommended by the following guidelines:

a. Signs must be placed in a prominent location for maximum visibility. Areas that are
recommended include: dock walkways, dock master offices, near restrooms or other
high patron foot traffic areas.

b. Signs must be replaced when faded, damaged or outdated.

c. If the facility is large or has multiple docks with separate walkways that are a
considerable distance apart, multiple signs should be installed.

d. These signs must not face the water, must never be attached to pilings or
navigational markers in the water. Some exceptions to signs facing the water exist
for temporary signs during in-water work.

e. For durability, all signs should be fiberglass, PVC or metal with rounded corners
(hand-sanded to remove all sharp edges and burrs), constructed of 0.08 Gauge
5052-H38 Aluminum with an Alodine 1200 conversion coating and Engineer Grade
Type | reflective sheeting. Signs constructed to other specifications may not provide
durability acceptable to the consumer.

f. Signs other than depicted may be considered, but should be approved by USFWS.





10. A permanent bilingual manatee educational sign should be installed and maintained
prior to mooring occupancy at a prominent location to increase the awareness of boaters
using the facility of boats to these animals. The numbers of educational signs that may
be installed will depend on the docking facility design. One manatee educational sign is
recommended at each boat ramp or travel lift (if applicable). Manatee educational signs
remain the responsibility of the owner(s) and the Service recommends the signs be
maintained for the life of the docking facility in a manner acceptable to the Corps of
Engineers.

EXAMPLE MANATEE EDUCATIONAL SIGN
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This permanent educational sign should have a minimum size of at least 30” inches
tall by 36” inches wide with rounded corners.






PRECAUCION: HABITAT DE MANATI
CAUTION: MANATEE HABITAT

Toda embarcacion
VELOCIDAD MAXIMA 5MPH

All project vessels IDLE SPEED/NO WAKE

Si observa un manati a 50 pies o menos del area de trabajo,

toda actividad en el agua debe

DETENERSE

When a manatee is within 50 feet of work all in-water activities must SHUT DOWN

Informe cualquier accidente con un manati.
Report any collision with or injury to a manatee

Vigilantes DRNA
(787)724-5700

This temporary bilingual sign is required as part of the standard manatee
construction conditions and is intended to be placed near dredge, tugboat and work
boat operators. Minimum size should be at least 82" inches tall by 11” inches wide,
and besides the above recommendation, the sign may be in laminated paper. This
sign shall be installed or distributed prior to the initiation of construction. Temporary
signs will be removed by the permit holder upon completion of construction.

To obtain a ready to print copy of this sign, please contact the USFWS
Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office at 787-851-7297 ext. 220
or by email at jan_zegarra@fws.gov
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PRECAUCION

Manaties en el Area

Caution: Watch for Manatees

VELOCIDAD MAXIMA 5MPH
IDLE SPEED/NO WAKE

Informe cualquier accidente con un manati.
Vigilantes DRNA
(787) 724-5700

Report collisions, sick, dead or injured manatees.

This permanent bilingual sign is required as part of the standard manatee
construction conditions and is intended to be placed within docking and launching
facilities. Minimum size should be at least 30" inches tall by 24” inches wide with
rounded corners. This sign shall be installed prior, during or after project
construction. This permanent sign may not be required for coastal projects that do
not have docking and/or launching facilities.

To obtain a ready to print copy of this sign, please contact the USFWS
Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office at 787-851-7297 ext. 220
or by email at jan_zegarra@fws.gov
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11. A notarized verification letter stating that permanent signs have been installed at
designated locations shall be forwarded to the Corps of Engineers, Antilles Regulatory
Section, as soon as they are installed. Signs and pilings remain the responsibility of the
owner(s) and are to be maintained for the life of the docking and launching facility in a
manner acceptable to the Corps of Engineers.

12. Signs other than depicted above may be considered, but should be approved by
USFWS. Signs shall have at least the following minimal recommend information:

a. Temporary bilingual signs:

PRECAUCION
MANATIES EN EL AREA
Mantenga velocidad de 5 mph dentro del area de construccion
Informe cualquier incidente con un manati
Vigilantes DRNA 787-724-5700

CAUTION
MANATEES IN THE AREA
Maintain idle speed/no wake (5 mph) within construction site
Report any collisions with or injury to a manatee

b. Permanent bilingual signs:

PRECAUCION
MANATIES EN EL AREA
Velocidad maxima 5 mph
Informe cualquier incidente con un manati
Vigilantes DRNA 787-724-5700

CAUTION
MANATEES IN THE AREA
Idle speed/No wake (5 mph) zone
Report collisions, sick, dead or injured manatees

c. Permanent bilingual educational sign and some of the of the recommended
information it should include:

GUIA PARA LA PROTECCION Y CONSERVACION DEL MANATI
(MANATEE PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION GUIDELINES)

1. Utilice gafas polarizadas mientras navega. Estas ayudan a detectar mejor al manati, las
areas llanas y cualquier obstaculo en el mar. (Use polarized sunglasses while
navigating. These help to detect any manatee, shallow waters and any other obstacle in
the water.)

2. Siusted ve un manati en la trayectoria de su embarcacion, reduzca la velocidad a 5
mph y conduzca la embarcacion fuera del paso del manati o espere a que el manati
salga del area poniendo su embarcacion en neutro. (If you see a manatee within the





path of your vessel, reduce the velocity to 5 mph and turn your vessel away from the
manatee’s path or wait until the manatee has moved from the area by putting your
vessel in neutral.)

3. Luego de asegurarse de que el manati esté fuera de la trayectoria de su embarcacion,
continte navegando despacio (no mas de 5 mph) hasta que su embarcacion se
encuentre a no menos de 50 pies (15 metros) del manati. (After you are certain that the
manatee is well outside of the path of your vessel, resume navigation slowly (not more

than 5 mph) until your vessel is not less than 50 feet (15 meters) away from the
manatee.)

4. Obedezca las zonas con limites de velocidad y reduzca la velocidad en aguas llanas
menores a 10 pies de profundidad en particular cerca de la costa, en las
desembocaduras de rios, en praderas de hierbas marinas y manglares. (Obey
regulatory speed zones and reduce velocity in shallow waters less than 10 feet,
particularly close to the coast, in river mouths, in sea grass beds and mangroves.)

5. Siobserva un manati mientras usted esta en el agua, obsérvelo pasivamente, no lo
persiga, acose o lo toque. (/f you observe a manatee while in the water, passively
observe it, do not follow it, nor harass or touch.)

6. No tire basura al agua. El manati puede ingerirla o enredarse en ella, lo cual podria
causarle heridas o la muerte. (Do not throw trash in the water. Manatees may ingest or
entangle on trash, which may injure or Kkill it.)

7. Nunca alimente o le ofrezca agua a un manati. Es ilegal y los malacostumbra a
acercarse a lugares donde pueden ser lastimados. (Never feed or give water to a
manatee. It is illegal and will wrongly habituate them to approach areas where they can
be injured.)

Informe accidentes con un manati inmediatamente. Si encuentra un bebé manati solo, en
peligro, herido o muerto, llame al Cuerpo de Vigilantes del Departamento de Recursos
Naturales y Ambientales al 787-724-5700 o al Programa de Rescate de Mamiferos Marinos al
787-833-2025, 787-538-4684 6 787-645-5593. (Inform any accident with a manatee
immediately. If you find a baby manatee alone, in danger, injured or dead, call the Department
of Natural and Environmental Resources Law Enforcement of at 787-724-5700 or the Marine
Mammal Rescue Program at 787-833-2025, 787-538-4684 or 787-645-5593.)

Herir o matar un manati puede conllevar multas de mas de $50,000 y/o no menos de dos afos
de carcel. {EVITESE ESE RIESGO!
(Harming or killing a manatee could carry fines of more than $50,000 and/or not less
than two years in prison. AVOID THIS RISK!)

GRACIAS POR AYUDAR A SALVAR LOS MANATIES
THANKS FOR HELPING SAVE THE MANATEES






U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Florida Ecological Services Field Office

1601 Balboa Avenue
Panama City, FL 32405-3721

Tel: (850) -769-0552
Fax: (850-763-2177

April 21, 2022

Ms. Angela E. Dunn, Chief

Environmental Branch

Planning and Policy Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
701 San Marco Boulevard

Jacksonville, FL 32207-8175

Attn: Mr. Darren Pecora
Mr. Andrew Loschiavo

Re:  FWS Ecosphere No: 2022-00014002- Formal
Date Consultation initiated January 21, 2022
Project Title: FL Shoreline Protection Project-
Dredge and Sand Placement.
Location: St. Augustine Beach, South Ponte Vedra,
And Vilano Beach.
County: St. Johns County, Florida.

Dear Ms. Dunn:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received a request for consultation via electronic mail dated
January 20, 2021, from Darren Pecora of your staff. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
proposes use of two offshore sand borrow areas that are located in federal waters (>3 nautical miles
offshore) for federally authorized sand nourishment projects referred to as Florida Shore Protection
Project, St. Augustine Beach (SJC SPP) and Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, South
Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach (SJC CSRM), in Johns County, Florida (Figure 1). Historically, sand
removal occurred within the St. Augustine inlet. The inlet currently provides an insufficient sand
source. The proposed new borrow sources (S-1 and N-3) will support future nourishment, potential
emergency projects, and conceivable future authorized projects in St. Johns County.

NORTH FLORIDA OFFICE PANAMA CITY OFHCE SOUTH FLORIDA OFFICE
7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, #200 1601 BALBOA AVENUE 1339 20TH STREET
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32256 PANAMA CITY, FL 32405 VERO BEACH, FL 32960

904-731-3336 850-769-0552 772-562-3909
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The Corps has previously completed consultation with Service for the existing beach nourishment
projects (SJC SPP and CSRM) as referenced in their January 20, 2022 letter to the Service (Corps,

2022). This consultation request focuses strictly on use of the newly proposed sand borrow areas (S-1
and N-3).

Legend

# st Augusting Inlet Complex - Authonzed Sand Borrow Arca
¢ Mew Sand Borrow Area H-3

(7 Hew Sand Borrow Area 5-1

P s Augustine Beach - 3t Johns County Florida SFP

# Vilanc Beach - St Johrs Sounty Flarida GSRM

Figure 1. Sand nourishment projects referred to as Florida Shore Protection Project, St. Augustine
Beach (SJC SPP) and Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, South Ponte Vedra and
Vilano Beach (SJC CSRM), in Johns County, Florida, St. Johns County, Florida.

The Corps determined the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the West Indian
manatee (7richechus manatus latirostris). The Corps, via their January 20, 2022 letter, commits to
following the requirements within the Florida Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion (SPBO)
signed in 2015 that included the Standard Manatee Construction Conditions for In-Water Work . We
provide comments in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16
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U.S.C. 1351 et seq). The Service concurs with the determination of not likely to adversely affect the
West Indian manatee if the 2011 Standard Manatee In-water Construction Conditions are made a
condition of the Corps project plan and implemented. The project area is not within designated
critical habitat. These findings fulfil section 7 requirements of the Act in regard to manatees. In
addition, because no incidental take of manatees is anticipated, no such authorization under the
Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) is needed. The web link to these conditions:
https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/regulatory/sourcebook/endangered species/Man
atee/2011_StandardConditionsForIn-waterWork.pdf

In coordination with the Corps, the Service updated the SPBO in 2015. Per their January 20, 2022
letter, the Corps has agreed to project requirements with regard to the West Indian manatee as
authorized under FWS Log No. Programmatic Statewide BO (SPBO) 41910-2011-F-0170,
Revised March 13, 2015. We have assigned the Service log number 2022-00014002- Formal to
this specific consultation.

The Corps concurrently submitted an enclosed memorandum for the record (MFR) for Service
consideration and signature. The MFR documents an informal understanding between the Corps and
the Service to use the project’s ESA (7 U.S.C. 136, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. December 28, 1973) and
National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as
amended 1975 and 1982) review process to complete coordination responsibilities under the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq., March 10, 1934, as amended 1946, 1958,
1978, and 1995). This agreement will avoid duplicate analysis and documentation as authorized
under 40 CFR section 1500.4(k), 1502.25, and 1506.4 and is consistent with Presidential Executive
Order for Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review, released January 18, 2011. The Service
coordinated with the Corps through NEPA and the ESA in which impacts to fish and wildlife
resources are adequately addressed via these two authorities. The Service included the following
recommendations relevant to FWCA in the Service’s review and response to this project’s draft EA.

The Service has minimal knowledge of impacts to offshore sand borrow sites but we make the
following recommendations per FWCA in attempts to reduce the frequency of sand placement
projects along coastal shorelines, largely intended for structural protections.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Construct the berm or dune features in a non-linear pattern to emulate natural beach-dune
systems. Gaps and open areas behind the “dunes” provide protected habitat for nesting
shorebirds and beach mice.

2) In coordination with the Service or Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, incorporate
areas with natural shell materials to encourage the use of pockets amongst dunes for nesting
shore- and water- birds.

3) 500-1000 foot wide shoreline segments/zones where no sand deposition is allowed within the
intertidal zone will be established every mile for survival and recovery of invertebrate food
resources in identified areas with highest concentrations of shorebirds OR at a regular
interval along the beach per the restoration protocol.

4) Any sand placement dunes, berms, or dunets, will be tapered 75 to 150 feet from inlet and
outfall areas.



https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/regulatory/sourcebook/endangered_species/Man



5)

6)

7)

8)

9)
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The Service discourages the use of sand fencing, but if deemed necessary, project must
follow Service-provided best management practices, including the use of bio-degradable
materials that does not require removal.

Plant dune features in sparse density (less than 50%), but high plant species variety.

Protect permanent and ephemeral pools, lagoons and sand spits during project construction as
these provide optimal foraging and roosting areas year around for shorebirds. These areas
are ideal when located near inlets and adjacent conservation lands.

Create a permanent pool feature between the Project area, protect it from disturbance.
Around the created pool, spread out shell-mash for nesting shorebirds in sections at least 20
feet by 10 feet in size. Have the local sponsor commit to posting and roping around the newly
created feature to reduce disturbance for roosting and nesting water- and shore-birds year
around. Educational signs should be placed around the feature to explain the importance of
these areas for birds.

Monitoring is the responsibility of the applicant and protocols for listed species and habitat
features such as vegetative survival, expansion, and dune growth will be detailed in the
restoration protocol. Per the adaptive management protocol, if certain restoration features are
not successful, modifications within the intent and scope of the original action will be made
(i.e., a replanting or re-stabilization of a vegetative island) on the next sand placement event.

10) Grant access for Service and other federally or state personnel to conduct monitoring of the

project site as requested.

11) US Geological Survey (USGS) recently published “Impacts of sediment removal from and

placement in coastal barrier island systems” (Miselis et al. 2021). This publication identifies
several knowledge gaps and recommendations necessary to inform future sand placement
events. We recommend the Corps work with USGS and set up appropriate studies concerning
the effects of sediment placement on short- and long- term time scales as summarized in
sections 3.3.3 (p. 23), 4.4 (p. 30), 6.3.2 (p. 45), and 7.4 (p. 51).

12) Compliance and enforcement will be the responsibility of the local sponsor for the following

rules within the habitat restoration project area:

a. Post and rope (and signage if needed for compliance) will be installed >25 feet
seaward of the starter dune to prevent human disturbance. For large projects this may
not be attainable so focus will be on documented high disturbance areas or within
lands under public ownership. Untrampled beach areas maintain and establish
vegetation, traps sand, and therefore new starter dunes are more likely to accumulate.

b. The local sponsor is to protect the “wrack line”” (organic debris that washes up with
the tide) within the Project Area, post-construction and between sand placement
events. Beach cleaning could increase erosion. Suggesting alternatives methods of
beach cleaning may reduce frequency of sand placement events. At the minimum,
beach cleaning is to occur dune-side of the wrack line, leaving the primary wrack
line protected.

c. Wildlife friendly lighting (The Dark Skies Initiative) will be used where lighting is
needed and existing ordinances will be enforced. Lighting considerations will be
incorporated throughout the entire affected coastal dune habitat to encompass all
nocturnal coastal wildlife.
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d. Nighttime activities, other than walking, will not be permitted on the beach in the
project footprint (for example, fires, driving, pets on beach).

e. Pets will not be permitted on the beach in the project footprint (depending on the
scope of the project, some limited areas can be used by pets if already authorized).

f. Deter beach driving. If necessary, create driving corridors for vendors, and

emergency personal that routinely travel the beaches.
Predators will be deterred through installation of predator-proof trash receptacles at
select roadside access points. Trash along the shoreline can be manually picked up as
needed. Receptacles for fishing lines will be placed at access areas.

h. An educational kiosk or signage will be placed at the project site providing
information about coastal species and the benefit of habitat restoration.

REINITIATION NOTICE

As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation for any species reflected in this
document 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 i.e. the
shoreline amount described herein 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 shall cease pending reinitiation

The Service appreciates the cooperation of the Corps personnel during this consultation. If you have
any questions about this opinion, please contact Patty Kelly of this office at 850-532-5401.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by Catrina
Martin

Ca t rl n a M a rt I n Date: 2022.04.28 07:04:38
-05'00'
Catrina Martin
Environmental Review Supervisor

Panama City Field Office Station Lead

Cc: (all electronic)
FWC, fwcconservationplanningservices@myfwc.com

Citations:

Miselis, J.L., Flocks, J.G., Zeigler, S., Passeri, D., Smith, D.R., Bourque, J., Sherwood, C.R., Smith,
C.G., Ciarletta, D.J., Smith, K., Hart, K., Kazyak, D., Berlin, A., Prohaska, B., Calleson, T.,
and Yanchis, K., 2021, Impacts of sediment removal from and placement in coastal barrier
island systems. Coastal and Marine Hazards, and Resources Program and Ecosystems Mission
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Area. U.S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2021-1062, 94 p.,
https://doi.org/10.3133/0fr20211062.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). 2015. Shore Protection Activities along the Coast of Florida.
Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion (revised). February 27. 242 ppl
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

20 Jan 2022

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Robert L. Carey

Division Manager, Environmental Review
Florida Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Gainesville, Florida

Dear Mr. Carey:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) requests coordination with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16
U.S.C. 3501 efe, eq.) for the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and
draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluates environmental effects from
dredging the proposed additional Offshore Borrow Areas for the St. Johns County,
Florida (SJC) Shore Protection Project (SPP) and SJC, Florida Coastal Storm Risk
Management (CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach). The Corps
respectfully requests concurrence from the USFWS that the consultations for the
previously authorized projects are still valid given recent reversals and interpretations of
the CRBA (letter dated October 25, 2016).

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the shoreline in
northeast Florida, specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine Beach
reaches. The Preferred Alternative would use the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas that
are located in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles offshore) on the Outer Continental Shelf
(OCS), approximately 6-8 miles offshore. The Preferred Alternative would dredge
these borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to obtain beach compatible fill
material for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine, South Ponte Vedra, and
Vilano beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The authorized
projects will incorporate the use of these alternate sources, as needed, to supplement
the use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source sites. The continued
use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the SJC SPP
and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow sources S-1 and
N-3 are needed to support future nourishment, potential emergency projects, and
conceivable future authorized projects in SJC, specifically SIC CSRM and SPP.






The borrow areas are located offshore in water depths greater than the 30-foot
contour and are not within CBRS units. Dredging of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites
would not occur in designated CBRS units; however, placement will continue to restore :
and stabilize the beaches in the designated CBRS units (CBRS Units OPA-Guana River '
Unit FL-03P, Usina Beach Unit PO4A, Conch Island Unit P05, and OPA Conch Island
Unit PO5P) maintaining the habitat in these areas. The Preferred Alternative does not
include the construction of structures that would require Federal flood insurance;
therefore, Federal expenditures for the proposed project are not restricted.

The Corps respectfully requests that USFWS provide concurrence with the Corps’
determination within 30-days from the date of this letter that the consultations for the
previously authorized projects remain valid. Questions or comments on the project may
be submitted to Darren Pecora via email at Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil or via
telephone 904-232-2286. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch

Enclosure
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Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project (SPP) and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management
(CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach)

January 2022

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) requests coordination with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C.
3501 et,eq.) for the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) that evaluates environmental effects from dredging the
proposed additional Offshore Borrow Areas for the St. Johns County, Florida (SJC) Shore
Protection Project (SPP) (St. Augustine Beach) and SJC, Florida Coastal Storm Risk
Management (CSRM) Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach). The Corps
respectfully requests concurrence from the USFWS that the Corps’ consultation for the
previously authorized projects are still valid given recent reversals and interpretations of
the CRBA.

The Corps is providing additional information on the project background, Preferred
Alternative, location of system units, previous CBRA consultation, and current effect
determinations below.

Project Background and Preferred Alternative.

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the SJC shoreline in northeast
Florida, specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine Beach areas (see
Figure 1). The purpose of the SIC SPP and CSRM projects are to reduce the risk of
potential damages from waves, erosion, and storm surge caused by coastal storms to
structures and infrastructure along the St. Johns County shoreline. Renourishment
projects at SJIC SPP have been constructed in 2005 (0.8 mcy), 2008 (2.8 mcy), 2012 (2.1
mcy), and 2018 (0.9 mcy). Initial construction beach fill operations for SJIC CSRM were
completed on January 6, 2021. Approximately 1.3 million cubic yards (cy) of sand coming
from the St. Augustine Inlet flood shoal were placed between R102.5 and R117.5.

The Preferred Alternative is in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles offshore) on the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS), approximately 6-8 miles offshore, in the S-1 and N-3 sand
borrow areas (see Figure 1). The Preferred Alternative includes dredging borrow areas
S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to obtain beach compatible fill material for
the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and Vilano authorized projects
shorelines, respectively. These are the closest proven sand sources near SJC CSRM and
SJC SPP. Beach compatible fill would be dredged from the ocean bottom from S-1 and
N-3 and placed along the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM shoreline, respectively. The proposed
offshore borrow areas N-3 and S-1 may be utilized as early as 2022. The anticipated
dredging interval infrequent and is approximately every 5-15 years, however dredging
may occur sporadically for emergency use. Hopper dredging, transport, and placement
is expected to occur for approximately 60-120 days to obtain the necessary volumes.





The purpose of the Preferred Alternative is to obtain beach compatible fill material from
borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) for the continued renourishment of
the St. Augustine Beach and South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach authorized projects
shorelines, respectively. The continued use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only
sand source in SJC for the SJIC SPP and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable.
Therefore, the new borrow sources S-1 and N-3 are neededto support future
nourishment, potential emergency projects, and conceivable future authorized projects in
SJC, specifically SJC CSRM and SPP. The proposed action does not alter sand
placement location and frequency, as described in the prior project consultations
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Figure 1. Study area and Preferred Alternative location.





Location of Coastal Barrier Resource System (CBRS) Units in Project Vicinity.

The Corps reviewed the official USFWS CBRS maps. Four CBRS Units, classified as
Otherwise Protected Areas (OPAS), are located adjacent to the project area (see Figure

2).

e FL-03P (Guana River) is located immediately north of Vilano Beach (SJC CSRM).

e P-04A (Usina Beach) is intersecting the southern portion of SJC CSRM.

e P-05 (Conch Island) is located at the area around St. Augustine Inlet, including
Porpoise Point on the north side and the northern portion of Anastasia State Park.

e P-05P (Conch Island) is the remaining portion of Anastasia State Park.

.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Coastal Barrier Resources System St. Johns County CSRM & SPP

Segic (IGE& m‘."&tﬁﬁ%’m m%

This map is for general reference only. The Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS) boundaries depicted on this map are representations of
November:23,2021 the controlling CBRS boundaries, which are shown on the official maps, accessible at hitps./Avevfws.gov/cbra/maps/index himl. Al CBRS
CBRS Units related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on the CBRS Mapper website

y The CBRS Buffer Zone represents the area immediately adjacent to the CBRS boundary where users are advised to contact the Service for an
D Otherwise Protected Area official determination (hitp:/vew fus. govichra/D himl) as to whether the property or project site is located “in® or "out” of the

CBRS.
[J system Unit

CBRS Units normally extend seaward out to the 20- or 30-foot bathymetric contour (depending on the location of the unit). The true seaward
extent of the units is not shown in the CBRS mapper.
This page was produced by the CBRS Mapper

Figure 2. Location of CBRS Units OPA-Guana River Unit FL-03P, Usina Beach Unit
PO4A, Conch Island Unit P05, and OPA Conch Island Unit PO5P in the vicinity of
SJC CSRM (Vilano Beach) and SJC SPP (St. Augustine Beach). (Source:
(https://Iwww.fws.qov/CBRA/Maps/Mapper.html)
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Prior CBRA Consultation.

The most recent determination was made in the 2019 consultation for the SJC CSRM
project (FWS Log No 2020-CPA-0001). USFWS concurred that the project met the
specific exemption 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(G) “Nonstructural projects for shoreline
stabilization that are designed to mimic, enhance, or restore a natural stabilization
system”. The justification for this exemption cites the consultation from October 25, 2016
(FWS Log No. 04EF1000-2016-CPA-0042). The 2016 letter for the SJIC CRSM (South
Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach reaches) describes benefits to protected species at
Anastasia State Park and St. Augustine Beach (SJC SPP). (The prior consultation letters
are included in Attachment A.)

CBRA Effect Determination for 2022 EA.
The Preferred Alternative will maintain the benefits of the SJC SPP and CSRM projects
as well as dune and nesting habitat for protected species.

The Corps recently prepared a draft EA for the inclusion of borrow sites S-1 and N-3 as
alternate sand sources for the SJC SPP and CSRM projects. The Corps will be bringing
in beach quality sand from new borrow areas, which are located approximately 6-8 miles
offshore at the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). The addition of this sand into the nearshore
system will potentially reduce erosion in the CBRS Units.

The borrow areas are located offshore in water depths greater than the 30-foot contour
and are not within CBRS units. Dredging of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites would not
occur in designated CBRA units; however, placement will continue to restore and stabilize
the beaches in the designated CBRS units maintaining the habitat in these areas. The
Preferred Alternative does not include the construction of structures that would require
Federal flood insurance; therefore, Federal expenditures for the proposed project are not
restricted.
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Prior CBRA Consultations





TEMPLATE FOR INTERAGENCY CBRA CONSULTATIONS

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) encourages the
conservation of hurricane prone and biologically rich coastal barriers. No new expenditures or
financial assistance may be made available under authority of any Federal law for any purpose
within the System Units of the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS)
including: construction or purchase of roads, structures, facilities, or related infrastructure, and
most projects to prevent the erosion of or otherwise stabilize any inlet, shoreline, or inshore area.
However, the appropriate Federal officer, after consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service), may make Federal expenditures and financial assistance available within
System Units for activities that meet one of the CBRA’s exceptions (16 U.S.C. 3505). The
CBRA imposes no restrictions on actions and projects within the CBRS that are carried out with
State, local, or private funding. Any response from the Service to a CBRA consultation request is
in the form of an opinion only. The Service has not been granted veto power. The responsibility
for complying with the CBRA and the final decision regarding the expenditure of funds for
a particular action or project rests with the Federal funding agency.

There are two types of units within the CBRS, System Units and Otherwise Protected Areas
(OPAs). OPAs are denoted with a “P” at the end of the unit number (e.g., “FL-64P”"). Most new
Federal expenditures and financial assistance, including Federal flood insurance, are prohibited
within System Units. The only Federal spending prohibition within OPAs is on Federal flood
insurance; other Federal expenditures are permitted. Consultation with the Service is not
needed if the proposed action or project is located within an OPA. However, agencies
providing disaster assistance that is contingent upon a requirement to purchase flood insurance
after the fact are advised to disclose the OPA designation and information on the restrictions on
Federal flood insurance to the recipient prior to the commitments of funds.

The Service has developed the attached template to help facilitate the CBRA consultation
process. This form, and any additional documentation, may be submitted to the appropriate
Ecological Services Field Office to fulfill the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

Additional Resources:

CBRS Mapper: https://www.fws.gov/chra/maps/mapper.htm!

CBRS shapefile and Web Map Service: hitps://www.fws.gov/chra/maps/Boundaries. himl

CBRA consultations: https://www.fws.gov/cbra under “Project Consultations”

CBRS in/out property determinations: https.//www.fivs.gov/cbra/Determinations.html

Ecological Services Field Office contact information: Attps.//www.fws.gov/offices




https://www.fws.gov/of{lces
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September 23, 2019

Mr. Jay Herrington

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200
Jacksonville, FL 32256-7517

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) requests a consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. 3501 et
seq.) for the proposed St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management —Vilano Beach
Segment project.

Project Location
The project is located in St. Johns County, Florida, partially within Unit PO4A, Usinas Beach, of
the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS).

Description of the Proposed Action or Project

The Recommended Plan includes the construction of a 60-foot berm along 2.6 miles of beach
from R-103.5 to R-116.5 (Figure 1). The project template will include a dune feature that
reflects the average 2015 dune position. One thousand foot tapers will extend from the northern
and southern ends of the berm extension, connecting the extension to the existing shoreline. The
addition of tapers results in sand placement from R102.5 to R117.5 along three miles of
shoreline. The initial construction would require approximately 1.3 million cubic yards (mcy) of
sand, which would be obtained from the St. Augustine Inlet system, including the ebb, flood, and
Vilano Point shoals, the Federal navigation channel, and any associated shoals. The anticipated
duration of the initial construction would be approximately 3.3 months. Future nourishments
would require approximately 866,000 cubic yards of material, and the nourishment interval for
this project is approximately 12 years.

Applicable Exception(s) under 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)

General Exceptions

|:| 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(1): Any use or facility necessary for the exploration, extraction, or
transportation of energy resources which can be carried out only on, in, or adjacent to a
coastal water area because the use or facility requires access to the coastal water body.

|:| 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(2): The maintenance or construction of improvements of existing
Federal navigation channels (including the Intracoastal Waterway) and related structures
(such as jetties), including the disposal of dredge materials related to such maintenance or
construction. A Federal navigation channel or a related structure is an existing channel or
structure, respectively, if it was authorized before the date on which the relevant System
unit or portion of the System Unit was included within the CBRS.





D 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(3): The maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the
expansion, of publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or facilities that
are essential links in a larger network or system.

[ ] 16U.s.C.3505(a)(@): Military activities essential to national security.

B 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(5): The construction, operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of Coast
Guard facilities and access thereto.

Specific Exceptions
These exceptions must also be consistent with all three purposes of the CBRA (see "Justification”
section below).

|:, 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(A): Projects for the study, management, protection, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of fish and
wildlife habitats, and related lands, stabilization projects for fish and wildlife habitats, and
recreational projects.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(B): Establishment, operation, and maintenance of air and water
navigation aids and devices, and for access thereto.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(C): Projects under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11) and the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16
U.S.C. 1451 etseq.).

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(D): Scientific research, including aeronautical, atmospheric, space,
geologic, marine, fish and wildlife, and other research, development, and applications.

L O O O

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(E): Assistance for emergency actions essential to the saving of lives
and the protection of property and the public health and safety, if such actions are
performed pursuant to sections 5170a, 5170b, and 5192 of title 42 and are limited to
actions that are necessary to alleviate the emergency.

[:I 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(F): Maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the
expansion (except with respect to United States route 1 in the Florida Keys), of publicly
owned or publicly operated roads, structures, and facilities.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(G): Nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization that are
designed to mimic, enhance, or restore a natural stabilization system.

Justification for Exception

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determined as a result of previous consultations on
this project that the Recommended Plan was consistent with CBRA. As stated in your letter
dated October 25, 2016, this determination was made following careful review of the June 12,
1995 letter from the Department of the Interior to the Corps regarding CBRA and a beach
renourishment project at Folly Beach, SC; section 6 of the CBRA which allows nonstructural






projects for shoreline stabilization that are designed to mimic, enhance, or restore a natural
stabilization system; and the best available scientific information regarding the history of sand
management, renourishment, and its effects on trust resources.

At the time of the previous consultation, there was insufficient parking and public beach access
in the vicinity of the Usinas Beach system unit (CBRS Unit PO4A); therefore, the Federal
government was not authorized to share in the cost of sand placement in this area per Corps
policy. As a result, Corps stated in our May 25, 2016 letter that no Federal funds would be
expended in the CBRS unit, and USFWS’ October 25, 2016 letter reflected this expectation.

Since 2016, the local sponsor has approved the construction of a parking lot and beach access
point on parcels owned by St. Johns County within CBRS unit PO4A at the future Mussallem
Park site. Construction of the parking lot with 20 parking spaces is anticipated to begin in
November 2019. The initial construction of the beach nourishment project is scheduled to be
awarded in January 2020, and to be completed by December 2020. The addition of this parking
and the beach access point will allow the local sponsor to receive Federal funding for the sand
placement in this area based on Corps policy. Figure 1 shows the extent of the CBRS unit where
appropriate access and parking will be available. Figure 2 shows the specific parcels currently in
county or state ownership where cost sharing will occur. If parcels currently in private
ownership become encumbered by easements to prevent development, or if they are acquired by
Federal, state, or local governments, they will also be eligible for Federal expenditures in the
future.

Contact Information
Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Response

Below is the Service's response to the Corps’ request for a consultation under the CBRA for the
St. Johns County CSRM — Vilano Beach segment project. This response represents the Service’s
opinion. The final decision regarding the expenditure of funds for this action or project
rests with the Federal funding agency. The Corps has fulfilled its obligation to consult with
the Service under the CBRA for this particular action or project within the CBRS. Please note
that any new commitment of Federal funds associated with this action or project, or change in
the project design and/or scope, is subject to the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

The Service has reviewed the information provided by the Corps, and believes the referenced
action/project is:

I:I Not located within a System Unit of the CBRS and the CBRA does not apply (except with

respect to the restrictions on Federal flood insurance)

x Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets the exception(s) to the CBRA
selected above





]

Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets different exception(s) than the one(s)
selected above (see additional information/comments below)

[]

Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and does not meet an exception to the CBRA
(see additional information/comments below)

]

Due to many competing priorities, the Service is unable to provide an opinion on the
applicability of the CBRA’s exceptions to this action/project at this time. The Corps may
elect to proceed with the action/project if it has determined that the action/project is
allowable under the CBRA. Please note that any new commitment of Federal funds
associated with this action/project or a related future project is subject to the CBRA’s
consultation requirement.

Additional Information/Comments

This response does not constitute consultation for any project pursuant to section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.) or comments
afforded by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); nor
does it preclude comment on any forthcoming environmental documents pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

U.5,
PISIL & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

""" DATE

The Service concurs with your effect determination(s)
for resources protected by the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

This finding fulfills the requirements of the Act.

MMW (0-6-(4

Jay B. Hernngt Date
Field Supervisor






Figure 1. Project area showing the location of sand placement from just north of R-104 to R -
117, the location of the new public parking and access at Mussallem Park, and the location of
CBRS unit PO4A (Usinas Beach). Federal funds are proposed to be expended for the publicly-
owned parcels within the CBRS unit shaded yellow.
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Figure 2. Parcels under current public ownership where cost-sharing will occur re shown in
blue. If other parcels are acquired by county, state, or Federal entities in the future, they would
also be eligible for Federal funding.





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
701 San Marco Boulevard
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

OCT 12 2006

Mr. Jay Herrington

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

North Florida Ecological Services Office
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200
Jacksonville, FL 32256-7517

Dear Mr. Herrington:

This letter is in regards to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District’s
(USACE) ongoing feasibility study to provide coastal storm risk management to the
shores of St. Johns County, Florida. We initially consulted with your office on May 25,
2016, and consultation under the Endangered Species Act is ongoing. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) initial response to our consultation on the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) was that the project was consistent with the goals of the
Act as long as federal funds were not used for the portion of the project in a Coastal
Barrier Resources System (CBRS) unit. The purpose of this letter is to provide
additional information with respect to the CBRS units in the study area, and to obtain
clarification on the applicability of CBRA to this project.

The Recommended Plan includes the construction of a 60-foot berm along 2.6
miles of beach from R-103.5 to R-116.5 (Figure 1). The project template will include a
dune feature that reflects the average 2015 dune position. One thousand foot tapers
will extend from the northern and southern ends of the berm extension, connecting the
extension to the existing shoreline. The addition of tapers results in sand placement
from R102.5 to R117.5 along three miles of shoreline. The initial construction would
require approximately 1.3 million cubic yards (mcy) of sand, which would be obtained
from the St. Augustine Inlet system, including the ebb, flood, and Vilano Point shoals,
the Federal navigation channel, and any associated shoals. The anticipated duration of
the initial construction would be approximately 3.3 months. Future nourishments would
require approximately 866,000 cubic yards of material, and the nourishment interval for
this project is approximately 12 years.





We provided the following information in our May 25, 2016, consultation letter for
this study:

“The placement site is located adjacent to and within two designated units of the
John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), including Usinas
Beach (Unit PO4A) and Conch Island (Unit PO5; see enclosed map of the CBRS
units). The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of 1982 and the Coastal Barrier
Resources Improvement Act (CBRIA) of 1990 limit federally subsidized
development in CBRS Units to limit the loss of human life by discouraging
development in high risk areas, to reduce wasteful expenditures of Federal
resources, and to protect the natural resources associated with coastal barriers.”

USACE included a map of the CBRS unit boundaries with the consultation letter
using the boundaries found on the USFWS website. However, we noted that the GIS
layers do not extend to the -30 foot contour, which is the actual extent of the CBRS unit.
We have revised the map to show the full extent of the CBRS unit boundary and the
inclusion of the inlet system sand source in CBRS unit P05 (see attached figure and
official CBRS unit map).

The south lobe of the ebb shoal and the inlet complex shown on the revised map
have been used for the Federal St. Augustine Beach project since its authorization in
1998. Prior to construction, the majority of the St. Augustine Beach shoreline was
stabilized with riprap and other hard structures. Since the initial nourishment, St.
Augustine Beach has stabilized and the seawall has been almost constantly buried by
sand, ensuring the beach is resilient to storm events. Sea turtle nesting habitat at St.
Augustine Beach has also improved as a result of beach nourishment there. Similarly,
material placed at Anastasia Island State Park has helped the formation of a robust
dune habitat through direct placement (during initial project construction) and through
Aeolian transport of beach sand.

Following the removal of sediment from the ebb shoal in the early 2000s, Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and USACE conducted significant
modeling of the inlet system to identify its sediment transport mechanisms. The use of
sediment from the inlet complex for both St. Johns County projects (the current
feasibility study for the beaches to the north of the inlet, and the existing project to the
south of the inlet) will be consistent with the 2014 St. Augustine Inlet Management Plan
(attached). This document includes the results of the modeling efforts and outlines the
volume of sediment that should be bypassed from the inlet to the downdrift and updrift
beaches based on the volume being trapped by the inlet. USACE is actively working
with the local property owners, FDEP and the USFWS to ensure that each project
removes sediment from the inlet complex in a way that improves habitat for protected
species, while mitigating for the change to sediment transport caused by the creation of
the inlet in the early 1940s.





Please review the revised map and provide your determination that the use of
sediment from CBRS unit P05 for placement on the beaches north of the man-made St.
Augustine Inlet, including on CBRS units P04, is consistent with the purposes of the Act.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (904) 232-2336 or the technical point of

contact. The technical point of contact for this action is Aubree Hershorin, who can be
reached at (904) 232-2136.

a Paduano R - Ph.D:
ief, Environnyental Bran
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This map has been produced by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as authorized

by Section 4(c) of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of 1982 (Pub. L. 97-348),
as amended by the Coastal Barrier Inprovement Act of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-591).

The CBRA requires the Secretary of the Interior to review the maps of the Coastal
Barrier Resources System (CBRS) at least once every 5 years and make any minor
and technical modifications to the boundaries of the CBRS units as are necessary
solely to reflect changes that have occurred in the size or location of any CBRS

unit as a result of natural forces.

The seaward side of the CBRS unit includes the entire sand-sharing system,
including the beach and nearshore area. The sand-sharing system of coastal
barriers is normally defined by the 30-ft bathymetric contour. In large coastal
embayments and the Great Lakes, the sand-sharing system is defined by the
20-ft bathymetric contour or a line approximately one mile seaward of the
shoreline, whichever is nearer the coastal barrier.

For additional information ut the CBRA or CBRS, please visit
www.fws.gov/cbra.

479000me

JOHN H. CHAFEE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM

Usina Beach Unit PO4A
Conch Island Unit PO5/P05P

N

f

1:24,000

0 025 05 1 15 2
B ——d T F—————Mies

0 1000 2000 4,000 6,000 8,000

0 025 05 1 15 2
EHH F——d F——«iometers

3854000mp

476000mE

System Unit Boundary

Otherwise Protected Area (OPA) Boundary;
OPAs are identified on the map by the
letter "P" following the unit number
Approximate State Boundary

2000- meter Universal Transverse Mercator
grid values, Zone 17 North

Imagery Date(s): 2013
Imagery Source(s):  United States Department of Agriculture

National Agriculture Imagery Program

Coordinate System: Universal Transverse Mercator,

Map 12-032A

Zone 17 North
North American Datum 1983

January 11, 2016






FINAL ORDER ADOPTING

ST. AUGUSTINE INLET MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

WHEREAS on August 31, 1998, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(Department) adopted the St. Augustine Inlet Management Study Implementation Plan, which
established inlet sand bypassing objectives, called for restoration of critically eroded downdrift
beaches, promoted natural sediment bypassing, called for the implementation of a dune
management program on downdrift beaches, and called for implementation of a comprehensive
beach and offshore monitoring program that would be used to identify beach placement locations
for future bypassing efforts and to revalidate the adopted sediment budget, and

WHEREAS the existing inlet protocol to place an average annual objective of 510,000 cubic yards
of sediment on the beach in areas of greatest need was determined by the sediment budget
developed in the study St. Augustine Inlet Management Plan (Taylor Engineering, 1997), which
was conducted in partnership with the St. Augustine Port, Waterway and Beach District, and

WHEREAS the sand bypassing objectives of the St. Augustine Inlet Management Study
Implementation Plan were accomplished by placement of inlet maintenance dredging material on
the beaches south of the inlet and by use of the inlet ebb tidal shoal as a sand source for the St.
Johns County Shore Protection Project at St. Augustine Beach. However, the volume of sediment
removed from the inlet shoals exceeded the established bypassing objective of 510,000 cy and led
to concern about potential erosion® impacts to the beaches adjacent to the inlet, and

WHEREAS in 2008, the Florida Legislature amended Section 161.142, Florida Statutes, finding,
“It is in the public interest to replicate the natural drift of sand which is interrupted or altered by
inlets to be replaced and for each level of government to undertake all reasonable efforts to
maximize inlet sand bypassing to ensure that beach-quality sand is placed on adjacent eroding
beaches. Such activities cannot make up for the historical sand deficits caused by inlets but shall
be designed to balance the sediment budget of the inlet and adjacent beaches and extend the life
of proximate beach-restoration projects so that periodic nourishment is needed less frequently”,
and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and St. Augustine Port, Waterway and Beach
District are the entities that are responsible for the maintenance dredging of St. Augustine Inlet.
Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of Subsection 161.142(6), Florida Statutes, they are
the entities responsible for the extent of erosion and for measures to correct such erosion, and

1 As used in this document, the term “erosion” means wearing away of land or the removal of consolidated or
unconsolidated material from the coastal system by wind or wave action, storm surge, tidal or littoral currents or
surface water runoff. As used in this document, the term “accretion” means the buildup of land or accumulation of
unconsolidated material within the coastal system caused by wind and wave action, storm surge, or tidal or littoral
currents. The description of coastal processes in this document are not intended to affect title to real property or real
property boundaries.





WHEREAS the Department contracted with the Beaches and Shores Resource Center (BSRC),
Florida State University, to compile new and historical data and information regarding coastal
processes and inlet and shoreline dynamics, as reported in Inlet Management Restudy for St.
Augustine Inlet, St. Johns County, Florida (Walton et al, 2011), and

WHEREAS the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, developed a regional
sediment budget for St. Augustine Inlet and St. Johns County for the 11-year period between
1998/99 and 2010 (USACE, 2012), and

WHEREAS USACE (2012) provides an Inlet Sink Analysis by evaluating the historic shoreline
changes and the inlet’s sink effect. The analysis determined the inlet’s sink effect to be about
278,100 cy per year, with a maximum beach erosion rate north of the inlet to R83 of -98,800 cy
per year, and a maximum beach erosion rate south of the inlet to R152 of -179,300 cy per yeatr,
and

WHEREAS the Department has developed an updated implementation plan that contains
corrective measures to mitigate the identified impacts of the inlet, and

WHEREAS this revised inlet management plan is consistent with the Department’s program
objectives under Chapter 161, Florida Statutes,

THEREFORE:

The Department does hereby adopt the following implementation strategies, as set forth in
attachment A, “St. Augustine Inlet 2013 Summary of Findings Report and Inlet Management
Implementation Plan Update,” hereby incorporated by reference. Future inlet management
activities shall be consistent with the following eight strategies:

1) Continue to transfer sediment from the inlet system to the adjacent beaches meeting a
bypassing objective of 278,000 cubic yards per year as determined by the Inlet Sink
Analysis provided in the document, Regional Sediment Budget for St. Augustine Inlet and
St. Johns County, FL, 1998/1999-2010 (USACE, 2012). The material obtained from the
inlet system shall be distributed to the adjacent Atlantic Ocean fronting beaches with a
placement ratio of approximately one-third of material placement to the north and two-
thirds of material placement to the south.

2) Inlet sand transfer material shall be placed in designated critically eroded areas to the north
or south of the inlet between R84 and R152, St. Johns County, in accordance with
Implementation Strategy #1.

3) Inlet dredge material may be obtained from the federal navigation channel, the intracoastal
waterway channel, and encroaching flood shoals adjacent to the federal channel, including
the Porpoise Point borrow area for placement in accordance with Implementation
Strategies #1 and #2.

4) The south lobe of the ebb shoal and the federal navigation channel, including below the
authorized project depth may be used as the primary sources of sand for the St. Johns
County Shore Protection Project in an amount not to exceed 179,000 cubic yards per year
times the number of years between beach nourishment events. However, additional





material may be removed from the authorized navigation channel when necessary for
required interim navigation channel maintenance dredging.

5) Engineering and geotechnical investigations shall be conducted of additional borrow areas
to meet the inlet bypassing objective. These investigations shall identify the beach quality
and quantity of material available, as well as any potential impact on the inlet system or
adjacent beaches.

6) Feasibility investigations shall be conducted of the north jetty to determine the beach
management benefits and impacts of possible jetty modifications, including but not limited
to sand tightening, lengthening, and raising elevations. The impact evaluation shall
specifically identify any physical impact to the inlet system or adjacent beaches including
Anastasia State Park.

7) A comprehensive beach and inlet hydrographic monitoring program shall be implemented
to evaluate performance and impact of existing projects and to update and define the inlet
sediment budget. The monitoring program shall include topographic and bathymetric
profile surveys at each of the Department’s reference monuments between R80 and R157,
and along the Porpoise Point spit. Monitoring shall also include bathymetric surveys of
the inlet system, including the entire inlet ebb and flood shoal complex between not less
than R116 and R132, including the navigation channels and attachment bars, and the
navigation easement adjacent to and including the shoreline of the Porpoise Point spit.

8) The inlet sand bypassing objective in Implementation Strategy #1 may be updated
following a review and analysis of additional monitoring data collected over at least a five
(5) year period. The updated inlet sand bypassing objective shall not become effective less
than two (2) years prior to a scheduled beach nourishment of the shore-protection project
in order to allow adequate time for project planning and design.

Inlet management actions that implement the strategies contained in this plan are subject to further
evaluation, and subsequent authorization or denial, as part of the Department’s permitting process.
Activities that implement these adopted strategies shall be eligible for state financial participation
pursuant to Section 161.143, Florida Statutes, subject to Department approval and an appropriation
from the Florida Legislature. The level of State funding shall be determined based upon the
activity being conducted and the Department’s applicable statutes and rules. The Department may
choose not to participate financially if the proposed method of implementation is not cost effective
or fails to meet the intent of Section 161.142, Florida Statues, and the adopted inlet management
strategies. Nothing in this plan precludes the evaluation and potential adoption of other strategies
for the effective management of St. Augustine Inlet and the adjacent beaches through further
revision to that plan as may be properly adopted.

Execution of this Final Order constitutes agency action. Any Florida corporation not for profit
which meets the requirements of Subsection 403.412(6), Florida Statutes, and any person whose
substantial interests will be determined or affected by the Final Order may petition the Department
for a formal or informal administrative hearing pursuant to Section 120.569 or 120.57, Florida
Statutes, as set forth in the attached Notice of Rights, to challenge the provisions of this Final
Order.





If the Department proposes to issue a permit that implements the strategies in this Final Order, any
Florida corporation not for profit which meets the requirements of Subsection 403.412(6), Florida
Statutes, and any person whose substantial interests will be determined or affected by the proposed
permit may petition the Department for a formal or informal administrative hearing pursuant to
Section 120.569 or 120.57, Florida Statutes, as set forth in the Notice of Rights attached to the
permit. The scope of a challenge to a permit approval or denial is limited to whether the agency
action complies with the permitting criteria. Agency action previously subject to challenge or
administrative review will not be subject to challenge at the time of permit approval or denial.

APPROVED FOR ADOPTION

1/17/14
Date

Tk P. Thbmasson, P.E.
Division of Water Resource Management
Department of Environmental Protection

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

FILED, on this date with the designated Department Clerk, pursuant to
Section 120.52, F.S., receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

o
’ 1/17/14
Deputy Clerk B






NOTICE OF RIGHTS

The Department’s proposed agency action shall become final unless a timely petition for an
administrative hearing is filed under Sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes, before the
deadline for filing a petition. The procedures for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the Department’s proposed action decision
may petition for an administrative proceeding (hearing) under Sections 120.569 and 120.57,
Florida Statutes. The petition must contain the information set forth below and must be filed
(received by the clerk) in the Office of General Counsel of the Department at 3900 Commonwealth
Boulevard, Mail Station 35, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000. Petitions must be filed within
twenty-one days of receipt of this written notice.

Under Rule 62-110.106(4), Florida Administrative Code, a person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Department’s action may request an extension of time to file a petition for an
administrative hearing. Requests for extension of time must be filed (received by the clerk) with
the Office of General Counsel of the Department at 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station
35, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000, before the end of the time period for filing a petition for an
administrative hearing. The Department may, for good cause shown, grant the request for an
extension of time. A timely request for extension of time shall toll the running of the time period
for filing a petition until the request is acted upon.

Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to written notice under Section 120.60(3),
Florida Statutes, must be filed within twenty-one days of publication of the notice or within twenty-
one days of receipt of the written notice, whichever occurs first. Under Section 120.60(3), Florida
Statutes, however, any person who asked the Department for notice of agency action may file a
petition within twenty-one days of receipt of such notice, regardless of the date of publication.

The failure of any person to file a petition or request for extension of time within the appropriate
time period shall constitute a waiver of that person’s right to request an administrative
determination (hearing) under Sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes, or to intervene in
this proceeding and participate as a party to it. Any subsequent intervention (in a proceeding
initiated by another party) will be only at the discretion of the presiding officer upon the filing of
a motion in compliance with Rule 28-106.205, Florida Administrative Code.

A petition that disputes the material facts on which the Department’s action is based must contain
the following information:

@) The name and address of each agency affected and each agency’s file or
identification number, if known;

(b) The name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner; the name, address, and
telephone number of the petitioner’s representative, if any, which shall be the
address for service purposes during the course of the proceeding; and an
explanation of how the petitioner’s substantial interests are or will be affected by
the agency determination;





(c) A statement of when and how the petitioner received notice of the agency decision;

(d) A statement of all disputed issues of material fact. If there are none, the petition
must so indicate;

(e) A concise statement of the ultimate facts alleged, including the specific facts that
the petitioner contends warrant reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed
action;

()] A statement of the specific rules or statutes that the petitioner contends require
reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed action; and

(9) A statement of the relief sought by the petitioner, stating precisely the action that
the petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the agency’s proposed
action.

A petition that does not dispute the material facts on which the Department’s action is based shall
state that no such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as set forth
above, as required by Rule 28-106.301, Florida Administrative Code.

Because the administrative hearing process is designed to formulate final agency action, the filing
of a petition means that the Department’s final action may be different from the position taken by
it in this notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by any such final decision of
the Department have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in accordance with
the requirements set forth above.

Mediation under Section 120.573, Florida Statutes, is not available.

Once this decision becomes final, any party to the final agency action has the right to seek judicial
review of it under Section 120.68, Florida Statutes, by filing a notice of appeal under Rule 9.110
of the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure with the clerk of the Department in the Office of
General Counsel, Mail Station 35, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
3000, and by filing a copy of the notice of appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with
the appropriate district court of appeal. The notice of appeal must be filed within thirty days after
this decision is filed with the clerk of the Department.





ATTACHMENT A
ST. AUGUSTINE INLET

2014 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS REPORT
and
INLET MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN UPDATE

Introduction

Pursuant to Subsection 161.101(2), Florida Statutes, the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (Department) is the beach and shore preservation authority for the State of Florida. As
part of the Departments’ statewide beach management plan adopted pursuant to Section 161.161,
Florida Statutes, the Department is adopting this inlet management plan for St. Augustine Inlet in
St. Johns County, Florida (Figure 1). This plan updates an existing plan for St. Augustine Inlet to
make the plan consistent with current statutes and observed erosion? conditions.

On August 31, 1998, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Department) adopted
the St. Augustine Inlet Management Study Implementation Plan. This plan was based upon
recommendations and supporting data compiled in the study report, St. Augustine Inlet
Management Plan (Taylor Engineering, Inc., 1997). The study was conducted in partnership with
the St. Augustine Port, Waterway and Beach District, under the provisions of Section 161.161,
Florida Statutes, for the purposes of evaluating the erosive impact of the inlet on adjacent beaches,
and to recommend corrective measures to mitigate identified impacts.

The adopted plan (FDEP, 1998) established inlet sand bypassing objectives and called for
implementation of a comprehensive beach and offshore monitoring program that would be used to
identify beach placement locations for future bypassing efforts and to revalidate the sediment
budget.

The sand bypassing objectives of the 1998 inlet management plan were accomplished by
placement of inlet maintenance dredging material on the beaches south of the inlet and by use of
the inlet ebb tidal shoal as a sand source for the St. Johns County Shore Protection Project at
St. Augustine Beach. However, the volume of sediment removed from the inlet shoals exceeded
the established bypassing objective of 510,000 cy and led to concern about potential erosion
impacts to the beaches adjacent to the inlet. Consequently, the Department initiated a new study
of St. Augustine Inlet to revalidate the sediment budget and to adopt an updated inlet management
plan.

1 As used in this document, the term “erosion” means wearing away of land or the removal of consolidated or
unconsolidated material from the coastal system by wind or wave action, storm surge, tidal or littoral currents or
surface water runoff. As used in this document, the term “accretion” means the buildup of land or accumulation of
unconsolidated material within the coastal system caused by wind and wave action, storm surge, or tidal or littoral
currents. The description of coastal processes in this document are not intended to affect title to real property or real
property boundaries.
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The Department’s study was conducted under a contract with the Beaches and Shores Resource
Center (BSRC), Florida State University, to compile new and historical data and information
regarding coastal processes and inlet and shoreline dynamics, as reported in Inlet Management
Restudy for St. Augustine Inlet, St. Johns County, Florida (Walton et al, 2011). Additionally, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Jacksonville District), developed a regional sediment budget for
St. Augustine Inlet and St. Johns County for the 11-year period between 1998/99 and 2010
(USACE, 2012).

These studies, as well as other referenced analyses, have been evaluated by the staff of the
Department as it relates to statutory responsibilities and program objectives. As a result of that
evaluation, the Department has developed a recommended inlet management plan to meet those
responsibilities and objectives. Adoption of the plan will facilitate and streamline the coastal
construction permitting process during its implementation by providing a basis for consistency
determination, and enable the responsible entities to seek financial assistance from the Department
for the conduct of management activities authorized in the plan.

The Department conducted two technical workshops on November 30, 2011 and February 22,
2012, to foster the development of an updated inlet management plan. The workshops were
attended by representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Jacksonville District), the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Florida Inland Navigation District, the Florida Park Service
(Anastasia State Park), St. Johns County, the St. Augustine Port, Waterway, and Beach District,
the South Ponte Vedra — Vilano Beach Restoration Association, and other interested parties. The
Department also presented a draft plan to the St. Augustine Port, Waterway, and Beach District on
March 19, 2013, at their regularly scheduled District Board meeting.

Statutory Responsibilities and Program Objectives

In 2008, the Florida Legislature amended Section 161.142, Florida Statutes, finding,
“It is in the public interest to replicate the natural drift of sand which is interrupted or
altered by inlets to be replaced and for each level of government to undertake all reasonable
efforts to maximize inlet sand bypassing to ensure that beach-quality sand is placed on
adjacent eroding beaches. Such activities cannot make up for the historical sand deficits
caused by inlets but shall be designed to balance the sediment budget of the inlet and
adjacent beaches and extend the life of proximate beach-restoration projects so that
periodic nourishment is needed less frequently.”

Pursuant to 161.143, Florida Statutes,
“Studies, projects and activities for the purpose of mitigating the erosive effects of inlets
and balancing the sediment budget on the inlet and adjacent beaches must be supported by
separately approved inlet management plans or inlet components of the statewide
comprehensive beach management plan.”

The Department, with the assistance of university based resources, may conduct inlet

management studies consistent with Subsections 161.142(7) and 161.143(4), Florida Statutes,
“to determine, calculate, refine and achieve general consensus regarding net annual
transport volumes to be used for the purpose of planning and prioritizing inlet management
projects.”





The St. Augustine Port, Waterway and Beach District is the local sponsor of the federally-
authorized St. Augustine Inlet Navigation Project (Figure 2), and in partnership with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, they are the entities responsible for maintenance dredging, and

consequently, mitigating the extent of erosion caused by the inlet, as specified in Subsection
161.142(6), Florida Statutes.

St. Augustine Inlet

—— Federal Navigational Channel
— |CWW Channel

Bomow Area

2011 Aenial Photgraphy

Figure 2. St. Augustine Inlet with Federal Project Dredging Areas

History of St. Auqustine Inlet






St. Augustine Inlet is located on the northeast coast of Florida about 35 miles south of the St. Johns
River Entrance at Jacksonville (Figure 1). Historical origins of the once natural tidal inlet adjacent
to the city of St. Augustine are not clear; however, a natural inlet has existed throughout modern
history since the founding of the Spanish colonial city in the early 1500s. The tidal inlet connects
the Atlantic Ocean with an estuarine system of lagoons and tidal creeks, and is subject to a semi-
diurnal (twice-daily) tidal regime. The dominant tidal lagoons that connect to the inlet are the
Tolomato River extending northward and the Matanzas River extending to the south. Aligned
generally northwest to southeast, the original natural inlet channel exists today as a connecting
lagoon separating Conch Island from Anastasia Island south of the existing inlet.

In 1940, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dredged a new east to west channel through the barrier
island at a location over two miles north of the natural inlet (Figure 3). In 1941, a short north jetty
was constructed at Vilano Point north of the new channel. Described as a terminal groin in the
Corps of Engineers’ design documents, the boulder mound structure stabilized the Atlantic Ocean
shoreline immediately to the north yet allowed substantial sand transport into the inlet, which has
created the large land mass south of the jetty (terminal groin) known as Porpoise Point.
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Figure 3. Historical Shoreline Reconfiguration (USACE, 1979)





During the 1940’s, the severed land mass that was south of the new inlet channel merged with the
intertidal shoals of the original natural inlet. This created what is now called Conch Island, which
includes the ocean shoreline of the Anastasia State Park. The old inlet closed at its southern
terminus leaving the lagoon now called Salt Run.

In 1957, the USACE constructed a south jetty along the north shoreline of Conch Island. Today,
the authorized federal channel is 200 feet wide to a depth of -16 feet Mean Low Water (MLW).
The inlet’s throat, or narrowest section of the inlet, is roughly 1,000 feet wide (Photo 1). With
continued southward transport of sand into the inlet through the north jetty causing growth of
Porpoise Point, a portion of the inlet channel is being pushed southward against the south jetty.

Photo 1. Looking East across St. Augustine Inlet with Porpoise Point to the left (2006)

Between 1940 and 1986, 1,373,000 cubic yards of sand was dredged to maintain the federal
navigation channel at the inlet with offshore disposal of the dredged material. In 1996, 170,000
cubic yards of maintenance dredging material was placed on the beaches to the south adjacent to
the city of St. Augustine Beach.

There are currently two designated critically eroded beach segments north of St. Augustine Inlet
located between R84 and R94 (South Ponte Vedra Beach) and between R109 and R117 (Vilano
Beach). There is currently one designated critically eroded beach segment to the south of the inlet
between R132 and R152 (Anastasia State Park and St. Augustine Beach). In the future, areas
currently not listed may become designated critically eroded or areas currently designated critical
may lose that designation and become delisted.





During the 1980s, a federal beach erosion control study was conducted for St. Johns County and
determined that the navigation channel and inlet relocation had a negative impact on beaches to
the south (USACE, 1991). The federally authorized St. Johns County Shore Protection Project,
located south of the inlet between R137 and R150, was reauthorized in 1999 to include mitigation
of the effects of the navigation project. Beach restoration was initially conducted in 2003 with the
placement of 4.2 million cubic yards of sand between R132 and R151 (a length of 3.8 miles).
Material was obtained from the inlet’s active ebb tidal shoal and channel. In 2005, following the
impact of the 2004 hurricane season, an additional 2.8 million cubic yards of sand was dredged
from the channel and ebb shoal, and placed between R137 and R151 (2.9 miles). Again in 2012,
an additional 2.2 million cubic yards of sand was dredged from the navigation channel, the south
lobe of the ebb shoal, and the inner harbor shoal borrow area adjacent Porpoise Point, and placed
between R139 and R147. Roughly one fourth of the total material dredged, or 564,000 cubic
yards, was obtained from the south lobe of the inlet ebb shoal.

Study Summaries

A number of studies have been conducted through the years to develop an estimate of the longshore
sediment transport along the littoral system in the vicinity of St. Augustine Inlet [Walton, 1973;
USACE, 1979; Fields et al., 1988; USACE, 1991; Taylor Engineering, 1996; PBS&J, 2009;
Walton et al., 2011; and USACE, 2012].

In the study conducted by the Beaches and Shores Resource Center for the Department, Walton et
al (2011) developed a new estimate of longshore sediment transport using the Littoral Drift Rose
(LDR) concept and three recent hindcast model wave information sets, plus 2009 bathymetric data,
and updated current and tidal prism data. A sediment budget was developed for three cells between
R100-R122 (north of inlet), R122-R124 (the inlet), and R124-R156 (south of inlet). The updated
sediment budget presented the net longshore transport to the south.

Walton et al (2011) recommended discontinuing further dredging of the north lobe of the inlet’s
ebb shoal, because such activity would cause a reduction in natural bypassing of inlet sediment.
Along with limiting dredging of the ebb shoal borrow area that is immediately south of the channel,
the study recommends than an area of relic shoal further to the south be developed as a potential
future borrow source (Figure 4).





Figure 4. 2007 Offshore Bathymetry (PBS&J, 2009)

Bathymetric survey data for the ebb tidal shoal is available for 1998 and 2010. These surveys were
compared to create a morphologic change map, as shown in Figure 5.

In the latest study, USACE (2012) compared beach profile data for 1999 and 2010, and analyzed
volume changes using the Regional Morphology Analysis Program. The sand fill placement
volumes for 2000 through 2005 were accounted for, and Figure 6 presents the volume changes
with and without the beach nourishment volumes.

The USACE (2012) conducted an Inlet Sink Analysis by evaluating the historic shoreline changes
and the inlet’s sink effect. This analysis first assesses the inlet’s littoral impact within the inlet,
and identifies the shoreline lengths of inlet impact. Results of this analysis determined that north
of the inlet a maximum erosion rate of -98,800 cubic yards per year occurred between the inlet and
R83, whereas south of the inlet a maximum erosion rate of -179,300 cubic yards per year occurred
between the inlet and R152. The total inlet sink effect was observed to be about
278,100 cubic yards per year.





A Y

Figure 5. Ebb Shoal Bathymetric Chahge, 1998 — 2010 (USACE, 2012)
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Figure 6. Beach profile volume rate of change between 1999 and 2010 with and
without beach fill (USACE, 2012).
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Recommended Inlet Management Plan

The Department staff recommends the following implementation plan be adopted to meet the
requirements of Chapter 161, Florida Statutes. Future inlet management activities shall be
consistent with the following eight strategies.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Continue to transfer sediment from the inlet system to the adjacent beaches meeting an
annualized bypassing objective of 278,000 cubic yards per year as determined by the Inlet
Sink Analysis provided in the document, Regional Sediment Budget for St. Augustine Inlet
and St. Johns County, FL, 1998/1999-2010 (USACE, 2012). The material obtained from
the inlet system shall be distributed to the adjacent Atlantic Ocean fronting beaches with a
placement ratio of approximately one-third of material placement to the north and two-
thirds of material placement to the south.

Inlet sand transfer material shall be placed in designated critically eroded areas to the north
or south of the inlet between R84 and R152, St. Johns County, in accordance with
Implementation Strategy #1.

Inlet dredge material may be obtained from the federal navigation channel, the intracoastal
waterway channel, the south lobe of the ebb shoal and flood shoals adjacent to the federal
channel, including the Porpoise Point borrow area, for placement in accordance with
Implementation Strategies #1 and #2.

The south lobe of the ebb shoal and the federal navigation channel, including below the
authorized project depth may be used as the primary sources of sand for the St. Johns
County Shore Protection Project in an amount not to exceed 179,000 cubic yards per year
times the number of years between beach nourishment events. However, additional
material may be removed from the authorized navigation channel when necessary for
required interim navigation channel maintenance dredging.

Engineering and geotechnical investigations shall be conducted of additional borrow areas
to meet the inlet bypassing objective. These investigations shall identify the beach quality
and quantity of material available, as well as any potential dredging impact on the inlet
system or adjacent beaches.

Feasibility investigations may be conducted of the north jetty to determine the beach
management benefits and impacts of possible jetty modifications, including but not limited
to sand tightening, lengthening, and raising elevations. The impact evaluation shall
specifically identify any physical impact to the inlet system or adjacent beaches including
Anastasia State Park.

A comprehensive beach and inlet hydrographic monitoring program shall be implemented
to evaluate performance and impact of existing projects and to update the inlet sediment
budget. The monitoring program shall include topographic and bathymetric profile surveys
at each of the Department’s reference monuments between R80 and R157, and along the
Porpoise Point spit. Monitoring shall also include bathymetric surveys of the inlet system,
including the inlet flood shoal complex and the entire ebb shoal between not less than R116
and R132, as well as the navigation channels and the navigation easement adjacent to and
including the shoreline of the Porpoise Point spit.

The inlet sand bypassing objective in Implementation Strategy #1 may be updated
following a review and analysis of additional monitoring data collected over at least a
five (5) year period. The updated inlet sand bypassing objective shall not become
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effective less than two (2) years prior to a scheduled beach nourishment of the shore-
protection project in order to allow adequate time for project planning and design.

Implementation Discussion

Implementation Strategy #1

A future sediment budget is dependent upon meteorological conditions and the resulting wave
climate, which cannot be predicted with any reasonable accuracy. The most practical means of
determining a sand placement protocol is to utilize the most recent volumetric change data for the
beaches adjacent to the inlet. The Inlet Sink Analysis provided in the document, Regional
Sediment Budget for St. Augustine Inlet and St. Johns County, FL, 1998/1999-2010 (USACE,
2012) provides this data and is the basis for the adopted sediment budget. The updated sand
placement protocol is based upon this adopted sediment budget, which includes the two-thirds to
the south and the one-third to the north split in inlet dredge material placement on the adjacent
beaches.

Implementation Strategy #2

Priorities at the time of fill placement will be those areas designated as a critically eroded beach at
the time of the inlet dredging project. Various placement methodologies, including hydraulic
pipeline and truck-haul, may be conducted. Hydraulic fill placement from the navigation channels
and encroaching shoals may be the most feasible means to nourish Vilano Beach during an interim
maintenance dredging event. Truck haul projects from a Porpoise Point borrow area may be the
most feasible method to nourish South Ponte Vedra Beach. Nothing in this plan precludes a
methodology that might be more cost effective or less impactive to environmental resources.

Implementation Strategy #3

Figure 2 shows the existing federal channels and borrow areas where the impoundment of the
coastal littoral sediment occurs. The justification of bypassing the sediment from any combination
of the identified channels or borrow areas is to achieve the inlet management plan strategies of #1
and #2. Beach compatible material would be placed on the beach in designated critically eroded
areas.

Implementation Strategy #4

In accordance with Section 161.142, Florida Statutes, the inlet bypassing activities should be
designed to extend the life of the St. Johns County Shore Protection Project. Consequently, the
maintenance dredging of the inlet should be conducted in conjunction with beach nourishment of
the shore protection project. The intent of this strategy is to not over-dredge the inlet’s ebb shoal.
Walton et al (2011) specifically recommended against dredging of the north lobe of the inlet’s ebb
shoal. At this time, limited dredging within the designated federal borrow area on the south lobe
of the ebb shoal appears to be recoverable for the time period between nourishment events while
combining it with the channel maintenance projects. However, it is likewise understood that
maintenance of the federal navigation channel may require exceeding the 179,000 cubic yard per
year limitation, so this implementation strategy allows that additional channel dredging when
necessary.
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Implementation Strategy #5

Likely sources of inlet bypassing material include additional portions of Porpoise Point and inlet
flood tidal shoals west of the inlet, which has the potential to assist the bypassing requirement to
the north. Walton et al (2011) recommended investigating the relic ebb shoal located between the
inlet’s active ebb shoal and the St. Johns County Pier as a supplemental sand source for the shore
protection project not intended to meet the bypassing requirement to the south. The dredged
material from the federal navigation project and approved ebb shoal borrow area shall be the
primary source of fill material for the shore protection project.

Implementation Strategy #6

Walton et al (2011) likewise recommended investigating the north jetty (terminal groin),
specifically to sand tighten and raise it two feet. The purpose of these structural modifications
would be to increase stability of beaches north of the inlet. Vilano Beach would likely be the only
beneficiary of these changes, which would probably not extend as far north as South Ponte Vedra
Beach. Such structural modifications, including any lengthening, would have to be carefully
evaluated so as not to have any adverse impacts such as disrupting natural bypassing at the inlet.
Impacts to the beaches both north and south of the inlet would have to be evaluated.

Implementation Strategy #7

A comprehensive beach and inlet hydrographic monitoring program is the most important element
to managing the future sediment budget at St. Augustine Inlet. Topographic and bathymetric
surveys provide the most reliable data to estimate the volumetric impact of the inlet and to establish
a placement protocol that complies with the statutory mandate of Section 161.142, Florida Statutes.
At present, surveys conducted for the shore protection project will provide monitoring data for
inlet management.

Implementation Strategy #8

It is understood that the sediment budget will vary somewhat over time and that the total volume
and/or the proportion of fill placement may need to be modified from that adopted in
Implementation Strategy #1. It is not appropriate to modify the fill placement protocol as a result
of the impact of major storms or short term influences. A minimum period of five years of data,
obtained in Implementation Strategy #7, is selected as necessary to represent the latest trend in
inlet sediment processes.
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United States Department of the Interior

U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 200
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32256-7517

IN REPLY REFER TO:

FWS Log No. 04EF1000-2016-CPA-0042

October 25, 2016

Gina P. Ralph, Ph.D.

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers

Planning and Policy Division Environmental Branch
701 San Marco Boulevard

Jacksonville, FL 32207

Re: St. Johns County Storm Risk Feasibility Study CBRA Consistency
Dear Dr. Ralph:

Thank you for your email correspondence and attachments received on May 25, 2016 and
October 12, 2016 requesting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determine whether the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) St. Johns County Storm Risk Feasibility Study
(Recommended Plan) is consistent with the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA).

Your request of October 12, 2016 stated: “The Recommended Plan includes the construction of a
60 ft. berm along 2.6 miles of beach from R-103.5 to R-116.5. The project template will include
a dune feature that reflects the average 2015 dune position. One thousand foot tapers will extend
from the northern and southern ends of the berm extension, connecting the extension to the
existing shoreline. The addition of tapers results in sand placement from R102.5 to R117.5 along
three miles of shoreline. The initial construction would require approximately 1.3 mcy of sand,
which would be obtained from the St. Augustine Inlet system, including the ebb, flood, and
Vilano Point shoals, the Federal navigation channel, and any associated shoals. The anticipated
duration of the initial construction would be approximately 3.3 months. Future nourishments
would require approximately 866,000 cy of material, and the nourishment interval for this
project is approximately 12 years.

Your May 25, 2016, consultation request stated: “The placement site is located adjacent to and
within two designated units of the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS),
including Usinas Beach (Unit PO4A) and Conch Island (Unit POS5; see enclosed map of the
CBRS units). The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of 1982 and the Coastal Barrier
Resources Improvement Act (CBRIA) of 1990 limit federally subsidized development in CBRS
Units to limit the loss of human life by discouraging development in high risk areas, to reduce
wasteful expenditures of Federal resources, and to protect the natural resources associated with
coastal barriers.”

USACE included a map of the CBRS unit boundaries with the consultation letter using the
boundaries found on the USFWS website. However, the USACE noted that the GIS layers did
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not extend to the -30 ft. contour, which is the actual extent of the CBRS unit. We have reviewed
the revised map that shows the full extent of the CBRS unit boundary and the inclusion of the
inlet system sand source in CBRS unit POS.

The USACE has indicated the Recommended Plan is consistent with the current St. Augustine
Inlet Management Plan, which has been ongoing since it was first approved by the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in 2014,

The St. Augustine Inlet was created and stabilized in the early 1940s. Since the stabilization and
prior to the CBRA of 1982, maintenance of the inlet and associated Federal navigation channel
has affected transport of sand in the surrounding areas. The south lobe of the ebb shoal and the
inlet complex have been used for the Federal St. Augustine Beach project since its authorization
in 1998. Since the initial nourishment, St. Augustine Beach has stabilized and the seawall has
been almost constantly buried by sand, ensuring the beach is resilient to storm events. Following
the removal of sediment from the ebb shoal in the early 2000s, FDEP and USACE have
conducted significant modeling of the inlet system to identify its sediment transport mechanisms.

As a result, sea turtle nesting habitat has improved at St. Augustine Beach due to beach
nourishment. Similarly, material placed at Anastasia Island State Park has helped the formation
of dune habitat through direct placement (during initial project construction) and through
Aeolian transport of beach sand. Cooperation between State and Federal agencies has improved
sand management of the inlet complex in a way that contributes to habitat for protected species,
while mitigating for the change to sediment transport caused by the creation of the inlet in the
garly 1940s,

After careful review of the June 12, 1995 letter from the Department of the Interior to the
USACE regarding CBRA and a beach renourishment project at Folly Beach, SC; section 6 of
CBRA which allows nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization that are designed to mimic,
enhance, or restore a natural stabilization system; and the best available scientific information
regarding the history of sand management, renourishment, and its effects on trust resources, the
Service has determined that the Recommended Plan is consistent with CBRA. The Service, in
accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, will continue to work with the
USACE to ensure that impacts will be minimized and benefits maximized in regard federally
threatened and endangered species.

If you have any questions or concerns about this consultation, please feel free to contact Zakia
Williams of my staff at 904-731-3119.

Sincerely,

ALz~

/b v Jay B. Herrington
Field Supervisor
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TEMPLATE FOR INTERAGENCY CBRA CONSULTATIONS

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) encourages the
conservation of hurricane prone and biologically rich coastal barriers. No new expenditures or
financial assistance may be made available under authority of any Federal law for any purpose
within the System Units of the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS)
including: construction or purchase of roads, structures, facilities, or related infrastructure, and
most projects to prevent the erosion of or otherwise stabilize any inlet, shoreline, or inshore area.
However, the appropriate Federal officer, after consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service), may make Federal expenditures and financial assistance available within
System Units for activities that meet one of the CBRA’s exceptions (16 U.S.C. 3505). The
CBRA imposes no restrictions on actions and projects within the CBRS that are carried out with
State, local, or private funding. Any response from the Service to a CBRA consultation request is
in the form of an opinion only. The Service has not been granted veto power. The responsibility
for complying with the CBRA and the final decision regarding the expenditure of funds for
a particular action or project rests with the Federal funding agency.

There are two types of units within the CBRS, System Units and Otherwise Protected Areas
(OPAs). OPAs are denoted with a “P” at the end of the unit number (e.g., “FL-64P”). Most new
Federal expenditures and financial assistance, including Federal flood insurance, are prohibited
within System Units. The only Federal spending prohibition within OPAs is on Federal flood
insurance; other Federal expenditures are permitted. Consultation with the Service is not
needed if the proposed action or project is located within an OPA. However, agencies
providing disaster assistance that is contingent upon a requirement to purchase flood insurance
after the fact are advised to disclose the OPA designation and information on the restrictions on
Federal flood insurance to the recipient prior to the commitments of funds.

The Service has developed the attached template to help facilitate the CBRA consultation
process. This form, and any additional documentation, may be submitted to the appropriate
Ecological Services Field Office to fulfill the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

Additional Resources:

CBRS Mapper: https://www.fws.gov/cbra/maps/mapper. html

CBRS shapefile and Web Map Service: https.//www.fws.gov/cbra/maps/Boundaries. htm!

CBRA consultations: Attps://www.fws.gov/cbra under “Project Consultations”

CBRS in/out property determinations: htips://www.fws.gov/cbra/Determinations. htm!

Ecological Services Field Office contact information: Attps.//www.fws.gov/offices




https://www.fws.gov/offices

https://www.fws.gov/cbra/Determinations.html

https://www.fws.gov/cbra

https://www.fws.gov/cbra/maps/Boundaries.html

https://www.fws.gov/cbra/maps/mapper.html
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DATE: 11 April 2022

NAME: Angela E. Dunn

TITLE: Environmental Branch Chief, Planning Division
OFFICE: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
STREET ADDRESS: 701 San Marco Blvd

CITY, STATE ZIP: Jacksonville, FL 32207

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, requests a consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.) for the proposed sand placement on St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk
Management Project (Vilano Beach and South Ponte Vedra Beach reaches) for the Draft
Environmental Assessment for Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida
(SJC) Shore Protection Project (SPP) and SJC, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management
(CSRM).

Project Location
Insert project location. The CBRS Mapper can be used to identify the CBRS unit number(s) at:
http://'www.fws.gov/cbra/Maps/Mapper.html.

The action or project is located in St. Johns County, Florida within (or partially within) Unit(s)
P04 A of the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS).

Description of the Proposed Action or Project

Provide a brief description of the action or project, including the Federal funding source.

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are located along the SJC shoreline in northeast Florida,
specifically South Ponte Vedra, Vilano, and St. Augustine Beach areas (see Figure 1). The purpose of the
SJC SPP and CSRM projects are to reduce the risk of potential damages from waves, erosion, and storm
surge caused by coastal storms to structures and infrastructure along the St. Johns County shoreline.
Renourishment projects at SJC SPP have been constructed in 2005 (0.8 mcy), 2008 (2.8 mcy), 2012 (2.1
mcy), and 2018 (0.9 mcy). Initial construction beach fill operations for SIC CSRM were completed on
January 6, 2021. Approximately 1.3 million cubic yards (cy) of sand coming from the St. Augustine Inlet
flood shoal were placed between R102.5 and R117.5.

The Preferred Alternative described in the draft NEPA document is in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles
offshore) on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), approximately 6-8 miles offshore, in the S-1 and N-3
sand borrow areas (see Figure 1). The Preferred Alternative includes dredging borrow areas S-1 (SJC
SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to obtain beach compatible fill material for the continued renourishment of
the St. Augustine Beach and Vilano authorized projects shorelines, respectively. These are the closest
proven sand sources near SJC CSRM and SJC SPP. Beach compatible fill would be dredged from the
ocean bottom from S-1 and N-3 and placed along the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM shoreline, respectively.
The proposed offshore borrow areas N-3 and S-1 may be utilized as early as 2022. The anticipated
dredging interval infrequent and is approximately every 5-15 years, however dredging may occur
sporadically for emergency use. Hopper dredging, transport, and placement is expected to occur for
approximately 60-120 days to obtain the necessary volumes.

The purpose of the Preferred Alternative is to obtain beach compatible fill material from borrow areas S-1
(SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) for the continued renourishment of the St. Augustine Beach and South
Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively. The continued use of the St.



http://www.fws.gov/cbra/Maps/Mapper.html



FWS# 2202-0014002 StdJohnsCountySandNourishment

Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for the SJIC SPP and SJC CSRM projects is
unsustainable. Therefore, the new borrow sources S-1 and N-3 are needed to support future nourishment,
potential emergency projects, and conceivable future authorized projects in SJC, specifically SJC CSRM
and SPP. The proposed action does not alter sand placement location and frequency, as described in the
prior project consultations.

The initial construction of the Vilano Beach reach of the SJC CSRM, sand placement for which
commenced in October 2020 and was completed in February 2021, placed approximately 1.3 million
cubic yards (mcy) of sand on the beach (Corps 2017). The authorized project calls for the placement of
periodic nourishment of approximately 866,000 cubic yards (cy) of beach compatible fill every 12 years
from the St. Augustine Inlet Complex. The design template is characterized by a 60-foot extension at the
+8-foot North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS&S) contour of the idealized existing (August
2015) beach profile between the berm (+8 ft-NAVD88) and the estimated depth of closure (-20 feet
NAVDS8). The authorized design template also includes a dune feature that reflects maintenance of the
existing (August 2015) dune condition. The proposed action would reconstruct the project. In November
2021 a Nor’easter storm caused major erosion to the project.

Project work also includes, but is not limited to, beach tilling, construction/vibration control and
monitoring, turbidity monitoring, environmental species monitoring, beach fill remediation, and
incidental related work.

The funding source for this project is Flood Control Coastal Emergency (FCCE).

Attachment 1 is documentation from SJC regarding the damages and vulnerabilities to state road A1A to
support the exemption which we are seeking for PO4A CBRS consultation, General Exception, of 16
U.S.C. 3505(a)(3) that sand placement supports necessary maintenance of the roadway given that the
AlA road is a state road and considered an essential link. It looks like the whole segment of A1A is
vulnerable due to the proximity to the shoreline. SRA1A was breached within this CBRA Zone in a few
places during Hurricanes Matthew, Irma and Dorian. In one event, FDOT had to bring in sand to hold the
water back from further road erosion under an emergency order. The roadway is a bottleneck in this area
and it is a critical roadway for emergencies, hurricane evacuation, life/limb, safety, etc.. We would use
FCCE funds for this (1) time emergency event to place sand within the 2,000 ft CBRA zone.
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Figure 1. St. Johns County CSRM Project and CBRS Unit P04A

Applicable Exception(s) under 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)
Identify the appropriate exception(s) for the action or project under the CBRA (16 U.S.C.
3505(a)).

General Exceptions

|:| 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(1): Any use or facility necessary for the exploration, extraction, or
transportation of energy resources which canbe carried out only on, in, or adjacent to a
coastal water area because the use or facility requires access to the coastal water body.

|:| 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(2): The maintenance or construction of improvements of existing
Federal navigation channels (including the Intracoastal Waterway) and related structures
(such as jetties), including the disposal of dredge materials related to such maintenance or
construction. A Federal navigation channel or a related structure is an existing channel or
structure, respectively, if it was authorized before the date on which the relevant System unit





[]

or portion of the System Unit was included within the CBRS.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(3): The maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the
expansion, of publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or facilities that
are essential links in a larger network or system.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(4): Military activities essential to national security.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(5): The construction, operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of Coast
Guard facilities and access thereto.

Specific Exceptions
These exceptions must also be consistent with all three purposes of the CBRA (see "Justification”
section below).

[]

I I e I

[]

[]

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(A): Projects for the study, management, protection, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of fish and
wildlife habitats, and related lands, stabilization projects for fish and wildlife habitats, and
recreational projects.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(B): Establishment, operation, and maintenance of air and water
navigation aids and devices, and for access thereto.

16 U.S.C.3505(a)(6)(C): Projectsunderthe Land and Water Conservation Fund Actof
1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4through 11)andthe Coastal Zone Management Actof 1972(16
U.S.C. 1451 etseq.).

16 U.S.C.3505(a)(6)(D): Scientific research, includingaeronautical, atmospheric, space,
geologic, marine, fish and wildlife, and other research, development, andapplications.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(E): Assistance for emergency actions essential to the saving of lives
and the protection of property and the public health and safety, if such actions are
performed pursuant to sections 5170a, 5170b, and 5192 of title 42 and are limited to
actions that are necessary to alleviate the emergency.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(F): Maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the
expansion (except with respectto United States route 1 in the Florida Keys), of publicly
owned or publicly operated roads, structures, and facilities.

16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(6)(G): Nonstructural projects for shoreline stabilization that are
designed to mimic, enhance, or restore a natural stabilization system.

Justification for Exception(s)

Briefly explain how the proposed action or project meets the exception(s) under the CBRA
identified above. If the exception(s) cited above is under 16 U.S.C 3505(a)(6), the justification
should also include an explanation of how the proposed action or project is consistent with the
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three purposes of the CBRA, which are to minimize: (1) the loss of human life; (2) wasteful
expenditure of Federal revenues; and (3) damage to fish, wildlife, and other natural resources
associated with the coastal barriers by restricting Federal expenditures and financial assistance
which have the effect of encouraging development.

Contact Information
Include contact information and where the response should be sent.

NAME: Angela E. Dunn

TITLE: Environmental Branch Chief, Planning Division

OFFICE: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District

STREET ADDRESS: 701 San Marco Blvd

CITY, STATE ZIP: Jacksonville, FL. 32207

Email: Angela.E.Dunn@usace.army.mil

Please CC: Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil and Andrew.J.Loschiavo@usace.army.mil

FUNDING AGENCY SIGNATORY AND TITLE

Digitally signed by
Angela Dunn WWWW DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923

Chief, Environmental Branch Date: 2022.04.12 08:10:42 -04'00'

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Response

Below is the Service's response to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
request for a consultation under the CBRA for the proposed construction of sand placement
on St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (Vilano Beach and South
Ponte Vedra Beach reaches) for the Draft Environmental Assessment for Additional
Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida (SJC) Shore Protection Project (SPP)
and SJC, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM)This response represents the
Service’s opinion. The final decision regarding the expenditure of funds for this action or
project rests with the Federal funding agency. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville
District has fulfilled its obligation to consult with the Service under the CBRA for this particular
action or project within the CBRS. Please note that any new commitment of Federal funds
associated with this action or project, or change in the project design and/or scope, is subject to
the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

The Service has reviewed the information provided by U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Jacksonville District, and believes the referenced action/project is:

I:I Not located within a System Unit of the CBRS and the CBRA does not apply (except with
respect to the restrictions on Federal flood insurance)

Kl Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets the exception(s) to the CBRA
selected above
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mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil
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|:| Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and meets different exception(s) than the one(s)
selected above (see additional information/comments below)

|:| Located within a System Unit of the CBRS and does not meet an exception to the CBRA
(see additional information/comments below)

|:| Due to many competing priorities, the Service is unable to provide an opinion on the
applicability of the CBRA’s exceptions to this action/project at this time. The U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, may elect to proceed with the action/project if it
has determined that the action/project is allowable under the CBRA. Please note that any
new commitment of Federal funds associated with this action/project or a related future
project is subject to the CBRA’s consultation requirement.

Additional Information/Comments

Include any additional information/comments.  This consult does not cover/include sand removal
from the Inlet or Navigation Channel.

This response does not constitute consultation for any project pursuant to section 7 of the

Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) or comments

afforded by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); nor

does it preclude comment on any forthcoming environmental documents pursuant to the National

Environmental Policy Act (83 Stat. 852;42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

SERVICE FIELD OFFICE SIGNATORY AND TITLE DATE
i U.S. R U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
SERVIC 1875 Century Blvd NE,

Atlanta, GA 30345

Stationed at field office in Panama City, FL
1601 Balboa Avenue, Florida 32405
Phone: 850-769-0552 x 45228 (J

" M)ﬁ[?i l: 4 19 2022
Patricia Kelly, Regions 2 & 4 CBRA Coordina Date

FWS# 2202-0014002 StJohnsCountySandNourishment

The Service recommends that the local sponsor consider implementing actions
to reduce erosion within the CBRS Unit. Such actions might include limited
beach driving, post and roping upper beach areas to encourage vegetation
growth and expansion. We also recommend reduce beach cleaning and
darkened skies for coastal species conservation.





St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners

Coastal Management

March 30, 2022

USACE Jacksonville District
Attn: Jason Harrah

Re: CBRS Discussion

Storm Impacts to, and Vulnerability of, A1A from R-114.2 through R-116.2

The first major storm to impact this section of shoreline was Hurricane Matthew in October 2016. A1A
was over washed from R-113.6 through R-116.1, carrying sand from the beach onto A1A and into the
land and structures on the west side of A1A (Figure 1 and 2). Just over a year later Hurricane Irma
caused significant erosion to the same section of shoreline prompting the FDEP to perform an
emergency sand placement event from R-114.8 through R-116 (Figures 3 — 6). In 2019, Hurricane Dorian
caused an over wash of A1A near R-114.2 (Figure 7-9). | have also included the most recent photos
which were taken post-November 2021 Nor’easter (Figure 10 — 11). This section of A1A is a critical
section of the only evacuation route for the region. If this section of A1A were to be breached any
north/south access of emergency vehicles as well as any evacuating population would be cut off. Please
consider this information as justification for A1A road protection/maintenance being a leading effort for
sand placement in this reach of the project.

e Hurricane Matthew
o Over Washed A1A from R-113.6 through R-116.1
= QOctober 8, 2016 NOAA aerial imagery (Figure 1)
= QOctober 10, 2016 FDEP ground shots R-114.5 looking south (Figure 2)
e Hurricane Irma
o Erosion up to A1A and emergency sand placement from R-114.8 through R-116
= September 14, 2017 NOAA aerial imagery (Figure 3)
= September 18,2017 FDEP ground shots (Figure 4 and 5)
= QOctober 29, 2017 Google Earth imagery (Figure 6)
e Hurricane Dorian
o September 4, 2019 SJC ground photos of A1A over wash near R-114.2 (Figure 7, 8, and 9)
e Post-Nor’easter November 2021
o November 8, 2021 SIC Drone imagery of R-116 through R-115 (Figure 10 and 11)
e Reports
o March 20, 2018 SR A1A Coastal Erosion Risk Analysis Study, St Johns County, FL by Intera
Incorporated for the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 2.
=  Stated R-114, R-115, and R-115 are highly vulnerable to erosion (attached)
o March 2017 St. Johns County, Florida CSRM Final Integrated Feasibility Study and
Environmental Assessment

500 San Sebastian View, St. Augustine, FL 32084 | P: 904.209.0260 | coastalprojects@sjcfl.us www.sjcfl.us





(https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/Planning/EnvironmentalBranch/E
nvironmentalDocs/StJohns/Stlohns FeasibilityStudy EA Final MainReport 201703
15 508.pdf?ver=2017-04-19-084059-083 )

“Without a project in place, SR A1A will likely be damaged in portions of the study
area. The most vulnerable portion is approximately 500 feet north and 1,500 feet
south of R115 in the Vilano Beach reach” (Page 51, Section 2.2.2)

“As described elsewhere in this report, SR A1A is designated as a National Scenic
and Historic Coastal Byway, is the only evacuation route for the region, and is a
major north-south thoroughfare for the area. After the 2008 hurricane season,
areas of the dune were eroded to within five feet of SR A1A in portions of the Vilano
Beach reach around R115, within the southern-half of the Recommended Plan area.
If SR A1A were to be breached in this location, any north/south access of emergency
vehicles to affected areas, as well as any evacuating population, would be cut off. SR
A1A is the evacuation route for approximately 6,000 residents on the barrier island.
As shown in Figure 4-2, there are no other north/south roads in this vicinity. The
Recommended Plan reduces the risk of damage to SR A1A and maintains its use as
the only evacuation route, ingress/egress for emergency vehicles, as well as
maintaining a corridor for the resident population to return once conditions are
safe.” (Page 165, Section 4.5)

Figures on following pages

2018 SR A1A Coastal Erosion Risk Analysis Study attached
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Hurricane Matthew Over Wash - October 8, 2016 NOAA aerial imagery (Figure 1)

Link: https://geodesy.noaa.gov/storm archive/storms/matthew/index.html
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Hurricane Matthew Over Wash - October 10, 2016 FDEP ground shots R-114.5 looking south (Figure 2)
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Hurricane Irma Emergency Sand Placement - September 14, 2017 NOAA aerial imagery (Figure 3)

Link: https://storms.ngs.noaa.gov/storms/irma/index.htmI#19/29.93335/-81.29808
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Hurricane Irma Emergency Sand Placement - September 18, 2017 FDEP ground shots (Figure 4)

Hurricane Irma Emergency Sand Placement - September 18, 2017 FDEP ground shots (Figure 5
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Hurricane Irma Emergency Sand Placement - October 2017 Google aerial imagery (Figure 6)





9/4/19, 2:12 PM

Hurricane Dorian Over Wash - September 4, 2019 SIC ground photos of A1A over wash near R-114.2 (Figure 7)





Hurricane Dorian Over Wash - September 4, 2019 SJC ground photos of A1A over wash near R-114.2 (Figure 8)





Hurricane Dorian Over Wash - September 4, 2019 SJC ground photos of A1A over wash near R-114.2 (Figure 9)





Post-Nor’easter November 2021 - November 8, 2021 SJC Drone imagery R-115 (Figure 10)





Post-Nor’easter November 2021 - November 8, 2021 SJC Drone imagery R-116 (Figure 11)





INTERA Incorporated

" 2114 NW 40th Terrace, Suite Al
"'_‘ Gainesville, Florida, USA 32605

GEOSCIENCE & ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS 352.415.4015

i

March 20, 2018

Gaelan Bishop, P.E.

Senior Engineer Ill, Transportation
FDOT District Two GEC, Office
Atkins

840 SW Main Blvd., Suite 102
Lake City, FL 32025

RE: SR A1A Coastal Erosion Risk Analysis Study, St. Johns County, FL

Dear Mr. Bishop,

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 2 commissioned a study of the SR A1A corridor
from near Guana River Road south to the Vilano Bridge (approximately 7.5 miles) to determine segments
of roadway vulnerable to erosion failures during various coastal storm events. Atkins subcontracted
INTERA Incorporated to help make this vulnerability assessment.

The present study consists of four parts: (1) site observations, (2) coastal analyses including long-term
shoreline change and storm-induced erosion, (3) a vulnerability assessment, and (4) opportunities to
partner with other agencies to ameliorate any vulnerable areas.

Site Observations

On November 30, 2017, two INTERA coastal engineers visited the study area. The observations intended
to help evaluate and identify vulnerable areas where potential loss of pavement/shoulder integrity is
possible. Where applicable, observations focused on the height of any escarpments relative to the toe of
the dune slope, the distance of the toe of the dune slope from the apparent line of wave runup (e.g.,
wrack line or line of debris), and the width of the shoulder from the edge of pavement. Concern centers
on additional erosion of the dune face and ultimately loss of shoulder/pavement that may occur as a result
of future storms. Erosion of the toe can lead to cascading failure of the slope and ultimately to loss of
shoulder width.

Table 1 presents field observation notes at select locations. The table also references corresponding
photographs that depict the observations noted and reference monuments (survey control). The Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) maintains an extensive, statewide network of survey
control originally established by the Florida Department of Natural Resources in the early 1970’s. These
locations serve as temporally consistent base points to originate beach profile surveys since that time.
They also provide a good reference when observing site conditions. The study area extended from FDEP
reference monuments R-83 through R-120 (Figure 1).

California | Colorado | Florida | Hawai'i | Indiana | New Mexico | Texas | Washington | France | Switzerland
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Table 1. Field Observations Summary

Locations

Observations

GTMNERR Store Walkover
& Parking Lot to SPV Park
Walkover & Parking Lot (R-
83 to R-95)

North end of study area. Near the Guana Tolomato Matanzas National
Estuarine Research Reserve (GTMNERR), a relatively wide beach existed
with an enhanced dune (likely sand trucked from an inland sand source)
(Figure 2). South of R-86 and until R-94 (approximately 9,000 ft), local
residents have built seawalls constructed of wood, vinyl, and steel
(Figure 3). For the most part, the wrack line lied at the toe of dunes and
seawalls. At the SPV access, the county has placed upland sand to help
protect it (Figure 4). Overall, dunes generally wide when vegetated and
no structures. Elsewhere, beach is wide during low tide with narrow to
no dunes fronting structures.

SPV Park Walkover &
Parking Lot to Euclid St.
Footpath & Parking Lot (R-
95 to R-109)

Similar to north of the access, walls of various types begin again
immediately south of access. Vacant lots adjacent to seawalls appeared
to experience large erosion offset relative to neighboring unprotected
areas (Figure 5). South of R-97, dune widths generally increased.
Serenata Beach Club and condominiums (near R-102 and R-103) pushes
SR A1A farther west than in other locations along the study area. South
of the club, some lots have dunes eroded through the middle of the
residences’ footprints (Figure 6) such as near R-104. A low, narrow dune
exists near R-105 (Figure 7). A mix of seawalls and temporary walls with
dune fill generally stops at Fifth St (between R-107 and R-108).

Euclid St. Footpath &
Parking Lot to North Beach
Park Walkover & Parking
Lot (R-109 to R-113)

No dry beach exists at high tide. A mix of walls and unprotected, eroded
dunes (Figure 8). Many seawalls of various materials. Some gaps
between the walls exist.

North Beach Park Walkover
& Parking Lot to Nease
Beachfront Park Walkover
& Parking Lot (R-113 to R-
118)

Little development along this stretch of shoreline. Some protected while
others not (Figure 9). Dune recession allowed to occur at unprotected
property. A rock revetment exists near R-115. A segment of roadway (R-
115 to R-116) had an enhanced dune (likely with sand trucked from an
inland sand source). However, dune is very narrow and low (Figure 10).
Wrack line at dune toe.

Nease Beachfront Park
Walkover & Parking Lot to
near Vilano Bridge (R-118
to R-120)

Roadway set very far back from waterline.

Attachment A shows more site observation photographs collected during the entire field visit.
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Figure 1. Location Map
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Figure 2. Looking South from GTMNERR Access
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Figure 3. Looking North at Various Types of Seawalls Intending to Protect Local Residences

Figure 4. Looking North at Sand Placed to Protect County Access
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Figure 5. Looking West at Eroded Dune Adjacent to Seawall Termination Point
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Figure 6. Lots with Severely Eroded Dunes
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Figure 7. Low Spot in Dune System (Breached by Storms) near Eden Bay Dr.
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Figure 8. Looking North at Mix of Dune Fill and Seawalls South of Euclid St.

=INTERA

GEOSCIENCE & ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS





SR A1A Coastal Erosion Risk Analysis Study, St. Johns County, FL
March 20, 2018
Page 10

Figure 9. Looking North at Development South of North Beach Park
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Figure 10. Looking South along Relatively Unprotected Section of Roadway (R-115 to R-116)

Coastal Analyses

Long-term Shoreline Change Rates

This section examines historical shoreline behavior to identify trends of shoreline accretion and erosion
along the study area. Shoreline changes generally indicate subaerial or dry beach behavior. The shoreline
change rate, determined for FDEP reference monuments R-83 through R-120 (Figure 1), quantifies
shoreline advancement or recession near the project area. The historical mean high water (MHW)
shoreline position dataset includes the years 1860 to 2017 (including the effects of hurricanes Matthew
[2016] and Irma [2017]).

The historical shoreline change rate is a function of long-term beach processes — accretive and episodic,
storm-induced erosive events. The MHW shoreline position data referenced the shoreline locations as a
range and azimuth (70° from north) from the fixed reference monuments. Notably, the FDEP recognizes
the questionable quality and limited potential usefulness of all data generated before 1972, given source
problems. The MHW line for the area lies near +1.7 ft North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88).
The average shoreline change rate represents the average of three different methods — end point, least
squares, and rate averaging — as presented in Foster and Savage (1989). The end-point method takes the
difference between the first survey distance and the end survey distance divided by the time between
surveys to yield an approximate shoreline change per year. The second method applies the least squares
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method to fit a straight line to the shoreline positions versus time. The slope of this best-fit line indicates
the rate of shoreline change. The rate-averaging method determines the shoreline change rate for each
successive survey period.

Figures 11-13 present the shoreline changes calculated via the three methods and three different periods
— 1860 to 2017, 1972 to 2017, and 1993/1995/1999 to 2017. The start dates for the latter period vary
because of survey availability at each examined reference monument.

Annualized Shoreline Change Rates
St. Johns County 1860-2017
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Figure 11. Shoreline Change Rates (1860-2017)
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Annualized Shoreline Change Rates
St. Johns County 1972-2017
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Figure 12. Shoreline Change Rates (1972-2017)
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Annualized Shoreline Change Rates
Flagler County 1993/1995/1999-2017
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Figure 13. Shoreline Change Rates (1993/1995/1999-2017)

With the exception of very near St. Augustine Inlet (R-120), the beach shows an erosive trend for all
methods and examined periods. Across the entire study area, the average shoreline change rate equals
about -0.6, -1.9, and -2.9 ft/yr (erosion) during these three periods. Investigating data from 1972 to 2015,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (2017) report a shoreline change rate of -1.3 ft/yr for R-84 to R-
104 (South Ponte Vedra), -1.7 ft/yr for R-104 to R-117 (Vilano Beach), and +0.3 ft/yr for R-117 to R-122
(Vilano Beach). A similar trend appears evident in Figure 12, which covers a similar time but includes
hurricanes Matthew and Irma.

The MHW positions reveal an erosive behavior across most of the study area. Until recently, hurricanes
have generally not affected the shoreline since 1999. As such, the shoreline position trends generally
reflect caused by means other than tropical events (e.g., northeasters and longshore transport).
Therefore, any vulnerability analysis should consider these shoreline change rates.

Storm-Induced Erosion

In addition to long-term shoreline changes, INTERA evaluated episodic storms’ effects on shorelines within
the study area. INTERA applied the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) methodology to
determine beach/dune erosion at each of the 38 FDEP reference monument locations assessed above.
This method is essentially the storm erosion methodology FEMA study contractors apply to map coastal
V-zones for a Flood Insurance Study (FIS). This method requires classifying dune erosion as dune retreat
or dune removal depending on the dune area lying above the peak storm tide elevation and seaward of
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the dune peak. If sufficient area exists, a storm causes a dune to retreat. If not, a storm removes the dune.
Figure 14 depicts these two cases. The critical dune areas originate from a relationship between dune
erosion area and storm return period (recurrence interval) (Figure 15). Table 2 presents dune erosion
areas for select storm return periods. Peak storm tide elevations originate from the St. Johns County FIS
(FEMA, 2011).

Dune Removal

100-Year Stillwater Elevation

\—— Dune Toe

— |nitial Beach Profile

vaessaasana Changed Segment
(Eroded Profile)

Dune Retreat

100-Year Stillwater Elevation

Figure 14. Sketch of Dune Removal and Dune Retreat Cases (FEMA, 2007)
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Figure 15. Dune Erosion Areas versus Return Period based on Hallermeier and Rhodes (1988)

Table 2. Dune Erosion Areas for Select Return Periods

Return Period (yrs)

Dune Erosion Area (square feet or
cubic feet/foot)

10 215
50 409
100 540
500 1,030

This study applied this erosion method to determine the landward limit of the erosion, critical to assessing
the vulnerability to the roadway. The following paragraph describes a typical application for a 100-yr
event. First, one calculates the dune area above the 100-yr stillwater level and seaward of the dune peak
or rear shoulder peak of a ridge-type dune. If this area exceeds 540 square feet (sf), then one draws an
eroded profile with a duneface slope of 1H:1V, a connecting slope of 40H:1V, and a lower slope of
12.5H:1V (lower panel of Figure 14). After fixing the landward tie-in location of the eroded profile by
ensuring the eroded area above the stillwater level and seaward of the 1H:1V line equals 540 sf, one
adjusts the lower part of the profile until the deposition and erosion areas match. If the dune area above
the 100-yr stillwater level and seaward of the dune peak or rear shoulder peak of a ridge-type dune falls
below 540 sf, then one constructs a dune removal profile. This profile consists of locating the seaward
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dune toe and drawing a 50H:1V line landward from this point until intersecting the landward side of the
dune (upper panel of Figure 14).

Storm-induced erosion analyses applied post-Hurricane Irma beach profiles obtained from the FDEP
(https://floridadep.gov/water/beaches) and based on USACE LiDAR data. Determining the appropriate
beach profile to use requires a comparison of post-Hurricane Irma beach profile data with historic beach
profile data at each FDEP reference monument (R-83 to R-120) for analysis. Some users of the USACE
LiDAR data have noted occasional issues with it. This check revealed the reliability of the post-Irma survey
data at each reference monument location. Once completed for each monument, determination of the
landward extent of the erosion for each beach profile commenced.

Figures 16 and 17 show the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-yr eroded profiles at R-91, approximately 1.5 miles
south of Guana River Rd, and R-115, near the Ocean Sands Inn. Note that, just like these two examples,
eroded profiles consisted of both dune retreat and removal types based on the post-Hurricane Irma beach
profiles (2017_09). Attachment B contains the full set of results at each monument.

R-091 FDEP Reference Monument

30

25
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15

R-091 2017_09
10

R-091 2016_11

R-912015 07
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—— 100yr
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Figure 16. Predicted Eroded Profiles at R-91 for Various Return Period Storms
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R-115 FDEP Reference Monument
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Figure 17. Predicted Eroded Profiles at R-115 for Various Return Period Storms

After calculating the landward limit of storm erosion for 4 events — 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-yr return period
storms — at each monument, determining the proximity of the erosion escarpment to the road helped
establish the degree of failure risk. If the erosion escarpment fell landward of the roadway’s clear zone,
then this study would consider the roadway vulnerable to erosion. From FDOT (2017), the desired clear
zone for this type of roadway likely ranges from 18 (R-117 to R-120) to 24 ft (R-83 to R-117) depending on
location. Derivation of the edge of the travel lane originated from 2005 FDOT SR A1A roadway
rehabilitation plans provided by Atkins (Gaelan Bishop, November 1, 2017, personal communication). By
way of example, figures 16 and 17 show the locations of the edge of the travel lane and corresponding
offset (or seaward edge of the clear zone) at R-91 and R-115. As shown, the landward extent of erosion
from the 500-yr storm lies landward of this offset at R-91, while the landward extent of erosion from all
but the 10-yr storm lies landward of this offset at R-115. Note that the 100- and 500-yr erosion profiles lie
on top of each other at R-115. Visual observations at these locations support these results.

Table 3 summarizes the effects of various return period storms along the study area in its present (post-
Hurricane Irma, September 2017) state (noted in red). Based on post-Hurricane Irma conditions, 10-yr
storms do not affect the roadway’s clear zone. Note that at R-83, the 50-yr storm produces an erosion
scarp landward of the clear zone while the 100- and 500-yr storms do not because very little dune exists
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to erode above the corresponding surge elevations. Notably, this study only addresses erosion. Wave
runup and overtopping of the roadway could also damage the roadway.

Table 3. Predicted Storm-Induced Erosion Results for Beach in Present State and 10 yrs into Future

FDEP Reference
Monument

Erosion Scarp Landward of Clear Zone

10-yr Storm | 50-yr Storm | 100-yr Storm

83

84

Future

500-yr Storm

85

Future

86

Future

87

88

Future

Future

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

Future

Future

96

Future

97

98

Future

99

Future

100

Future

101

Future

102

Future

103

104

Future

105

Future

106

Future

107

Future

108

109

110

Future

Future

111

112

Future

Future

113

Future

114

115

Future

116

Future

117

118

119

120
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To provide a more complete understanding of the threat of coastal erosion to the roadway, this study
assessed storm-induced erosion after a period of long-term shoreline recession. As described above,
INTERA calculated long-term shoreline change rates at each monument. Combining the post-erosion
profiles and the long-term erosion rates served to develop adjusted, post-erosion profiles should the
beach continue to erode at historical rates and then become subject to a storm. When the long-term
shoreline change rate indicates erosion, translating the post-erosion profiles landward by a distance equal
to the product of the long-term shoreline change rate (given in ft/year) and the period of interest (say, 10
yrs) accounts for erosion expected to occur at the site, on average, over the period. These adjusted profiles
serve as input for assessing distances from the edge of pavement to the landward edge of erosion.
Locations where accretive or stable shorelines occur will see no profile adjustments.

For most of the project area, Figure 3 suggests a recession rate of -2 ft/yr. Exceptions include R-83 to R-
86 and R-118 to R-120 where rates of -1.5 and -0.5 ft/yr appear appropriate. Multiplying by a time period
of 10 yrs (an estimate of time before management actions might occur), these rates correspond to
translating the post-erosion profiles landward by 15 (R-83 to R-86), 20 (R-87 to R-117), and 5 ft (R-118 to
R-120). For example, under present conditions, only 100- and 500-yr storms produce escarpments that
fall landward of the clear zone offset line at R-113. Ten years from now, the 50-yr storm could also produce
an escarpment that falls landward of the clear zone offset line at R-113.

Table 3 also summarizes the effects of various return period storms along the study area 10 yrs into the
future (noted in orange). After 10 yrs of long-term erosion, 10-yr storms encroach the clear zones at R-
110, R-112, R-115, and R-116. Similarly, the number of locations where 50-yr storms encroach clear zones
increases from 6 to 16.

Vulnerability Assessment

Based on site observations, long-term shoreline change rates, and the storm-induced erosion assessment,
Table 4 rates the vulnerability of the roadway as low (un-highlighted), medium (orange highlight), and
high (red highlight) by FDEP reference monument. The table shows vulnerabilities based on present
conditions (with coastal analyses based on post-Hurricane Irma surveys) and conditions 10 yrs into the
future. Note that this assessment excluded consideration of existing seawalls identified during the site
visit because the durability of these hard structures to various return period storms is unknown.
Furthermore, homeowners may have permitted some of these seawalls as temporary. Additionally, this
assessment only considers the clear zone and roadway exposed to erosion as vulnerable.

While erosion may not affect the clear zone or roadway, water overtopping the roadway during a storm
may occur. Unaccounted in the storm-induced erosion method utilized in this study (or other more
sophisticated cross-shore erosion modeling), this effect may cause local scour at the landward edges of
the roadway. INTERA staff observed these effects firsthand after Hurricane Ivan (2005) in the Florida
Panhandle.

At present, the clear zone/roadway is highly vulnerable to erosion at R-83, R-87, R-94, and R-114 to R-116.
In the future, the areas from R-83 to R-87, R-94, R-104 to R-107, R-110, and R-112 to R-116 may become
highly vulnerable. Overall, the assessment identified 16% (6/38) of the clear zone/roadway as highly
vulnerable, 39% (15/38) as having a medium vulnerability, and 45% (17/38) as having a low vulnerability
to erosion in the beach’s present state. Ten years into the future, the assessment identified 42% (16/38),
34% (13/38), and 24% (9/38) as having a high, medium, and low vulnerability to erosion.
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Table 4. Vulnerability of Clear Zone/Roadway to Erosion

FDEP
Reference Landmark Present (post-Irma) | Future (10 yrs)
Monument
83 Guana River Rd.
84 2719 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Medium
85 2741 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Medium
86 Medium
87 2795 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd.
88 2823 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Low Medium
89 --- Low Medium
90 2875 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Medium Medium
91 2903 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Low Low
92 2931 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Medium Medium
93 2957 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Medium Medium
94| Yellow Bil n T Hgh T megh
95 SPV Park Walkover & Parking Lot Low Medium
96 Beachside Dr. Low Medium
97 3047 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Low Low
98 3056 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Low Medium
99 Turtle Bay Ln. Low Medium
100 3114 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. Low Medium
101 Tides Edge PI. Low Medium
102 Serenata Beach Low Low
103 Serenata Beach Low Low
104 Medium
105 Eden Bay Dr. Medium
106 Sandcastle Ln. Medium
107 Third St. Walkover Medium
108 - Low Low
109 Euclid St. Foot Path & Parking Lot Medium Medium
110 4020 Coastal Hwy. Medium
111 Boating Club Rd. Walkover Low Low
112 3810 Coastal Hwy. Medium
113 North Beach Park Walkover & Parking Lot Medium
114 Carcaba Rd. Walkover
115 Ocean Sands Beach Inn
116 ---
117 3245 SR A1A Medium Medium
118 3148 SR A1A Low Low
119 3056 SR A1A Low Low
120 Oak Ave. Low Low
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While the USACE utilizes criteria other than susceptibility to erosion to determine federal interest in a
shore protection project, it identified the shoreline segment from approximately R-104 to R-116 as a
project worthy of federal participation for shore protection over a 50-yr period (USACE, 2017). Notably,
the present vulnerability assessment also identifies this area as potentially highly vulnerable in the future.
The USACE project would consist of a dune and 60-ft equilibrium dry beach extension from the +8 ft
NAVD88 contour and requiring renourishing approximately once every 12 yrs. The 60-ft extension
represents the minimum beach width needed to provide optimal storm damage reduction benefits to the
project area. The USACE would initially build a beach wider than 60 ft and waves/currents would naturally
erode the beach. Once the beach erodes back to within the 60-ft design template, then the USACE would
renourish the beach (i.e., place more sand).

Notably, Taylor Engineering (2009), as a subcontractor, prepared a coastal engineering study for a part of
this study area on behalf of the FDOT. That study examined the erosion a new seawall might experience
along the section of SR A1A near R-115 to R-116.

Partnering with Other Agencies

As observed during the site visits, shore protection — to protect homes, beach accesses, and in some
instances SR A1A — generally consist of a hodgepodge of seawalls and dune fill. Opportunities may exist
for the FDOT to partner with other agencies with an interest in protecting upland infrastructure to
construct shore protection in a more planned manner.

As alluded above, the USACE has identified a $78 million, 50-yr beach nourishment project from R-104 to
R-116. This recommended plan received approval from the USACE Civil Works Review Board in
March 2017 and signoff on the Chief of Engineers report in August 2017. Next steps include review by the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works and Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
and Congressional authorization for design, permitting, and construction (www.saj.usace.army.mil). In
this era of no legislative earmarks, the OMB decides on funding. At the time of this writing, a benefit-to-
cost (B/C) ratio of 2.5 with a 7% discount rate is the typical cutoff for funding. As currently presented, the
St. Johns County project has a B/C ratio of 1.3. Should funding come through, the local sponsor (St. Johns
County) must bear 77% of the project cost for initial construction and 82.3% for subsequent nourishments
(USACE, 2017). This project would help address the medium to highly vulnerable roadway from R-104 to
R-116. However, this project is likely a few years away from initiating construction.

Another, perhaps more imminent, endeavor includes a potential dune restoration project funded by the
FDEP and local residents (through taxes collected by St. Johns County). The project, replacing sand lost
during Hurricane Matthew, would run from R-76 to R-117 (9 miles) and place approximately 20 cy/ft at a
cost of about $24 million. The state would fund 50% of the project with a local match. The county is
currently contemplating establishing a Municipal Services Taxing Unit to collect taxes to help meet the
local match. Should local residents agree and the state allocates its intended funds, the county anticipates
construction commencing as early as November 2018. The FDOT could support part of this project either
through supporting larger dune/beach fills at vulnerable locations or supporting a portion of the currently
contemplated project.

Notably, INTERA understands that the FDOT District 5 is supporting dune restoration along the Flagler
Beach and Beverly Beach shorelines adjacent to SR A1A by contributing approximately $12-16 million
toward dune restoration.
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Recommendations

Present and potential future beach conditions, absent the effects of local homeowner seawalls, suggests
that the FDOT consider protecting SR A1A from erosion along three main areas: (1) R-83 to R-87, (2) R-94,
and (3) R-104 to R-116. Conceptually, the FDOT could construct seawalls, similar to one contemplated
from R-115 to R-116, to protect these areas, contribute to a dune restoration project, or fund some
combination of seawall installation and dune restoration.

Closing the gaps between existing, permanent seawalls may prove a viable option in protecting the
roadway from future erosion. Conceptually, a seawall with a 15-20-ft exposed height, concrete cap, and
anchor might cost approximately $1,000 per linear foot to furnish and install. Alternatively, the FDOT may
want to consider contributing to the ongoing, planned dune restoration projects to help protect the
roadway. For example, dune restoration may make sense in areas where homeowners have already
placed seawalls (with unquantified level of protection) to provide additional protection to the roadway
than afforded by the seawalls alone. Figure 18 shows a conceptual level cross section with a 20 cy/ft dune
fill placed adjacent to a seawall. Recent construction costs suggest dune fill from upland sand plants and
offshore borrow areas equal about $50/cy and $25/cy. For a 20 cy/ft fill density, these costs correspond
to $1,000 and $500 per linear foot of dune fill placed depending on the sand source. Assuming future
upper beach erosion rates mimic those experienced over the last decade, this amount of dune fill may
last about 15 years. Note that by partnering with other agencies, the FDOT may realize cost savings to

protect SR AlA.
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Figure 18. Conceptual Level Dune Fill Template Adjacent to Seawall

A

=INTERA

EOSCIENCE & ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS

]





SR A1A Coastal Erosion Risk Analysis Study, St. Johns County, FL
March 20, 2018
Page 24

Aside from the identified vulnerable areas, prudence dictates monitoring other areas periodically and
especially after storms. Good tools include beach survey profiles and aerials collected in the area by the
FDEP as part of its Regional Coastal Monitoring Data collection program every four years.

Sincerely,

INTERA Incorporated

Michael R. Krecic, P.E.
Senior Coastal Engineer

Enclosure
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ATTACHMENT A - SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS

LOCATION: SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH TO VILANO BEACH
INTERA INCORPORATED DATE: 11/30/2017
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Notes: Photographs contained in this report document current state of SR A1A and the adjacent
shoreline. Photograph keys on current and following pages indicate the location of each photograph.
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PHOTOGRAPH 1

LATITUDE: 30° 1’20”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'22"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 2

LATITUDE: 30° 1"19”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'21.87"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 3

LATITUDE: 30° 1'8”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'19”"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 4

LATITUDE: 30° 1'5”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'18"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 5
LATITUDE: 30° 1’4”N
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PHOTOGRAPH 6

LATITUDE: 30° 0'59.63”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19°16.79"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 7
LATITUDE: 30° 0°59.25”N
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PHOTOGRAPH 8

LATITUDE: 30° 0'55.23”N
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PHOTOGRAPH 9

LATITUDE: 30° 0'46.96”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'13.59”"W





ATTACHMENT A - SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS

LOCATION: SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH TO VILANO BEACH
INTERA INCORPORATED DATE: 11/30/2017

PHOTOGRAPH 10

LATITUDE: 30° 0'35.11”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19°10.34"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 11

LATITUDE: 30° 0°29.98”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'8.93"W





ATTACHMENT A - SITE INSPECTION PHOTOGRAPHS

LOCATION: SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH TO VILANO BEACH
INTERA INCORPORATED DATE: 11/30/2017

PHOTOGRAPH 12

LATITUDE: 30° 0’26.20”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'8.36”W
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PHOTOGRAPH 13
LATITUDE: 30°0'19.27”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'6.32"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 14

LATITUDE: 30° 0’8.31”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'3.36”W
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PHOTOGRAPH 15

LATITUDE: 29° 59’55.59”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19°0.61"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 16

LATITUDE: 29° 59°36.02”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18’55.99”"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 17

LATITUDE: 29° 59°35.01”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18’55.53"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 18

LATITUDE: 30° 0'41.72"N

LONGITUDE: 81° 19'14.04"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 19

LATITUDE: 29° 59°4.33”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'47.31"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 20

LATITUDE: 29° 59’16”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'50"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 21

LATITUDE: 29°57°16.72”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'17.26"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 22

LATITUDE: 29° 57°22.96”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'19.11"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 23

LATITUDE: 29° 57°33.21”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'22.17"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 24
LATITUDE: 29° 57°37.02”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'23"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 25

LATITUDE: 29°57°41.01”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'24.65"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 26

LATITUDE: 29° 57°44.90”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18’26.01"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 27
LATITUDE: 29° 57°50.22”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'27.23"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 28

LATITUDE: 29° 57°1.88”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'12.26"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 29
LATITUDE: 29° 56’26.07”N
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PHOTOGRAPH 30
LATITUDE: 29° 56’33.85”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 18'3.27"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 31

LATITUDE: 29° 56’37.59”N
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LATITUDE: 29° 56’23.54”N
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PHOTOGRAPH 33

LATITUDE: 29° 56’13.46”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 17’56.05”"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 34

LATITUDE: 29° 56’8.53”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 17'54.23"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 35

LATITUDE: 29° 55’37.82”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 17°43.09”"W
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PHOTOGRAPH 36

LATITUDE: 29° 55’37.76”N

LONGITUDE: 81° 17°43.04"W
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ATTACHMENT B — STORM-INDUCED EROSION PROFILES (NO LONG-TERM RECESSION)

R-083 FDEP Reference Monument

30
25 |
1
1
1
20 I
1
1
1
15 1
R-083 2017_09
10
R-083 2016_11
: R-83 2015 07
5 1 Edge of Travel Lane
= = = Offset
q —&— 10yr
—8— 50yr
—— 100yr
- —&— 500yr
-10
-15
-20
-200 -150 -100 -50 0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Distance Relative to FDEP Reference Monument (ft)
R-084 FDEP Reference Monument
30
25 |
1
1
1
20 1
[}
[}
15
1
[}
| R-084 2017_09
10 [}
R-084 2016_11
1 —R-842015 07
5 ! Edge of Travel Lane
= = = Offset
a —&— 10yr
—— 50yr
—— 100yr
-5 —— 500yr
-10
-15
-20
-200 -150 -100 -50 0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Distance Relative to FDEP Reference Monument (ft)





Elevation (ft NAVD88)

Elevation (ft NAVD88)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

03 November 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Doug Piatkowski

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)
Division of Environmental Assessment

381 Elden Street, MS4042

Herndon, Virginia 20170-4817

Dear Mr. Piatkowski:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is preparing a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document for evaluation of two separate Engineering
Documentation Reports (EDR) to identify new supplemental sand borrow sources for
previously authorized federal projects in St. Johns County, Florida: St. Johns County Coastal
Storm Risk Management (CSRM) (Vilano Beach) and St. Johns County Shore Protection
Project (SPP) (St. Augustine Beach). Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) offshore sand borrow
sites (S-1 for St. Johns SPP and N-3 for St. Johns CSRM) are being studied and proposed to
supplement the previously authorized sand borrow source, St. Augustine Inlet Complex.
These federal projects provide shoreline erosion protection, hurricane and storm damage
reduction, and related purposes to the shores of St. Johns County, Florida.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.8 and 40 CFR 1506.2, the Corps formally requests the
participation of the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as a cooperating agency
during the NEPA process. The purpose of this request is to designate the Corps as the lead
federal agency to ensure NEPA compliance for evaluation of two proposed supplemental
sand sources (S-1 and N-3) in two (2) separate EDRs. The project would most likely involve
the use of OCS mineral resources; therefore, we request that the BOEM serve as a
cooperating agency during the required NEPA process. The Corps further requests that
BOEM serve as a joint agency on environmental requirements related to the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Coastal Zone Management
Act, and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA).
Pursuant to the ESA, the Corps will notify the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service of its lead role and BOEM's cooperating role, should BOEM provide
agreement to serve as a cooperating and joint agency. Additionally, the Corps will include
BOEM in all future correspondence with federal and state agencies.





2

The Corps appreciates a response to this invitation within 30 days of the date of this letter.
The Corps requests in your letter response that BOEM state formally whether the agency
wishes to contribute to the project as a cooperating and joint agency. If you have any questions
on this request or the project, please contact Mr. Darren Pecora, the project biologist, at 904-
232-2286 or via email at Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil. We look forward to an efficient and
productive relationship with BOEM regarding this important NEPA document.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2021.11.03 13:36:00
-04'00'

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch



mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, DC 20240-0001

November 10, 2021

Ms. Angela Dunn

Planning and Policy Division

Chief, Environmental Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
701 San Marco Boulevard

Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8175

Dear Ms. Dunn:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
(BOEM) become a cooperating agency during the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
for the evaluation of two separate Engineering Documentation Reports (EDR) to identify new
borrow sources for previously authorized Federal projects in St. Johns County, Florida: St. Johns
County Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) (Vilano Beach) and St. Johns County Shore
Protection Project (SPP) (St. Augustine Beach). These two projects may require use of borrow
areas located in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) (S-1 borrow area for St. Johns SPP and N-3
borrow area for St. Johns CSRM).

BOEM welcomes the opportunity to participate in the preparation of NEPA documents and
agrees to serve as a cooperating agency since the BOEM has jurisdiction over marine mineral
leasing on the OCS. As a cooperating agency, the BOEM expects to: participate and provide
input in the NEPA process at the earliest possible time; assume, at the request of U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), responsibility for developing information and preparing
environmental analyses for which BOEM has special expertise; make available staff support, at
the lead agency's request, to enhance the interdisciplinary capability of USACE; provide
comment on NEPA documents; and use our own funds to accomplish these responsibilities.

BOEM recognizes the importance of participating in the required Endangered Species Act (ESA)
Section 7 consultations; the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation (Section 305); the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) Section 106 process; and the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) Section 307
consistency process. BOEM recognizes the USACE as the lead federal agency for the above
projects.

As the lead federal agency for ESA Section 7 and the EFH consultations, the USACE must
notify the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
of its lead role and BOEM’s cooperating role. BOEM expects that USACE, as lead agency,
would work with BOEM to ensure existing biological opinions from FWS and NMFS are





applicable to BOEM’s part of the Federal action and/or expect to jointly submit the ESA Section
7 and EFH assessments to FWS and NMFS, if applicable. BOEM expects USACE be the lead
federal agency for NHPA Section 106 and CZMA Section 307 compliance with the BOEM
acting in a consulting role. BOEM requests that USACE notify the State Historic Preservation
Office, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, and the Florida Department of Environment
Protection of BOEM’s involvement in the undertakings and proposed actions. We would greatly
appreciate to be included on all correspondence to other federal, state, and other agencies
concerning this project and welcome the opportunity to review and provide comments on any
draft correspondence.

BOEM also recognizes the unique legal relationship of the United States with federally
recognized Tribal Governments. Consistent with Department of the Interior policy, BOEM must
engage in Government-to-Government consultation if these proposed projects may have tribal
implications. We assume the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as the lead federal agency for the
projects, would make this determination, involving BOEM, and, as circumstances warrant, invite
interests of expression of potentially affected Tribes to initiate consultation. If a consultation is
requested by one or more Tribes, BOEM would participate in the consultation process to ensure
effective collaboration and informed Federal decision-making.

In addition to participating in the environmental review and consultations, we also would
appreciate the opportunity to participate in any Project Delivery Team meetings related to these
EDRs. Topics of interest to BOEM include the identification of OCS sand resources,
interpretation and management of geophysical and geological data, and design and use plans for
borrow areas located on the OCS. BOEM geoscientists can provide special expertise and
contribute upon request.

BOEM looks forward to working with your team. If you would like to discuss any of these items
further, please contact Doug Piatkowski at (703) 787-1833 or by e-mail at
Douglas.Piatkowski@boem.gov.

Sincerely,

GEOFFREY gty signed oy
WIKEL e I
Geoffrey Wikel

Marine Minerals Resource Management Branch
Marine Minerals Division

cc:
Ms. Gretchen Ehlinger, USACE

Mr. Darren Pecora, USACE
Mr. Jason Harrah, USACE





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Maureen A. Bornholdt

Program Manager

Office of Renewable Energy Programs
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
381 Elden Street, HM 1328

Herndon, Virginia 20170

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Ms. Bornholdt:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.130030

W/\W(GM/‘M/ 3923
Date: 2021.07.29 07:22:23

-04'00'
Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:



mailto:Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Corain Lowe-Zepeda

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Muscogee (Creek) Nation

P.O. Box 580

Okmulgee, OK 74447

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Ms. Lowe-Zepeda:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2021.07.29 07:21:52
-04'00"

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

David Frank

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma

PO Box 1498

Wewoka, OK 74884

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Mr. Frank:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
W DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2021.07.29 07:21:22
-04'00'
Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Mr. Gaylen Cloud

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Acting)
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town

PO Box 188

Okemah, OK 74859

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Mr. Cloud:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2021.07.29 07:20:46
-04'00'
Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Kevin Donaldson
NAGPRA/Section 106 Representative
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida
P.O. Box 440021
Tamiami Station
Miami, FL 33144

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Mr. Donaldson:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
W/\/ DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2021.07.29 07:19:31
-04'00'
Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Dr. Paul N. Backhouse, Ph.D.

Senior Director, Heritage, Environment, Resources Office
Seminole Tribe of Florida

Ah-Tah-Thi-Ki Museum

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004

Clewiston, FL 33440

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Dr. Backhouse:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.13003039
WWA/M/ 23
Date: 2021.07.29 07:20:16
-04'00'
Angela E. Dunn

Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

Planning and Policy Division July 28, 2021
Environmental Branch

Tim Parsons, Ph.D.

State Historic Preservation Officer
Division of Historical Resources
500 South Bronough Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250

Re: St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area Validation Report
Dear Dr. Parsons:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is currently studying
the effects to cultural resources related to its St. Johns County Sand Borrow Area
Validation Study (Project) in St. Johns County, Florida. Pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), and it's implementing
regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800), the Corps has determined that the Project constitutes an
undertaking as defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y).

The Project study area is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine
Inlet in Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and
encompasses an area of approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The Corps is in the
process of evaluating alternative sand sources to allow continued placement of sand in
support of Coastal Storm Risk Management Projects in St. Johns County, Florida. The
Corps will conduct submerged cultural resources surveys of previously unsurveyed
borrow areas in accordance with applicable standards.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3 the Corps is initiating consultation with your office
regarding the development of the Project. Please contact Mr. Brian Seymour with any
additional questions or concerns by email at Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil or by
telephone at (904) 232-3028.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.130030

O\/WWM/ 3923
Daw2: 2021.07.29

07:18:53 -04'00'
Angela E. Durini

Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

January 6, 2022

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Douglas N. Piatkowski

Marine Biologist

Marine Minerals Division, Office of Strategic Resources
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

1105 Upper Reach Drive

Wilmington, NC 28409

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Mr. Piatkowski:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titted Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand





2.

borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by
DUNN.ANGELA.E.1300303923
Date: 2022.01.06 12:44:30
-05'00"

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Corain Lowe-Zepeda

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Muscogee (Creek) Nation

P.O. Box 580

Okmulgee, OK 74447

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Ms. Lowe-Zepeda:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titled Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand





2.

borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

(R AN

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

David Frank

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma

PO Box 1498

Wewoka, OK 74884

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Mr. Frank:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titled Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand





2.

borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

sy lnf s

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Mr. Gaylen Cloud

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Acting)
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town

PO Box 188

Okemah, OK 74859

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Mr. Cloud:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titled Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand





2.

borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

R A

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Kevin Donaldson
NAGPRA/Section 106 Representative
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida
P.O. Box 440021
Tamiami Station
Miami, FL 33144

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titted Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand





2.

borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

R

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Dr. Paul N. Backhouse, Ph.D.

Senior Director, Heritage, Environment, Resources Office
Seminole Tribe of Florida

Ah-Tah-Thi-Ki Museum

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004

Clewiston, FL 33440

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Dr. Backhouse:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titted Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand
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borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

R

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
701 SAN MARCO BOULEVARD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175

December 21, 2021

Planning and Policy Division
Environmental Branch

Tim Parsons, Ph.D., SHPO
Division of Historical Resources
State Historic Preservation Officer
500 South Bronough Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250

Re: Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection
Project

Dear Dr. Parsons:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) is drafting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Engineering Documentation Report (EDR)
regarding the St. Johns County Shoreline Protection Project in St. Johns County,
Florida. The EA addresses the effects to the human environment of the design
refinements present in the EDR. The effects include potential effects to cultural
resources under the National Environmental Policy Act and an assessment of adverse
effects to historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The design refinements include a new sand source, the S-1 borrow area, and
new pipeline placement areas. The area of potential effects (APE) for the borrow area
is centered about 11 miles southeast from the St. Augustine Inlet in Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management (BOEM) managed waters and encompasses an area of
approximately 1,233 acres (Enclosure 1). The pipeline placement areas are located
immediately offshore of existing, permitted beach nourishment locations (Enclosure 2).

The Corps contracted SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a submerged cultural
resources assessment survey of the S-1 borrow area portion of APE. The attached
draft report, titled Submerged Cultural Resource Assessment Survey for the St. Johns
County Sand Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida, details the project
background, survey methods and materials, collected data, and concludes with data
analysis based on the history of the project area and site conditions. The survey
identified ten acoustic contacts that likely represent flotsam and jetsam of the type
expected along active coastlines, as well as two low amplitude, short duration magnetic
anomalies likely representing small, isolated ferrous objects. Sub-bottom profiler
imagery illustrates an APE entirely devoid of buried reflectors indicative of paleo-
landforms. Based on the above stated information, the Corps has determined that sand
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borrow dredging of the proposed new S-1 borrow area poses no effect to historic
properties.

In addition, the EDR identifies new pipeline placements to be necessary for areas
of beach that require nourishment in South Ponte Vedra, Vilano Beach, and St.
Augustine Beach (Enclosure 2). The Corps has determined the APE previously shared
with your office by letter on July 28, 2021 requires expansion to include the pipeline
placement area. This new pipeline placement area has not been subject to previous
cultural resources assessment surveys. As such, the Corps is conducting submerged
cultural resources assessment surveys of the APE for the previously unsurveyed
pipeline placement area in accordance with applicable standards. The EDR does not
modify the existing and previously approved sand placement areas, borrow areas, and
pipeline corridors for projects.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C.
§ 306108), as amended and it's implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), the Corps
kindly requests your comments on the determination of no effect to historic properties in
the S-1 borrow area APE, as well as any comments on the enclosed draft report within
30 days from receipt of this letter. If there are any questions or comments, please
contact Mr. Brian Seymour at (904) 232-3028 or by e-mail at
Brian.R.Seymour@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

R

Angela E. Dunn
Chief, Environmental Branch
Enclosure
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT Of STATE

RON DESANTIS LAUREL M. LEE
Governor Secretary of State
Brian R. Seymour February 15, 2022

Jacksonville Permits Section
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida, 32232

RE: DHR Project File No.: 2022-0226, Received by DHR: January 7, 2021
Project: Submerged CRAS for Sand Borrow Area Project Additional Offshore Borrow
Areas Florida Shore Protection Project
County: St. Johns

Mr. Seymour:

The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer reviewed the referenced report for completeness
and sufficiency in accordance with Chapter 1A-46, as well as possible effects on historic
properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places. The review
was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended, and its implementing regulations in 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic
Properties.

Our office reviewed the information provided by the applicant in the referenced report. Based on
our review of the report, we concur that the proposed undertaking will have no effect to historic
properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places. The
referenced report is considered complete and sufficient.

If you have any questions, please contact Joseph Bomberger, Historic Preservationist, by email at
Joseph.Bomberger@dos.myflorida.com.

Sincerely, P
- L {r/-f, A (S V4

\ / e

Timothy A Parsons, Ph.D.
Director, Division of Historical Resources
& State Historic Preservation Officer

Division of Historical Resources
R.A. Gray Building « 500 South Bronough Streete Tallahassee, Florida 32399
850.245.6300 « 850.245.6436 (Fax) * FLHeritage.com




https://FLHeritage.com
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From: Stahl, Chris

To: Pecora, Darren J CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA)
Cc: State Clearinghouse
Subject: [URL Verdict: Suspect][Non-DoD Source] State Clearance Letter for FL202201249440C - Draft EA, Additional

Offshore Borrow Areas —Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach And Vilano Beach
Reaches), St Johns County, Florida.

Date: Friday, March 18, 2022 3:16:32 PM

March 18, 2022

Darren J. Pecora

United States Army Corps of Engineers
701 San Marco Boulevard
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-8175

RE: Department of Defense, Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, BEACH
EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS, Draft Environmental Assessment Additional Offshore Borrow Areas —
Shore Protection Project - Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and
Vilano Beach Reaches), St Johns County, Florida

SAIl # FL202201249440C

Dear Darren:

Florida State Clearinghouse staff has reviewed the proposal under the following authorities:
Presidential Executive Order 12372; § 403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management
Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended; and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§
4321-4347, as amended.

Please contact Kim Mann, (904) 256-1564 of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s
Northeast District Permitting Program to request a permit determination for this project.

Based on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, the state has no objections to the
subject project and therefore, it is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP).

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project. If you have any questions or need
further assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (850) 717-9076.

Sincerely,
Clinés Statl

Chris Stahl, Coordinator
Florida State Clearinghouse
Florida Department of Environmental Protection



mailto:Chris.Stahl@FloridaDEP.gov

mailto:Darren.J.Pecora@usace.army.mil

mailto:State.Clearinghouse@dep.state.fl.us



3800 Commonwealth Blvd., M.S. 47
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
ph. (850) 717-9076

State.Clearinghouse@floridadep.gov
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS -
ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT AND ST. JOHNS
COUNTY, FLORIDA COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT PROJECT (SOUTH
PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS, STATUTES AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS This
Environmental Assessment (EA) requires compliance with specific Federal acts, Executive
Orders (E.O.) and other applicable environmental laws. The following provides a summary of
environmental compliance with each Act, E.O. or applicable law.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.)

This Act requires the opportunity for public participation and comment on Federal projects, and
requires agencies to cooperate with other Federal agencies, State, and local governments, and
to involve public stakeholders. This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its
implementing regulations. A Notice of Availability for the proposed Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI), draft EA, and associated appendices was coordinated with pertinent agencies
and interested stakeholders for 30 calendar days to allow for review and comment. The Corps
is complying with the NEPA process and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of
construction. The Corps has updated NEPA documentation as appropriate following public
review/comment.

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 757A-757G)

The Preferred Alternative would not adversely affect anadromous fish species because the
project does not occur in an anadromous fish river or stream therefore no anadromous fish
species are expected to be present.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) (16 U.S.C. § 470aa et seq.)

This Act works to protect and preserve historical and cultural resources of Federal lands,
including Indian lands through a permit system authorizing scholarly study and excavation of
cultural properties, as well as provide sanctions for unauthorized use, removal, or damage to
any archaeological resource. 16 U.S.C. §§ 470cc, 470ee-470ff; 36 CFR Part 296. The term
resource includes human remains, pottery, basketry, bottles, weapon projectiles, rock carvings
and paintings, tools, structures or portions thereof, graves, skeletal remains 16 U.S.C. §
470bb(1). Resources of ‘recent’ origin (less than 100 years) are not protected by ARPA. U.S. v.
Shivers, 96 F.3d 120 (5" cir. 1996). This Act is not applicable because the Preferred Alternative
does not anticipate the need to excavate or in any way disturb potentially significant cultural
resources existing on Federal lands.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 1996 and 1996a)

The policy of the U.S. is to protect and preserve for American Indians, Alaska Native Groups
and Native Hawaiians, their inherent rights of Freedom to believe, express, and exercise
traditional religions. These rights include, but are not limited to, access to sites, use and
possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremony and traditional
rites. The Preferred Alternative does not impede access to sites, prevent possession of sacred
objects, or deny freedom to worship through ceremony or traditional rites and is in compliance
with this Act
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Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.)

The existing air quality within North Florida is considered good. The Clean Air Act requires that
Federal agencies assure that their activities are in conformance with the federally approved
Clean Air Act state implementation plans for geographical areas designated as “non-attainment”
and “maintenance” areas under the Act. The project is exempt from the Clean Air Act
conformity requirements because it is located in a Federal attainment area (F.A.C. 62-
204.340(1-4)). The State of Florida does not regulate emissions from off-road equipment or
marine vessels; however, it can be assumed that insignificant emissions will be produced by the
dredge and construction equipment during construction activities. The Corps’ contractor will
obtain any air quality permits, if required. The project is in compliance with this Act.

Clean Water Act, Section 401 and Section 404(b) (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341 and 1344(b))

Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act addresses the discharge of dredged or fill material into
the navigable waters of the U.S. The act of discharging and the location of the discharge is not
changing and has already been evaluated. Effects of using the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow
sources are substantially similar to the effects and determinations described in the prior
404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation (USACE 1998, USACE 2017); therefore, this EA incorporates
by reference the previously completed 404(b)(1) St. Johns County Shore Protection Project
(SJC SPP) dated March 1998 (USACE 1998) and St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk
Management (SJC CSRM) Project March 2017 (USACE 2017).

All required water quality certifications would be obtained prior to construction activities. All
State water quality standards would be met. The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects would be
performed in compliance with the conditions of the water quality certifications issued by the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) (No. 0295429-003-JN (SJC SPP) and
No. 0377120-001-JC (SJC CSRM) (and subsequently issued modifications) to ensure State of
Florida water quality standards are met. The use of any offshore borrow sites will require a
modification for both water quality certifications to incorporate those areas. It is anticipated that
FDEP will issue a modification to the above certifications extending it, which will constitute the
finding of concurrence for the new borrow areas.

Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act (16 U.S.C. § 3501 et
seq. and Public Law 101-591)

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. §3501 et. seq.) and the Coastal Barrier
Improvement Act (CBIA) of 1990 (Public Law 101-591) limit Federally-subsidized development
within the CBRA Units to limit the loss of human life by discouraging development in high risk
areas, to reduce wasteful expenditures of Federal resources, and to protect the natural
resources associated with coastal barriers. CBIA provides development goals for undeveloped
coastal property held in public ownership, including wildlife refuges, parks, and other lands set
aside for conservation (“otherwise protected areas,” or OPAs). These public lands are excluded
from most of the CBRA restrictions, although they are prohibited from receiving federal flood
insurance for new structures.

The official U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS)
maps were reviewed (https://www.fws.gov/CBRA/Maps/Mapper.html). Four CBRS Units
classified as OPAs are located adjacent to the project area (Figure 1):

o FL-03P (Guana River) is located immediately north of Vilano Beach (SJC CSRM).

e P-04A (Usina Beach) is intersecting the southern portion of SUC CSRM.
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e P-05 (Conch Island) is located at the area around St. Augustine Inlet including Porpoise
Point on the north side and the northern portion of Anastasia State Park.
e P-05P (Conch Island) is the remaining portion of Anastasia State Park.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Coastal Barrier Resources System St. Johns County CSRM & SPP
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Figure 1. Location of CBRS Units OPA-Guana River Unit FL-03P, Usina Beach Unit PO4A, Conch Island
Unit P05, and OPA Conch Island Unit PO5P in the vicinity of SUC CSRM (Vilano Beach) and SJC SPP (St.
Augustine Beach).

The borrow areas are located offshore in water depths greater than the 30-foot contour and are
not within CBRS units. Dredging of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites would not occur in
designated CBRA units; however, placement will restore and stabilize the beaches in the
designated CBRS units. SJC provided a letter and supporting documentation dated March 30,
2022, detailing the whole segment of State Road A1A (SRA1A) that falls in the PO4A CBRS is
vulnerable due to the proximity to the shoreline. SRA1A was breached within this CBRA Zone
during Hurricanes Matthew, Irma and Dorian. In one event, Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) had to bring in sand to hold the water back from further road erosion
under an emergency order. SRA1A is a bottleneck in this area, and it is a critical roadway for
emergencies, hurricane evacuation, life/limb, and safety. Previous consultation for the
placement of sand from the St. Johns County projects within CBRS units was completed with
USFWS via letter dated October 25, 2016 (USACE 2017). The Corps has completed
consultation for CBRS Unit PO4A with USFWS and in a letter dated April 19, 2022, the Corps
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received a General Exemption for the protection of SRA1A as an essential link; 16 U.S.C.
3505(a)(3): The maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the expansion, of
publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or facilities that are essential links in a
larger network or system. Additional details on the consultation and supporting documentation
can be found in Appendix A of the EA. The project is in compliance with these Acts.

Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. § 1451 et seq.)

Pursuant to Subpart D of the implementing regulations for the Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) (15 CFR Part 930) the State of Florida previously concurred with the Corps’ federal
consistency determination that the SUC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are consistent with the
enforceable policies of the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program. This concurrence was
provided through FDEP’s issuance of the Water Quality Certificates No. 0295429-003-JN and
No. 0295429-002-JC for the St. Augustine Beach portion (issued September 26, 2011 and
expires September 26, 2026) and Water Quality Certificate No. 0377120-001-JC for the South
Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach portion (issued March 26, 2020 and expires March 26, 2035).

The new borrow areas are located outside of state waters and dredging of the borrow areas is
not subject to state authorization. A water quality certification modification will be required to
indicate that the material from that borrow areas complies with the state sand rule and therefore,
can be used to renourish the certified beach projects. No new effects from placing material from
the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas are expected to occur; therefore, this EA incorporates by
reference the previously completed CZMA determinations. In a letter dated March 18, 2022, the
Florida State Clearinghouse staff reviewed the draft EA and based on the information submitted
and minimal project impacts, the state has no objections to the subject project and therefore, it
is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP).

Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.)

The proposed project has been coordinated with the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS). The projects will be conducted in accordance with the Endangered Species
Act, as amended, (ESA) and specifically in compliance with the NMFS 2020 South Atlantic
Regional Biological Opinion for Dredging and Material Placement Activities in the Southeast
United States, as amended (SARBO), and the USFWS Biological Opinions (Statewide
Programmatic Biological Opinion (SPBO), Programmatic Piping Plover Biological Opinion
(P3BO), and individual consultations). The placement of beach quality sand on the authorized
projects has been evaluated through previous NEPA documents described in Section 1.4 of the
EA. The SPBO and P3BO are not applicable to the proposed dredging of borrow areas S-1 and
N-3; therefore, these Biological Opinions are not discussed in this NEPA evaluation; however,
the projects’ plans and specifications will include all applicable Terms and Conditions of the
SPBO and P3BO for the placement activities. A discussion on the existing conditions and
potential effects to threatened and endangered (T&E) species are included in the EA’s Sections
3 and 4, respectively (Table 1). Correspondence with the agencies are included in the EA’s
Appendix A. A summary of the effect determinations are as follows:
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Table 1. Corps’ effect determinations for T&E species listed under the ESA (May Affect, but is not Likely
to Adversely Affect (MANLAA), Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA), Not Likely to Adversely Modify
(NLAM)) and corresponding coordinating agency and associated biological opinion.

Common Name

Scientific Name

Coordinating
Agency/Biological

Corps’ Effect
Determination

Opinion
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas NMFS/SARBO May Affect
2020
Hawksbill sea turtle | Eretmochelys imbricata NMFS/SARBO May Affect
2020
Leatherback sea Dermochelys coriacea NMFS/SARBO May Affect
turtle 2020
Loggerhead sea Caretta caretta NMFS/SARBO May Affect
turtle 2020
Kemp’s ridley sea Lepidochelys kempii NMFS/SARBO May Affect
turtle 2020
Florida manatee Trichechus manatus USFWS/SPBO MANLAA
latirostris 2015
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
2020
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
2020
Humpback whale Megaptera NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
novaeangliae 2020
North Atlantic right Eubalaena glacialis NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
whale 2020
Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
2020
Sperm whale Physeter NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
macrocephalus 2020
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
2020
Oceanic whitetip Carcharhinus NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
shark longimanus 2020
Giant manta ray Manta birostris NMFS/SARBO MANLAA (May
2020 affect (if
relocation
trawling is
implemented)
Scalloped Sphyrna lewini NMFS/SARBO MANLAA
Hammerhead Shark 2020
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Atlantic Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus NMFS/SARBO MANLAA (May

oxyrinchus 2020 affect (if
relocation
trawling is

implemented)

Critical Habitats

Loggerhead Sea Caretta caretta NMFS/SARBO NLAM
Turtle - LOGG-N-14 2020
North Atlantic Right | Eubalaena glacialis NMFS/SARBO NLAM
Whale - 2020

Southeastern U.S.
Calving Area Unit 2

Effect determinations for species under NMFS jurisdiction:
May Affect: Swimming sea turtles (green sea turtle, hawksbill sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle,
loggerhead sea turtle, Kemp’s ridley’s sea turtle).

May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (MANLAA):

Florida manatee, North Atlantic right whale, sei whale, humpback whale, sperm whale, fin
whale, blue whale, Atlantic sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, giant manta ray, oceanic whitetip
shark, and scalloped hammerhead shark

Designated Critical Habitat:

Not Likely to Adversely Modify (NLAM)

Loggerhead Sea Turtle - LOGG-N-14 and North Atlantic Right Whale - Southeastern U.S.
Calving Area Unit 2

For potential effects to federally listed T&E species under the NMFS jurisdiction, the project
meets the eligibility criteria to be covered by the NMFS’ 2020 South Atlantic Regional Biological
Opinion for Dredging and Material Placement Activities in the Southeast United States
(SARBO), as amended. The SARBO covers dredging (e.g., maintenance, advance
maintenance, minor channel modifications, borrow area dredging, and muck dredging),
transportation of dredged material, dredged material placement, geotechnical and geophysical
(G&G) surveys, and species handling in the southeast U.S., specifically from North
Carolina/Virginia border through and including Key West, Florida and the islands of Puerto Rico
and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The following types of dredges and dredging methods are covered
by the SARBO: mechanical (e.g., clamshell and backhoe), hydraulic (e.g., cutterhead
suction/pipeline dredging and hopper), side-cast/split hull, and agitation (e.g., bed leveling,
water injection dredging) as well as dredging pipelines and support vessels. The SARBO also
covers relocation trawling, ESA-listed species handling, and aerial surveys. The use of
equipment and/or methods not covered by the SARBO may require additional coordination
and/or consultation with NMFS.

The project will adhere to applicable SARBO Project Design Criteria (PDC). PDCs are the

specific criteria, including the technical and engineering specifications, indicating how an

individual project must be sited, constructed, or otherwise carried out to avoid or minimize
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adverse effects to ESA-listed species or designated critical habitat (DCH). PDCs help protect
species and critical habitat and ensure that the actions covered by the SARBO are sufficiently
similar so that their effects can be analyzed together. In designing the PDCs, conditions are
established that avoid adverse effects on listed species or DCH or, where the adverse effect
cannot be avoided, to limit effects to predictable levels that will not jeopardize the continued
existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat either at the individual
project level or in aggregate. Additionally, NMFS’ sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish construction
conditions will be implemented.

Effect determinations for species under USFWS jurisdiction:
MANLAA: Florida manatee

For potential effects to federally listed T&E species under the USFWS jurisdiction, the Corps
received concurrence from USFWS on the MANLAA determination in a letter dated April 28,
2022. The Corps will implement the USFWS 2011 standard manatee conditions for in-water
work. Consultation with USFWS is ongoing. (Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix
A of the EA.)

The Corps is complying with the Act through the NEPA review and ESA consultation processes.
The project is in full compliance with the Act.

Estuary Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1221-1226)
This Act is not applicable. No estuaries of national significance exist in the project area.

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 460(L)(12)-460(L)(21))
Recreational opportunities as well as the effects of the Preferred Alternative on outdoor
recreation have been described in Sections 3 and 4 of the EA. The project is in compliance with
this Act.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666c)

The central objective of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) is to allow for equal
consideration of wildlife resources. Representatives from USFWS have been involved in project
planning, development, and evaluation with particular interests in effects to fish and wildlife
resources. A Memorandum for the Record (MFR), signed by USFWS on April 28, 2022, and the
Corps, documents an agreement between the agencies to use the NEPA review and ESA
consultation processes to complete coordination responsibilities under the FWCA. The MFR
can be found in Appendix A “Pertinent Correspondence”. The Corps is complying with the Act
through the NEPA review and ESA consultation processes and is in full compliance with the Act.
Compliance has been previously completed for SJC SPP (see Appendix G of 2017 EA) and
SJC CSRM (see Appendix C of 1998 GRR/EA).

Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. § 4201 et seq.)
This Act is not applicable. No farmland exists in the project area.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. §
1801 et seq.)

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) reflects the
Secretary of Commerce and Fishery Management Council authority and responsibilities for the
protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). Federal agencies that fund, permit, or carry out
activities that may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with the NMFS regarding the
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potential effects of their actions on EFH. In accordance with the January 22, 2019 guidance
from the Corps and the October 2, 2018 EFH Finding between the Southeast Regional Office of
NMFS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, South Atlantic Division, the EFH Assessment for
the project is integrated within the EA. EFH consultation is coordinated with the NMFS through
the draft report’s review period. All pertinent correspondence can be found in Appendix A. EFH
consultations regarding the beach placement portion of the previously federally authorized
projects (SJC SPP and SJC CSRM) is incorporated by reference (USACE 1998, USACE 2017).
The Corps is complying with the Act through the NEPA review and EFH consultation processes
and is in full compliance with the Act. In an email between BOEM and NMFS dated January 31,
2022, NMFS stated that they would not be providing comments for this project, and the Corps
did not receive any EFH conservation recommendations. This email correspondence can be
found in Appendix A “Pertinent Correspondence”.

Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1361-1362, 1371-1389, 1401-1407, 1411-1418,
1421-1421h, 1423-1423h)

The Marine Mammal Protection Act prohibits harassing, feeding, hunting, capturing, and/or
killing (referred to as “take”) and importing of marine mammals and marine mammal products.
The project area is accessible to marine mammals, such as the Florida manatee and whales.
Noise associated with dredging and vessel strikes in transit areas are known to cause impacts.
Incorporation of standard protection conditions, BMPs, as well as applicable T&Cs and PDCs of
the SARBO, SPBO, and P3BO into the projects’ plans and specifications will ensure that the
potential adverse effects to these species are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.
Implementation of the safeguards used to protect threatened and endangered species during
construction and operation would extend protections to marine mammals within the area. No
take of marine mammals is anticipated. The project is in compliance with the goals of this Act
and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of construction through implementation of
referenced safeguards.

Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1431-1445, 1447-1447f and
33 U.S.C. §§ 1401-1445, 2801-2805)

This Act is not applicable. Ocean disposal of dredged material is not a component of the
Preferred Alternative.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) and Migratory Bird Conservation Act (16
U.S.C. §§ 715-715D, 715E, 715F-715R)

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits the take (e.g., killing, capturing, selling, or trading)
and/or transporting of protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by USFWS.
The Corps will include standard migratory bird protection measures in the project plans and
specifications and will require the Contractor to abide by those requirements. The project is in
compliance with the goals of this Act and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of
construction through implementation of standard migratory bird protection measures.

National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 300101 et seq.)

Consultation with the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), appropriate federally
recognized tribes, and other interested parties was initiated on July 29, 2021. (See Appendix A
for pertinent correspondence). Due to continued changes to project parameters, SHPO
concurrence with a finding of no historic properties affected will not be possible prior to the
signing of the EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The Corps will employ
Stipulation V of its 2021 Programmatic Agreement among the United States Army Corps of
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Engineers, the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer, the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act during Implementation of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District Operation, Navigation, and Shore Protection
Programs in order to meet its Section 106 compliance requirements prior to construction.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, as amended (25 U.S.C. § 3001
et seq.)

Federal agencies must make an inventory of all Indian human remains and funerary objects in
its possession and control, attempt to identify the affiliated tribe, and repatriate the items to the
appropriate group. This Act also applies to inadvertent discoveries, in that there is a required
delay in the disturbance of a site containing human remains until consultation with affiliated
tribes is accomplished. This Act applies to Federal owned lands, including Reservation lands.
The project area includes federally owned lands, however cultural resources surveys of those
federally owned lands has not resulted in the location of Indian human remains or funerary
objects. Tribal consultation was initiated on July 29, 2021 and updated on December 21, 2021.
The Seminole Tribe of Florida has provided a response of “no objections or other comments,”
while the other listed tribes have not provided a response within 30 days, thus implying
concurrence.

Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. § 1331 et seq.)

This Act defines the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) as all submerged lands lying 3 miles
offshore seaward of state coastal waters which are under U.S. jurisdiction. The Corps is
currently coordinating with BOEM to execute a lease agreement for the use of the new borrow
areas N-3 and S-1 and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of construction.

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 10 (33 U.S.C. §404)

The Preferred Alternative could temporarily obstruct navigable waters of the U.S. during
construction. The proposed action will be subject to the public notice and other evaluations
normally conducted for activities subject to the Act. The project is in compliance with the goals
of this Act.

Submerged Lands Act (43 U.S.C. § 1301 et seq.)

The borrow area dredging would not occur on submerged lands of the State of Florida. The
Corps will coordinate the project with the State of Florida through the WQC process, FCD
review, and the review process of this EA. The Corps is complying with the Act through the state
review processes and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of construction.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. §§
4601-4655)

No homeowners would be displaced as part of the real estate acquisitions required for this
project. The project will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of construction.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1271 et seq.)
This Act is not applicable. There are no designated wild and scenic river located within the
project area.

E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management
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E.O. 11988 directs Federal agencies to avoid siting projects in floodplains and to avoid inducing
further development of flood-prone areas. To comply with E.O. 11988, the policy of the Corps is
to formulate projects that, to the extent possible, avoid or minimize adverse effects associated
with the use of the floodplain and avoid inducing development in the floodplain unless there is
no practicable alternative.

Per guidance provided in E.O. 11988, the following factors were evaluated:

1. Determine if a proposed action is in the base floodplain (defined by E.O. 11988 as an
“area which has a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year”). No
activities associated with the Preferred Alternative or the SJIC SPP and CSRM projects
are located within a floodplain.

2. Conduct early public review, including public notice.
Public and agency coordination is described in Sections 1.6 and 5. This EA will be
coordinated with interested stakeholders and the public via the NEPA process.

3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating in the base floodplain,
including alternative sites outside of the floodplain.
The Preferred Alternative and SJC SPP and CSRM projects are not located in the
floodplain. SPP and CSRM projects are inherently located in coastal areas and are
often located in Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHAs)' based on the problems the project
is seeking to alleviate. The primary objective of the SIC SPP and CSRM projects is to
reduce infrastructure damage. There is no practicable alternative that could be located
outside of the CHHA that would achieve this objective.

4. Identify impacts of the proposed action.
Because the projects and Preferred Alternative do not occur within a floodplain, no
impacts to the floodplain are expected. Impacts of the proposed action to the physical,
natural, and socioeconomic environment are described in Section 4 and include short-
term adverse effects to aesthetics, fish and wildlife, recreation, safety, and water
quality. These short-term adverse effects will cease with the completion of
construction. Long-term beneficial effects associated with the action are expected to
shore erosion and accretion, fish and wildlife, recreation, navigation, safety, and needs
and welfare of the people. These long-term benefits would be expected to remain for
years following construction.

5. Minimize threats to life and property and to natural and beneficial floodplain values.
Restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values.
Renourishment of the beach will continue to provide protection to coastal infrastructure
thereby minimizing threats to life and property while restoring and preserving the
shoreline. More details on the project’s purpose and need are included in Section 1.
Details on the environmental commitments and compliance are included in Section 6.

1 E.O. 11988 defines CHHAs as an “area subject to inundation by one-percent-annual chance
of flood, extending from offshore to the inland limit of a primary frontal dune along an open coast

and any other area subject to high velocity wave action from storms.”
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6. Reevaluate alternatives.
Alternatives are described in Section 2 of the EA. The Preferred Alternative, described
in detail in Section 2.1.6, best meets the purpose and need for continued coastal storm
risk management.

7. Issue findings and a public explanation.
The EA provides a proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and describes
the Preferred Alternative in Section 2. Public and agency coordination is described in
Sections 1.6 and 5.

8. Implement the action.
Construction will occur after all appropriate documentation (e.g. agreements,
permitting, etc.) is completed and funds are received.

The Corps concludes that the Preferred Alternative will not result in harm to people, property,
and floodplain values and that the project is in the public interest. For the reasons stated above,
the project complies with this E.O.

E.O. 11990 Protection of Wetlands
This E.O. is not applicable. Wetlands are not located within the proposed project footprint.

E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations

On February 11, 1994, the President of the U.S. issued E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. This E.O.
mandates that each Federal agency make environmental justice (EJ) part of the agency mission
and to address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of the programs and policies on people of color and low-income
populations. Significance thresholds that may be used to evaluate the effects of a proposed
action related to EJ are not specifically outlined. However, Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on the human environment
and the Corps must comply with E.O. 12898. The Corps determines if a proposed action or its
alternatives would result in significant effects related to EJ if the proposed action or an alternative
would disproportionately adversely affect an EJ community through its effects on:

e Environmental conditions such as quality of air, water, and other environmental media;
degradation of aesthetics, loss of open space, and nuisance concerns such as odor,
noise, and dust;

¢ Human health such as exposure of EJ populations to pathogens;

¢ Public welfare in terms of social conditions such as reduced access to certain amenities
like hospitals, safe drinking water, public transportation, etc.; and

e Public welfare in terms of economic conditions such as changes in employment, income,
and the cost of housing, etc.

The Corps conducted an evaluation of EJ impacts using a two-step process: as a first step, the
study area was evaluated to determine whether it contains a concentration of people of color
and/or low-income populations. The second step includes evaluation to determine whether the
proposed action would result in a disproportionately, high adverse effect on these populations.
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As defined in E.O. 12898 and the CEQ guidance, a people of color population occurs where one
or both of the following conditions are met within a given geographic area:

e The American Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, Black, or Hispanic
population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent; or

o The people of color population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater
than the people of color population percentage in the general population or other
appropriate unit of geographic analysis.

An affected geographic area is considered to consist of a low-income population (i.e., below the
poverty level for purposes of this analysis) where the percentage of low-income persons:

e is at least 50 percent of the total population; or

e is meaningfully greater than the low-income population percentage in the general
population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis.

Step 1: Study Area’s People of Color and Low-Income Population Average Percentages

Using the USEPA EJAssist Tool, the project area was user-defined (see Figure 2) and a 0.5-
mile buffer was added to calculate the average percentages for the EJ criteria. Table 2 compares
the average percentages for the SUC CSRM (Vilano Beach area) and SJC SPP (St. Augustine
Beach area), state of Florida, and U.S.

Movember 24, 2021 1:144 448

3 environmental Justice Map for St Johns County SPP 8CSRM

Figure 2. User-defined project area used for EJ analysis.
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Table 2. USEPA EJAssist environmental justice criteria percentages.

Florida U.S.
Average % Average %
People of _Color 7% 16%
Population
Low Income o o
Population 22% 32%

Based on the information provided by the USEPA EJAssist tool, the average people of color
population is lower in the project areas when compared to the state of Florida and U.S.
percentages. The percent of low-income population is lower in the project areas when compared
to the state of Florida and U.S. percentages. Therefore, the study area which comprises the
project does not constitute an EJ community because the study area does not contain a high
concentration of people of color and low-income populations.

Step 2: Recommended Plan’s Effect on EJ Community

The study area is not comprised of an EJ community. No subjects or issues were presented
evaluation process as possible environmental impacts that may be disproportionate towards
people of color and/or low-income populations. The purpose of the new offshore borrow sites is
to provide alternative sand sources for the federally authorized shoreline projects in SJC (SJC
CSRM and SJC SPP projects). These projects address coastal storm risks that threaten
structures and infrastructure from the Atlantic Ocean shoreline. This is driven by storm damages
due to erosion and inundation, loss of natural habitat and recreational opportunities, and loss of
regional income associated with tourism. In-water construction of the Preferred Alternative is
described in detail in Section 2 of the EA. The federally authorized projects’ full project
description is found the project reports (SJC SPP 1998, SJC CSRM 2017). The projects provide
protection to structures and infrastructure as well as ensure the continuation of benefits to
socioeconomic resources (e.g., recreation, tourism, etc.).

Continued implementation of these projects is dependent upon the Preferred Alternative (new
borrow areas S-1 and N-3) to provide beach quality material to the federally authorized projects
(SJC CSRM and SJC SPP) which would benefit all population groups by reducing the risk of
potential damages from waves, erosion, and storm surge caused by coastal storms to structures
and infrastructure along the SJC shoreline. Renourishment of the shoreline would improve the
quality of human life by providing improved conditions for fish and wildlife, which would also
translate into aesthetic and economic benefits. No homeowners would be displaced by the
project.

The project would not result in adverse human health or environmental effects. The project
would not disproportionately adversely affect any people of color or low-income population. The
proposed activity would not (a) exclude persons from participation in, (b) deny persons the
benefits of, or (c) subject persons to discrimination because of their race, color, or national
origin, nor would the proposed action adversely impact "subsistence consumption of fish and
wildlife." Therefore, the project is in compliance with this E.O.
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E.O. 13007, Indian Sacred Sites

This E.O. is not applicable. This E.O. is directed towards executive branch agencies with
statutory or administrative responsibility for the management of Federal lands. The proposed
action would not affect Department of Defense owned or the Corps managed lands.

E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and Safety Risks

E.O. 13045 requires each Federal agency to “identify and assess environmental risks and safety
risks [that] may disproportionately affect children and ensure that its “policies, programs,
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that results from
environmental health risks or safety risks.” The Preferred Alternative does not affect children
disproportionately from other members of the population and would not increase any
environmental health or safety risks to children. The project is in compliance with this E.O.

E.O. 13089, Coral Reef Protection
This E.O. is not applicable. The proposed action would not occur in areas near coral reefs and
hardbottom habitats.

E.O. 13122, Invasive Species

The project’s plans and specifications will include conditions to avoid the introduction and/or
promotion of non-native species to the region. The Corps will require the Contractor to abide by
those requirements as well as submit a plan describing the protection measures to be
implemented by the Contractor. The project is in compliance with this E.O

E.O. 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

E.O. 13175 sets forth fundamental principles to guide agencies in formulating and implementing
policies that have tribal implications. The E.O. goes on to set forth policymaking criteria to which
agencies must adhere to the extent permitted by law. These principles and policymaking criteria
apply to an agency’s “regulations, legislative comments or proposed legislation, and other policy
statements or actions” that have “substantial direct effects on one or more Indian tribes, on the
relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of power
and responsibilities between the Federal Government and Indian tribes” (Sec.1(a)).
Consultation with members and representatives of the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, the Thlopthlocco
Tribal Town, and the Muscogee Creek Nation have been ongoing. (Pertinent correspondence
can be found in Appendix A.) Pursuant to E.O. 13175, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Headquarters developed the November 1, 2012 Tribal Policy Memorandum, which dictates
Federal responsibilities, including Trust Responsibilities, to Federally recognized Tribes. The
Corps will continue to consult as required by the E.O. and as specified by the November 1, 2012
Tribal Policy Memorandum. The project is in compliance with this E.O.

E.O. 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds

Migratory and resident bird species have been observed within the project area and are likely to
use available habitat for foraging, nesting, and breeding. The proposed project is not expected
to destroy migratory birds, their active nests, their eggs, or their hatchlings. The proposed
project is expected to benefit migratory birds by improving habitat and increasing availability of
forage species (e.g., amphibians, fish, aquatic and invertebrates) for wading birds. The project
is in compliance with the goals of this E.O.
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Table 1. Summary of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps)
responses to comments received during the agency and public review and comment
period of the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft Environmental
Assessment Additional Offshore Borrow Areas — St. Johns County, Florida Shore
Protection Project and St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project
(South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach Reaches).

# Commenter Comment Response

1 | Florida Fish and Wildlife | The FWC has no initial questions or | Thank you for your
Conservation Commission concerns regarding the proposed | comment. We look
plans and will provide | forward to working
recommended conditions for listed | with you through the
species and habitat protection to the | permitting process.
state regulatory agency during the
state permitting process for this
project.
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MyFWC.com

February 18, 2022

Darren J. Pecora

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Coastal Section, Environmental Branch Planning and Policy Division
701 San Marco Boulevard

Jacksonville, Florida 32207

Nathan.Bonnano@FloridaDEP.gov

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the use of additional offshore
borrow areas for the St. Johns County, Florida (SJC) Shore Protection Project (SPP)
(St. Augustine Beach) and SJC, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM)
Project (South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach).

Dear Mr. Pecora:

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has reviewed the above
referenced project newsletter and provides the following comments for your
consideration in accordance with Chapter 379, Florida Statutes, and the Coastal Zone
Management Act, Florida’s Coastal Management Program.

The US Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District (Corps) has conducted an
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended (NEPA). The draft Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the
proposed dredging of new borrow areas S-1 and N-3 for the federally authorized St.
Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project and the St. Johns County, Florida
Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano
Beach Reaches) in St. Johns County, Florida (hereafter referred to as the Preferred
Alternative). Beach quality material would be dredged in the Atlantic Ocean in
federal waters off St. Johns County, Florida and placed within the authorized
template. The potential effects of the Preferred Alternative were evaluated, and the
conclusions are provided.

The FWC has no initial questions or concerns regarding the proposed plans and will
provide recommended conditions for listed species and habitat protection to the state
regulatory agency during the state permitting process for this project.

FWC staff appreciate the opportunity to provide input on this project and look forward to
working with the applicant throughout the permitting process. If you have specific
technical questions regarding the content of this letter, please contact Tyler Turner by
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Darren Pecora

Page 2

February 18, 2022
email at Tyler. Turner@MyFWC.com. All other inquiries may be sent to
ImperiledSpecies@MyFWC.com.

Sincerely,

Tyler N. Turner, Fisheries and Wildlife Biologist IV

Imperiled Species Management Section
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS -
ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT
AND
ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT PROJECT
(SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) has conducted an
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended (NEPA). The Environmental Assessment (EA), incorporated herein
by reference, evaluates the proposed dredging of new borrow areas S-1 and N-3 for the
federally authorized St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project and the St. Johns
County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and
Vilano Beach Reaches) in St. Johns County, Florida (hereafter referred to as the Preferred
Alternative). Beach quality material would be dredged in the Atlantic Ocean in federal
waters off St. Johns County, Florida and placed within the authorized template. The
potential effects of the Preferred Alternative were evaluated, and the conclusions are
provided here in summary:

a. The projects will be conducted in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended, (ESA) and specifically in compliance with the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2020 South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion for Dredging
and Material Placement Activities in the Southeast United States, as amended (SARBO),
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinions (Statewide
Programmatic Biological Opinion (SPBO), Programmatic Piping Plover Biological
Opinion (P3BO), and individual consultations). The placement of beach quality sand on
the authorized projects has been evaluated through previous NEPA documents
described in Section 1.4 of the EA. The SPBO and P3BO are not applicable to the
proposed dredging of borrow areas S-1 and N-3; therefore, these Biological Opinions
are not discussed in this NEPA evaluation. The work would not jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened or endangered species or destroy or adversely modify any
designated critical habitat. Additional details on environmental compliance with the ESA
can be found in Section 6 Table 9 and Appendix B of the EA.





b. This project is being coordinated with the State of Florida, and all applicable
water quality standards will be met. Water Quality Certificate No. 0295429-003-JC from
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) for St. Johns County Shore
Protection Project was issued September 26, 2011 and expires September 26, 2026.
Water Quality Certificate No. 0377120-001-JC from FDEP for St. Johns County Coastal
Storm Risk Management Project was issued March 26, 2020 and expires March 26,
2035. The use of any offshore borrow sites will require a modification for both water
quality certificates to incorporate those areas. Additional details on environmental
compliance with the Clean Water Act can be found in Section 6 Table 9 and Appendix B
of the EA.

c. The State of Florida previously concurred with the Corps’ consistency
determination that the proposed work is consistent with the enforceable policies of the
Florida Coastal Management Program through issuance of the projects’ water quality
certifications. The new borrow areas are located outside of state waters and dredging
of the borrow areas is not subject to state authorization. A water quality certification
modification will be required to indicate that the material from that borrow areas
complies with the state sand rule and can be used to renourish the certified beach
projects. No new effects from placing material from the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow areas
are expected to occur; therefore, this EA incorporates by reference the previously
completed Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) determinations. In a letter dated
March 18, 2022, the Florida State Clearinghouse staff reviewed the draft EA and based
on the information submitted and minimal project impacts, the state has no objections to
the subject project and therefore, it is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management
Program (FCMP). Additional details on environmental compliance with the Coastal Zone
Management Act can be found in Section 6 Table 8 and Appendix B of the EA.

d. The Corps has received concurrence on a determination of no effect to historic
properties from the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the new sand
borrow areas; however, the Corps has also determined that additional cultural resource
investigations are needed to meet the design specification for the new sand placement
pipeline corridors. Should any resources be identified during these investigations, they
will be buffered and avoided to eliminate any potential impacts. Due to continued
changes to project parameters, the Corps cannot complete all determinations of effect
for project features prior to approval of the project and will employ Stipulation V of its
2021 Programmatic Agreement among the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the
Florida State Historic Preservation Officer, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act during Implementation of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District Operation, Navigation, and Shore
Protection Programs in order to meet its Section 106 compliance requirements.
Additional details on environmental compliance can be found in Section 6 Table 9 and





Appendix B of the EA. Coordination documents with the Florida SHPO and federally
recognized tribes can be found in Appendix A of the EA.

e. Public benefits will be provided via storm damage reduction and beach
recreation from shoreline placement of sand in the authorized project template from
these new borrow areas.

In consideration of the information summarized, | find that the proposed dredging of
new borrow areas for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project and St.
Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra
Beach and Vilano Beach Reaches) will not significantly affect the human environment
and does not require an Environmental Impact Statement.

A copy of the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), draft EA, and
associated appendices were made available to the public at the following website for a
30-calendar day public and agency review period on January 21, 2022:

https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ (Click “+St. Johns” and scroll down to the project
name.)

A copy of the comments received, as well as a summary matrix of the comments and
Corps’ responses, have been included in the final document and incorporated, as
applicable. The EA and FONSI will be posted on the above website.

Based on information analyzed in the EA, reflecting pertinent information obtained from
agencies having jurisdiction by law and/or special expertise, as well as reviews by other
Federal, State, and local agencies, Tribes, input of the public, and the review by my staff, |
conclude that the Preferred Alternative will not significantly impact the quality of the human
environment and does not require an Environmental Impact Statement.

BOOTHJAM E Digitally signed by

BOOTH.JAMES.LAFAYE

S.LAFAYETTE. 1TE.1186925935
03 MAY 22 1186925935  rqanas aace
Date James L. Booth

Colonel, U.S. Army
District Commander

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS - ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)



https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental



This page deliberately left blank.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

2





TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED......ccciiiiiiiiiiie et 7
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION. ... 7
1.2 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY ..o 11
1.3 PROJECT AUTHORITY ...ttt 11
1.4 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS ........oiiiiiiiiee e 12
1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE ... .. 22
1.6 SCOPING AND ISSUES ...t 22

1.6.1 RELEVANT ISSUES. ... .. 22
1.6.2 |ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS.......ccooiiiiiiieeeeeeee 22
1.7 PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS ...ttt 23

2.0 ALTERNATIVES ...ttt e 24

2.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES. ... ..o 24
2.1.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION (STATUS QUO) ....cutiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 24
2.1.2. ALTERNATIVE 2: NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 & N-3 ......ooiiiiiiiiiieee e 24

2.2  ALTERNATIVE 3: UNPROVEN OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS .........ccooiiiiiiiieees 25
2.2.1 ALTERNATIVE 4: UPLAND SAND SOURCES........cccooiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 26

2.3 QIS_TERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER EVALUATION

2.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ... 27

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: ISSUES AND BASIS FOR CHOICE................ 27

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ... .ottt 34
3.1 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING. ..ottt 35
3.2 GEOLOGY .ttt e e e e 36
3.3  THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES.........ccccoiiii e 37
34 WATER QUALITY ettt s e e ennee e 43
3.5 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ... 43

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

3





3.6 BENTHIC RESOURCES ... 45

3.7 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURGCES ...t 45
3.8 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ...........ccccvvvernee 45
3.9 NATIVE AMERICANS ... 46
310 AIR QUALITY e e e e e e e 47
BT NOISE .. 47
3.12 AESTHETIC RESOURGCES ... e 48
3.13 RECREATIONAL RESOURGCES ......cooii ittt 48
3.14  SAFTEY & NAVIGATION ... .ottt 48
3.15  SOCIOECONOMICS ...ttt e e neee e 48
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. ... . 49
41 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING......ooiiiiiiiiie e 50
4.1.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciee e 50
4.1.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 50
4.2 GEOLOGY .ottt e e e e e e e 51
4.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...ooiiiiiiiiee e 51
4.2.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 51
4.3  THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES.........ccooiiiiiiieeieeeee e 52
4.3.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...ooiiiiiiiiieieieeee e 52
4.3.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 52
4.4 WATER QUALITY Lttt e e 54
4.41 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...cociiiiiiiiiiiiieceeee e 54
4.42 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 54
4.5 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ..ottt 55
4.5.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...cociiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 55
4.5.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 55
4.6 BENTHIC RESOURCES 57

4.6.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...cociiiiiiiiiiiiieeieee e 57
4.6.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 57
4.7 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURGCES .......cco it 58
4.7.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ....coiiiiiiieiieiee e 58
4.7.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 58

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

4





4.8 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ...........cccveeennee 58

4.8.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...oeiiiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 58
4.8.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 58
4.8.2.1 NEW BORROW AREA N-3 ... . 58
4.8.2.2 NEW BORROW AREA S-1... e 59

4.9 NATIVE AMERICANS ... ettt 59
4.9.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ....coiiiiiciieee e 59
4.9.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 60
410 AIR QUALITY oottt e e e s e e e s e e e e e 60
4.10.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciecee e 60
4.10.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 60
41T NOISE . e 61
4.11.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...ooiiiiiiiiie e 61
4.11.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 61
412 AESTHETIC RESOURGCES .......cciiiiiiee ettt 62
4.12.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...oeiiiiiiiiieieieee e 62
4.12.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 63
413 RECREATIONAL RESOURGCES ... 63
4.13.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ...oooiiiiiiieeiiieeee e 63
4.13.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 63
414 NAVIGATION & SAFETY oot 64
4.14.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ....cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiecieee e 64
4.14.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 64
4.15  SOCIOECONOMICS ... .o 64
4.15.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO) ....cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 64
4.15.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)............... 64
4.16 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES............. 65
4.16.1 IRREVERSIBLE....... oo 65
4.16.2 IRRETRIEVABLE ... 65
417 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.......cooiiiiiiiiieeeeieeee 65
5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ... 66
5.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND CORPS’ RESPONSES..........cccoiiiiiiece 66
6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND COMPLIANCE .........ccoiiiiiiiieeeeee e 67

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

5





7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS and REVIEWERS ... 7

8.0 REFERENGES ...t e e 78

APPENDICES

Appendix A — Pertinent Correspondence
Appendix B — Environmental Compliance

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Project Map with Key Boundaries and Reference Points...............cccccooeeee. 10
Figure 2. Key Project Reference Points and Sand Borrow Areas. Note: Sand volumes
stated below borrow areas may be different than what is stated in this EA................... 25

Figure 3. Hopper dredge with shore-connected offloading pipeline during the 2011
renourishment north in Duval County will be a similar sand delivery method for S-1 and

N-3. (Source: Corps 2015) ...coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 27
Figure 4. Loggerhead Critical Habitat...............ccooviiii e 40
Figure 5. North Atlantic Right Whale Critical Habitat...............ccccc 41

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1. Authorizations for the St. Johns County, Florida, Shore Protection Project 12
Table 2. Authorizations for the St. Johns County, Florida, Coastal Storm Risk

Management Project 12
Table 3 Summary of the 1998 GRR/EA, 2017 CSRM EA, and 2020 EA environmental
analyses that are being incorporated by reference into this EA 14
Table 4.Summary of direct and indirect impacts compared between the project
alternatives. 29

Table 5. Status of Federally Listed Species that May Occur Within the Project Area 38
Table 6 Sand Borrow Area S-1 and N-3 Project EFH Species/Management Units. 44
Table 7. Corps’ effect determinations for Threatened and & Endangered species listed
under the ESA (MANLAA (May Affect, but is not Likely to Adversely Affect), NLAA (Not

Likely to Adversely Affect). 53
Table 8. Corps' environmental commitments. 67
Table 9. Status of environmental compliance. 70

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

6





ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS -

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT AND
ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT
PROJECT
(SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps), is considering
dredging beach-compatible sand by hopper dredge and designating new offshore
borrow areas to supply sand for authorized beach renourishment projects along
shorelines of St. Johns County (SJC), Florida. The projects would hopper dredge sand
from the offshore borrow areas, transport the material by the hopper vessel
approximately 6 to 8 miles through federal and state waters, and then directly pump
material from the hopper dredge through pipeline corridors (approximately 2 mile) to
the shoreline at the federally authorized projects. The St. Johns County, Florida Coastal
Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach
Reaches) (SJC CSRM) consists of 2.6 Miles of shoreline from Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP) reference monument R-103.5 to R-116.5 in Vilano
Beach, St. Johns County, Florida (Figure 1). The St. Johns County, Florida Shore
Protection Project (SJC SPP) project area starts about 2.7 miles south of St. Augustine
inlet in Anastasia State Park and extends south for 2.5 miles (13,200 feet) along the
shoreline of the City of St. Augustine Beach from FDEP reference monument R-137 to
R-150 in St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. Borrow area S-1 lies east of
the St. Augustine Beach within federal waters approximately 6 miles offshore and 9
miles southeast of St. Augustine Inlet. In prior geotechnical studies, SJC’s coastal
engineering consultant (Taylor Engineering, Inc.) identified borrow area N-3 as the most
suitable sand borrow resource for the South Ponte Vedra Beach reach (SJC 2020). N-3
is positioned east of the Vilano Beach reach within federal waters approximately 8 miles
offshore and 9 miles northeast of St. Augustine Inlet. The projects are to dredge sand
from S-1 and N-3 borrow areas, respectively, and transport the material to a nearshore
location for pump-out offloading of the hopper dredge with shore-connected pipeline for
renourishment to support the projects.

The initial construction of the Vilano Beach reach of the SUC CSRM, sand placement for
which commenced in October 2020 and was completed in February 2021, placed
approximately 1.3 million cubic yards (mcy) of sand on the beach (Corps 2017). The
authorized project calls for the placement of periodic nourishment of approximately
866,000 cubic yards (cy) of beach compatible fill every 12 years from the St. Augustine
Inlet Complex. The design template is characterized by a 60-foot extension at the +8-

foot North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88) contour of the idealized existing
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(August 2015) beach profile between the berm (+8 ft-NAVD88) and the estimated depth
of closure (-20 feet NAVD88). The authorized design template also includes a dune
feature that reflects maintenance of the existing (August 2015) dune condition.

The St. Augustine Beach authorized project includes a 60-foot berm extension of the
pre-project + 12-foot mean low water (MLW) contour, with a foreshore slope of 1 vertical
on 20 horizontal (1V:20H) from the berm to MLW and 1V:30H thereafter to intersection
with the existing beach (Corps 1998). Initial construction took place in two phases from
September 2001 to October 2001 and April 2002 to January 2003 with approximately
4.2 mcy of beach quality material being placed. This quantity is comprised both of sand
placed within the 2.8-mile-long Federal project as well as an additional 1.0-mile-long
segment to the north that was sponsored by the State of Florida. Renourishment
projects have been constructed in 2008 (2.8 mcy), 2012 (2.1 mcy), and 2018 (0.9 mcy).
The authorized project calls for the placement of periodic nourishment of approximately
1.625 mcy of beach compatible fill every 5 years from the St. Augustine Inlet Complex
located approximately 4.5 miles from the center of the project area.

The Corps has identified in prior geotechnical studies several potential sources of beach
quality sand offshore SJC that could serve as borrow areas for the previously
authorized shoreline projects north and south of St. Augustine Inlet. Beach-compatible
sand by hopper dredge could be used on the SUIC CSRM Project, which consists of the
South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach reaches/segments, and the SJC SPP, which
consists of the St. Augustine Beach reach/segment.

Proposed additional sand borrow areas are located in Federal waters (>3 nautical miles
offshore) on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management (BOEM) is acting as a cooperating agency on this National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) document. Their proposed action is the issuance of a negotiated
agreement to authorize use of new sand borrow sources so that the Corps, along with
the projects local sponsor (SJC), can obtain the necessary sand resources for the
Vilano and St. Augustine Beach renourishment projects. Impacts associated with the
use of the OCS borrow area and placement for the Vilano and St. Augustine Beach
renourishment projects were previously considered in the following sources:

- SJC and BOEM’s Environmental Assessment (EA) “Use of Outer Continental
Shelf Sand from Borrow Area N-3 for the South Ponte Vedra Beach Restoration
Project” which considered the use of OCS sand from N-3 for beach material use
at specified areas in South Ponte Vedra with FEMA funding (SJC 2020) (but did
not consider the use of N-3 sand along Vilano Beach)

- The Corps’ St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Final
Integrated Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment (EA) and Findings of
No Significant Impact (FONSI). South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and
Summer Haven Reaches St. Johns County, Florida. (Corps 2017) which includes
the previously authorized Vilano Beach project description.
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- The Corps’ 1998 General Reevaluation Report (GRR) with Final EA and FONSI,
St. Johns County, Florida, Shore Protection Project. which includes the
previously authorized St. Augustine Beach project description.

- The Corps’ 1979 Feasibility Report for Beach Erosion Control, Appendix 3,
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), St. Johns County, Florida which includes
a detailed description of St. Johns County SPP and potential impacts.

- Pursuant to NEPA, this EA was prepared by the Corps and BOEM in support of
the decision to authorize the use of OCS sand from borrow area S-1 to support
the SJC SPP and N-3 to support SUIC CSRM. This EA incorporates by reference
the existing NEPA analyses and focuses on the potential environmental effects
associated with extracting and transporting sand from borrow area N-3 and S-1
to Vilano and St. Augustine Beach.
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Figure 1. Project Map with Key Boundaries and Reference Points
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1.2 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY

The SJC SPP and SJC CSRM authorized projects provide coastal storm risk
management to shoreline development, environmental habitat, and infrastructure at risk
from beach erosion along SJC (Table 1 and Table 2). Historical storm damages and
ongoing erosion have contributed to shoreline storm barrier loss and destabilization.
Over the past decade the SJC beaches have been severely impacted by coastal storms
(most notably Hurricanes Matthew, Irma, and Dorian). The recent storm damages
resulted in 2019 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) EA for emergency
beach berm and dune restoration activities along the SJC coastline (SJC 2020). The
existing sand borrow source for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM has historically been the
St. Augustine Inlet and Ebb Shoal Complex. After the recent (2021) completion of the
initial construction of the SJC CSRM project, post construction surveys indicate that
there is currently a total volume of between 200,000 and 400,000 cy available sand
within the St. Augustine Inlet Complex borrow areas. However, it is not expected that
this quantity of sand could be efficiently removed given that it exists as a very thin layer
of beach compatible material. The St. Augustine Inlet Ebb Shoal is currently estimated
to contain approximately 1.6 to 1.8 mcy of beach compatible sand. More material is
required for future nourishment of the SJC CSRM (Vilano Beach), SJC SPP (St.
Augustine Beach), potential emergency projects, and conceivable future authorized
projects in SJC. Both the SJC CSRM and SJC SPP are subject to placement
regulations set out by the Inlet Management Plan (IMP) which establishes strategies to
best manage sediment in the inlet and sand bypassing activities for placement of beach
quality sand on adjacent eroding beaches of inlets or passes. The St. Augustine IMP
calls for one third of the sediment removed from the inlet to be placed on the shoreline
to the north and the remaining two thirds to be placed on the shoreline to the south. The
IMP limits the available quantity of sand that could be dredged for either project at any
given time, which may limit the ability of the Corps to build the construction template.
The continued use of the St. Augustine Inlet as the primary/only sand source in SJC for
the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects is unsustainable. Therefore, new borrow sources
for beach quality sand are needed for the SUC CSRM and the SJC SPP projects.

1.3 PROJECT AUTHORITY

A list of authorizations and authorizing documents for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects are provided
below in Table 1. Authorizations for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project
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Table 1. Authorizations for the St. Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE EXISTING ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SHORE
PROTECTION PROJECT

Acts Work Authorized Documents

Section 110 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of
1962 1962 (feasibility study) PL 87-874

St. Johns County, Florida, Shore Protection

Project (SPP) (construction) PL 99-662

17 Nov 1986

Table 2. Authorizations for the St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South
Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach Reaches)

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE EXISTING ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA COASTAL
STORM RISK MANAGEMENT PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO
BEACH REACHES)

Acts Work Authorized Documents

Section 110 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of
1962 1962 (feasibility study) PL 87-874

Granted authority for a survey of the St. Johns House Resolution

21 June 2000 County study area 2646

Section 1401(3) of the Water Resources

2018 Development Act of 2018 (construction)

PL 115-270

In addition, BOEM'’s connected action is to authorize the use of sand from an Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) sand borrow area for the project under the OCS Lands Act (43
U.S.C. § 1337(k)(2)). In 1994, OCS Lands Act was amended to allow BOEM to convey,
on a noncompetitive basis, the rights to OCS sand, gravel, or shell resources for use in
a program for shore protection, beach restoration, or coastal wetlands restoration
undertaken by a Federal, State, or local government agency (43 U.S.C. §

1337 (K)(2)(A)(0))-

1.4 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

Related NEPA documents for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects include the
following and are available for download at the following link, under St. Johns County,
unless otherwise noted:
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https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental-

Branch/Environmental-Documents/ (Click “+St. Johns” and scroll down to the project

name.)

1979. Feasibility Report for Beach Erosion Control, Appendix 3, Environmental
Impact Statement, St. Johns County, Florida.

1998 — General Reevaluation Report (GRR) with Final Environmental Assessment
(EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), St. Johns County, Florida,
Shore Protection Project.

2010 — Final EA and FONSI, Maintenance Dredging, St. Augustine Inlet and
Adjacent Intracoastal Waterway, St. Johns County, Florida.

2015 — Final Supplemental EA and FONSI, Maintenance Dredging, St. Augustine
Inlet and Adjacent Intracoastal Waterway, St. Johns County, Florida.

2017 - St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Final Integrated
Feasibility Study and EA. South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and Summer
Haven Reaches St. Johns County, Florida.

2020 - EA and FONSI, Use of Outer Continental Shelf Sand from Borrow Area N-3
for the South Ponte Vedra Beach Restoration Project, St. Johns County, Florida.
Issuance of a Negotiated Agreement for Use of Outer Continental Shelf Sand from
Borrow Area N-3 for the South Ponte Vedra Beach Restoration Project, St. Johns
County, Florida BOEM
https://www.boem.gov/marine-minerals/mmp-your-state/florida-projects

Table 3 provides a summary of the 1998 GRR/EA, 2017 SJC CSRM EA, and 2020 EA
environmental analyses that are being incorporated by reference into this EA:
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Table 3. Summary of the 1998 GRR/EA, 2017 SJC CSRM EA, and 2020 EA environmental analyses that are being incorporated by reference into

this EA.
ENVIRONMENTAL Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA SJC’s 2020 EA
RESOURCE
GENERAL Completion of the project will ensure The environmental effects associated Project dredging supports beach and dune
ENVIRONMENTAL that a wide beach exists at high tide as | with the Recommended Plan are creation for shoreline stabilization. Vessel
SETTING well as a protective sand dune system | primarily temporary in nature, and activity at sand transfer point is insufficient
above the supralittoral zone. The new most affected resources would return to impact shoreline stability. Borrow area
beach will have a positive effect on the | to pre-construction conditions either bathymetric changes are insufficient and
existing dune system. Besides immediately after dredging (with too distant to affect shoreline wave climate
providing protection to the dunes from respect to resources such as and stability.
wave and tidal generated energy, aesthetics and noise) or within one or
opportunistic and salt tolerant grasses | two years (with respect to sea turtle
and other beach vegetation will tend to | nesting and benthic resources).
trap wind-blown sand, thereby further However, dredging inlets and altering
building up the dune system in the the shoreline has the potential to
project area. Addition of a beach and change how sediment transport occurs
dune system will provide increased regionally. The use of the St.
foraging habitat for many small birds, Augustine Inlet was extensively
mammals, and reptiles as well as studied, and the FDEP IMP supports
protection from storm waves and tides | the usage of the inlet system as
for residents and infrastructure of the identified in the Recommended Plan.
coastline.
GEOLOGY The nearshore area is located 3- 5 Sediments eroding from north of St. Construction activities will result in shallow,

miles south of St. Augustine Harbor
and encompasses 2.7 square miles.
The area is sandy bottom with 10 to 20
feet of sand covering the rock
substrate. No features such as
hardbottoms or rock outcrops occur in
this area. Beach compatible material
will be obtained from the St. Augustine
Inlet ebb shoal delta located north and
south of the oceanward extent of the
inlet channel. The borrow site lies in
10-30 feet of water. The material found
in this area was shown to consist
primarily of beach quality sand.

Augustine Inlet will be deposited into
the inlet system; approximately 1/3 of
the sediment in the system will be
dredged and placed north of the Inlet.
However, dredging inlets and altering
the shoreline has the potential to
change how sediment transport occurs
regionally. The use of the St.
Augustine Inlet was extensively
studied, and the FDEP IMP supports
the usage of the inlet system as
identified in the Recommended Plan.

gently sloped depression of flat areas
within the large bathymetric structure in the
shoal system surrounding the proposed
borrow area. Project dredging design
avoids conditions suitable for development
of anoxic zones. Dredging design includes
preserving up to seven feet of beach-
suitable sand at the bottom of the dredge
template ensuring that the sediments
exposed by dredging are similar to those
previous surface sediments and will
therefore remain suitable for expected
rapid benthic recolonization.
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ENVIRONMENTAL

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

RESOURCE
THREATENED AND Contract plans and specifications and With the implementation of the Applicable project design criteria (PDCs)
ENDANGERED (T&E) environmental commitments address protective measures listed in this from the 2020 SARBO will be implemented
SPECIES potential presence of whales, sea section, the Corps determined that the | during the project. The project will also
turtles, manatees and beach mice in Recommended Plan may affect, butis | adhere to both the Standard Manatee
the borrow and/or beach fill areas, not likely to adversely affect, sea Conditions for In-Water Work (USFWS
their endangered status, the need for turtles in the water (may affect if a 2011) and the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth
precautionary measures, and the hopper dredge is used), manatees, Sawfish Construction Conditions (NMFS
Endangered Species Act (ESA) piping plover, red knot, or whales. The | 2006).
prohibition on taking and/or harassing Conservation Measures outlined in the
any of these species. Measures to 1991 NMFS South Atlantic Division By implementing the applicable PDCs,
prevent or minimize effects on sea Regional Biological Opinion (SARBO; terms and conditions (T&Cs), and standard
turtles and beach mice will be revised 1995 and 1997), the 2013 construction conditions, minimal effects to
implemented during and after project USFWS Piping Plover Programmatic whales, smalltooth sawfish, Florida
completion. Both the National Marine Biological Opinion (P3BO), and the manatees, and giant manta ray are
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. | 2015 USFWS Statewide Programmatic | expected. Even with implementation of the
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion (SPBO) will be SARBO PDCs, the use of a hopper dredge
have concurred that there will be no adhered to for these species as may adversely affect sea turtles through
adverse effects on other T&E species. | appropriate. In addition, the Corps lethal entrainment; however, take resulting
determined that the presence of a from hopper dredging operations will not
dredge in the nearshore waters and jeopardize the continued existence of any
pipeline on the beach could sea turtle species.
temporarily impact the physical or
biological features (PBF) and primary
constituent elements (PCE) of
loggerhead critical habitat unit LOGG-
N-14 during construction. Standard
protective measures would be taken
during placement activities to ensure
the safety of manatees and whales.
WATER QUALITY During project construction, an Temporary increases in local turbidity Temporary increases in turbidity will occur

insignificant increase in turbidity in the
immediate area can be expected due
to the beach fill operations. As the
background conditions in the project
area are naturally turbid due to the
dynamic physical conditions of the

due to construction; no long-term
change. Turbidity will be monitored
according to state protocols during the
proposed beach placement work. If at
any time the turbidity standards are

near active dredging site within borrow
area. Turbidity monitoring and compliance
with the certified/authorized turbidity levels
will maintain appropriate water quality
conditions in the nearshore adjacent to
beach/dune fill activities.
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ENVIRONMENTAL Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA SJC’s 2020 EA
RESOURCE
area, this elevated increase in turbidity | exceeded, the activities causing the
will be a temporary condition and is not | violation would temporarily cease.
expected to detrimentally affect
organisms in the nearshore zone.
ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT | Not evaluated. Placement of dredged material on the Motile species will avoid dredging activity.
(EFH) beach could directly and indirectly Temporary reduction in sessile benthic
impact approximately 15,500 feet of habitat prey species and immature or small
ocean high salinity surf zone. Long- finfish and shellfish unable to avoid the
term adverse impacts (i.e., dredging will occur. Benthic habitat
suppression of re-colonization of the recovery is expected within 2-3 years.
infaunal community) are not Motile species will avoid turbidity plumes.
anticipated if nourishment events are Potential impacts to planktonic or slow-
spaced more than five years apart. moving water column species.
Beach placement is anticipated to take
three to four months and migrating
larvae and/or juvenile fish could be
subject to project-related elevated
turbidity and suspended sediment
levels during that time period.
BENTHIC RESOURCES Not evaluated. Sediments eroding from north of St. Dredging the surficial sand sheet in Borrow

Augustine Inlet will be deposited into
the inlet system; approximately 1/3 of
the sediment in the system will be
dredged and placed north of the Inlet.
Although benthic organisms would be
temporarily impacted at the beach
placement site and at the sand source
locations (including both the inlet
system and the offshore sand source
locations), recovery of the benthic
community is expected to occur with
normal seasonal recruitment patterns.

Site N3 will result in localized, lethal, and
sub-lethal impacts to infauna and
borrowing and motile epifauna within the
dredging footprint due to likely
entrainment, burial and sedimentation, and
interruption of feeding. Potential effects
include temporary and localized decreases
in density, abundance, biomass, diversity,
and productivity. Dredging and beach
placement would impact benthic
communities for up to a few

years.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCE

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

FISH AND WILDLIFE
RESOURCES

During the beach renourishment
construction phase, there may be
some short-term displacement of
foraging and resting activities for birds
as well as small mammals and reptiles
that utilize the project area. Areas
north and south of the project area
with similar characteristics may be
utilized by displaced species while
construction activities are ongoing.
Elevated turbidity levels from
placement of fill material on the beach
is not expected to have a significant
detrimental effect to such sight feeders
as the brown pelican or other
shorebirds, waterfowl and wading
birds. After the initial construction,
invading grasses and other beach
vegetation will provide additional
refuge and foraging opportunities to
small rodents and reptiles. The
inhabitants of the intertidal zone
typically possess high fecundity and
rapid turnover rates during the summer
breeding season. No long-term
adverse effects are expected to
organisms in the supralittoral or
intertidal zone from the SJC SPP.

The dredging activity may attract some
seabirds to the dredge area for
potentially increased food availability.
Changes to water clarity resulting from
the re-suspension of sediments during
dredging operations would negatively
affect the foraging capabilities of some
species. Water quality would quickly
return to pre-dredging conditions upon
completion of construction. Suitable
foraging areas exist outside of the
project area to prevent significant
impacts to both shorebirds and fish
species foraging on the benthic. The
Corps would implement its migratory
bird protection measures. If the
offshore sand source were used, the
impacts to fish and wildlife species
other than those protected under the
ESA will be similar to those effects
identified for the use of the inlet
system.

Minimal impact to seabirds that feed along
shorelines, as ample habitat north and
south of the site would allow feeding while
benthic populations redevelop. Some
feeding may occur in the dredging plume.
Other wildlife temporarily displaced from
dredging and dredging plume areas would
return after construction is complete.
Noise from the dredging and vessel
operation may disrupt fish and/or marine
mammals. Marine mammals’ ability to
detect, recognize, or discriminate between
acoustic signals if interested (e.g., prey
detection, predator avoidance, intraspecific
communications, and social interactions)
(84 FR 51118); however, marine mammals
are not likely to be adversely affected by
the project as these animals should be
able to easily avoid the hopper dredge.
Incorporation of safeguards to protect T&E
species during project construction would
also protect marine mammals in the area.

CULTURAL, HISTORIC,
AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

No known significant historic
properties were located on the beach
segment nourished for this project.
Eleven potentially significant magnetic
and sidescan sonar targets were
identified in the ebb shoal borrow area.
Placement of sand on the beach will

No impacts to potentially significant
cultural resources were reported for
the beach nourishment areas.

The proposed sand sources involve
the use of the ebb, flood, and Vilano
Point shoals around the St. Augustine
Inlet. A number of potentially

Surveys of the N-3 borrow area and
associated pipeline corridors were
completed in September 2019 and
February 2020 respectively. No significant
cultural resources were located in either
the N-3 borrow area, or associated pipeline
corridors. Concurrence from the Florida
SHPO regarding both the N-3 borrow area
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ENVIRONMENTAL

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

RESOURCE

have no adverse effect on known significant cultural resources are and the associated pipeline corridors was

significant historic properties. located within these areas; however, in | received in September 2020.
coordination with the Florida SHPO,

Subsequent diver investigations of the | these sites will be protected through

11 targets revealed that none are the use of avoidance buffers.

eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Concurrence from the Florida State

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

was received in August 1998.

NATIVE AMERICANS Not evaluated. There are no known Native American Not evaluated.

properties within the project area, and
the project should not have any effects
to Native Americans.

AIR QUALITY There will be no long-term Short term impacts from dredge Localized, short-term impacts to air quality
accumulation of particulates in the emissions and other construction in the project area due to emissions from
project area because offshore sea equipment associated with the dredges and other fossil fuel burning
breezes are likely to disperse Recommended Plan would not construction equipment.
pollutants away from the barrier island | significantly impact air quality. No air
and the construction activity is brief quality permits would be required.
and temporary in nature. No air quality
permits are required for this permit.

NOISE The immediate project area may Dredging noise can affect marine Equipment noise would be minimal at the

experience an increase in noise levels
during the beach fill construction
phase. Construction equipment will be
properly maintained in order to
minimize the effects of noise. The
elevated noise levels will be localized
in nature and will not persist because
of the brief, temporary nature of the
construction activity.

mammals, sea turtles, and fishes.
Possible effects of dredging noise can
vary depending on a variety of internal
and external factors and can be
divided into masking (obscuring
sounds of interest by the production of
interfering sounds, generally at similar
frequencies), response, discomfort,
hearing loss, and injury. Noise
generated on the beaches by
equipment placing the dredged
material will be relatively low level and

shoreline, as dredging activities are about
8 miles offshore. Some noise from hopper
dredge when transferring sand to the
beach. Noise will occur during beach
construction from equipment used to
shape the sand and transport workers, etc.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCE

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

will be of a short duration (construction
period of approximately three to four
months). Construction equipment such
as booster pumps will be properly
maintained to minimize effects of
noise. Once dredging and beach
placement have concluded, noise
levels will drop back to background
levels for the beach area.

AESTHETIC RESOURCES

The project will restore beaches which
have been severely eroded by high
tides, storm generated waves, and
heavy winds. Restored beach and
dune areas will help restore the natural
appearance and thus the aesthetic
resources of the St. Johns t County
beaches.

The aesthetics of the beach placement
area would be temporarily adversely
impacted during construction due to
the presence of construction
equipment on the beach. In the longer
term, the beach aesthetics will be
improved over the previously eroded
shoreline with the construction of a
more natural beach. Aesthetics of the
sand source locations would also
experience temporary adverse impacts
due to the presence of dredge
equipment during construction.

The proposed borrow area is about 8 miles
offshore, below the horizon at the
shoreline. Hopper dredge activities would
temporarily affect aesthetic resources
when visible during transits to the material
transfer point near the beach. Post-project
no further impacts to aesthetic resources
would occur.

RECREATIONAL
RESOURCES

Once the SJC beach renourishment
project is complete, the beach will
contain a larger sand berm which will
provide more space for both active and
passive saltwater beach recreation
activities. A wider sand berm along the
beach will provide for improved family-
oriented recreation activities which is a
significant tourist and county resident
attraction. The additional sand will also
function to help separate active and
passive recreational activities.

Recreational use of the beach,
including sunbathing and surfing,
would be temporarily disrupted for up
to several months during construction
due to the presence of construction
equipment on the beach. In addition,
recreational use of the inlet system
and the offshore sand sources (e.g.,
boating, kayaking, and windsurfing)
would be temporarily adversely
affected by the dredging operations.
Recreational usage in the future with-
project condition would be improved

Recreational and commercial vessels will
have to avoid dredging and hopper dredge
transit areas during construction. Once
completed, no additional impacts to
recreation. Beach recreation will be
temporarily halted during construction.
Extensive and accessible beach north and
south of the project area will provide
alternative recreation locations during
construction. Higher quality beach will be
available after construction.
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ENVIRONMENTAL

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

RESOURCE
over the long-term due to the
availability of a wider beach face.

SAFETY & NAVIGATION Considering the important safety Temporary impacts to vessel traffic Vessels will have to avoid active
issues associated with dredging and could occur due to the presence of dredging and hopper dredges
beach renourishment, the Corps dredge equipment in St. Augustine transiting to and from offload
intends to implement all T&Cs within Inlet during construction. Use of the locations nearer the beach fill
the limits established by the U.S. inlet system as a sand source is not site. Activities and activity areas
Coast Guard, Occupational Safety and | expected to increase the shoaling will be published in USCG Local
Health Act, and other reasonable rates in the inlet. However, an offshore | Notice to Mariners.
requirements. Further coordination sand source may cause additional
with the FWS and FLOEP's ESQ is shoaling in the inlet system due to the
underway concerning this issue. material added to the sediment budget

in the region.
SOCIOECONOMICS Not evaluated. The project will provide CSRM benefits | Impacts to socio-economic resources such

to a number of residences and
commercial structures, including 105
single-family residences, 9 multi-family
residences, and 5 commercial
structures. The Recommended Plan
will also reduce damages to a key
piece of critical infrastructure, SR A1A,
increasing the accessibility of the area
and uninterrupted ingress/egress of
emergency vehicles and affected
population during storm events, as well
as the daily traffic count of up to
14,000 vehicles per day. Tourism can
increase the population.

as noise and closure to beach access will
be short term and mostly confined to the
location of the pump out which will
periodically move along the shoreline at
approximately 100 to -300 ft. per day.
Construction equipment on the beach may
have a minor effect on tourism interests for
the duration of construction (3 to 6
months). Following project construction,
the long-term result of dune restoration
and beach restoration nourishment will
have an overall increased value to
properties abutting the beach. The
temporary loss of access to the beach may
pose an impact or hardship to affected
property owners. Dredging and pump out
may cause temporary shifts in fishing
activities during construction.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
RESOURCE

Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA

Corps’ 2017 SJC CSRM EA

SJC’s 2020 EA

COASTAL BARRIER
RESOURCES

The project will enhance the integrity
of the portions of the project located

within the Coastal Barrier Resources
System.

The Federal government will not cost
share in the sand placement within
Unit PO4A (Usinas Beach). The
proposed project does not include the
construction of structures that would
require Federal Flood Insurance.
Although sand will be removed from
Unit P05, the project will not result in
effects that are contrary to the
purposes of CBRA. Therefore, the
Recommended Plan will not affect the
Units PO4A or P05 (Conch Island) with
respect to the goals of CBRA. The
USFWS found the project to be
consistent with the purposes of CBRA
in a letter dated October 25, 2016.

BOEM does not consider authorization for

the use of federal sand as federal
assistance which triggers the need for
consultation under the CBRA.
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1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE

The decision to be made is whether to approve use of new borrow sites by the Corps for
maintenance of the existing SJC CSRM and SJC SPP. The purpose of this EA is to
determine if the Preferred Alternative (the utilization of the N-3 and S-1 borrow areas for
SJC CSRM and SJC SPP), in light of new information or circumstances, could result in
different effects and potentially contribute to significant effects on the human
environment. This EA, prepared pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.9 by the Corps and BOEM
as a cooperating agency, supplements the existing analyses and updates potential
environmental effects resulting from sand dredging/mining and transport from the newly
proposed borrow areas to previously authorized project footprints. The Corps and
BOEM identified and reviewed new information to determine if any resources and
effects previously analyzed should be re-evaluated or if the new information could alter
previous effects determinations. This EA further supports or elaborates on the analyses
or information presented in existing NEPA documents. Pursuant to 40 CFR § 1506.3,
the Corps determined that portions of the existing NEPA analyses are still valid and are
incorporated by reference where applicable.

1.6 SCOPING AND ISSUES

1.6.1 RELEVANT ISSUES

This EA supplements the previous NEPA documents listed in section 1.4 above. It
provides an evaluation of the effects of dredging suitable material from new borrow
areas (S-1 and N-3) and also evaluates whether changes in the proposed action, new
circumstances not previously analyzed, and information not previously available
contribute to a determination of significantly different environmental effects (43 CFR §
46.120). The following issues were identified as relevant to the proposed mining of the
new borrow areas and need further evaluation: cultural resources; threatened and
endangered (T&E) species including sea turtles, whales, West Indian manatee,
smalltooth sawfish, and Atlantic sturgeon; essential fish habitat (EFH); benthic
resources; turbidity and water quality; air quality; fish and wildlife resources; and noise
produced during dredging operations.

1.6.2 ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

Previous NEPA documents in Section 1.4 have described the Affected Environment in
detail and evaluated the potential effects on other resources of concern, including
physical oceanography, Clean Water Act 404(b)1 discharge of dredged material
evaluation, and cumulative effects. The conclusions of the existing effects analyses for
most resources, except those resources discussed in more detail herein, have been
determined to be valid. Construction methodologies, scope, and timing have remained
the same, and relevant Federal laws have not changed in a manner that would require
re-evaluation of these resources. Those environmental effects are summarized in
Section 5 of the 2020 EA (SJC 2020).
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1.7 PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS

While the Corps does not process and issue permits for its own activities, pursuant to
33 CFR § 336.1, the Corps meets all applicable substantive legal requirements,
including public notice, and opportunity for public hearing where its activities result in
regulated discharges. As part of its review, the Corps evaluates potential effects,
including cumulative effects, of the proposed activity and its intended use and/or effect
on public interest. All factors which may be relevant to the proposal must be considered
including the cumulative effects thereof. These factors may include:

Economics

Aesthetics

General Environmental Concerns
Conservation

Historic Properties

Fish and Wildlife Values
Navigation

Recreation

Water Quality

Wetlands

Shore Erosion and Accretion
Mineral Needs

Safety

Consideration of Property Ownership
Needs and Welfare of the People

The following factors were considered, but were determined to be not applicable to this
project:

Energy Needs

Flood Hazards

Floodplain Values

Land Use

Water Supply and Conservation

Food and Fiber Production

Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste

Formally Used Defense Sites

The proposed action will result in short-term adverse effects to aesthetics, fish and
wildlife, recreation, safety, and water quality. These short-term adverse effects will
cease with the completion of construction. Long-term beneficial effects associated with
the action are expected to shore erosion and accretion, fish and wildlife, recreation,
navigation, safety, and needs and welfare of the people. These long-term benefits
would be expected to remain for years following construction.
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Based on the analysis provided in Section 4 of this EA, the Corps concludes that the
proposed activity is in the public interest.

2.0 ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives section describes the No Action Alternative and other reasonable
alternatives that were evaluated and/or eliminated from further analysis. The beneficial
and adverse environmental effects of the alternatives are presented in comparative
form, providing a clear basis for choice to the decisionmaker and the public. A preferred
alternative was selected based on the information and analysis presented in the
Affected Environment (Section 3) and Environmental Effects sections of this EA
(Section 4).

2.1 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

2.1.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION (STATUS QUO)

The No Action Alternative would not include federal offshore borrow areas as new sand
sources for SUC SPP and SJC CRSM projects, so the projects would continue to rely on
the Augustine Inlet Complex as the sole sand source. The inlet complex requires years
to recharge and is currently nearly depleted. Alternative sand sources would need to be
identified for future renourishment activities to proceed. Otherwise, future events would
be limited to the availability of sand in the inlet complex which would result in less
frequent events and/or a reduced volume of sand being placed on the beach. Without
additional sand sources, erosion of the shoreline would continue resulting in a loss of
the beach template and increased threats to infrastructure.

2.1.2. ALTERNATIVE 2: NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 & N-3

The new borrow areas alternative is to use S-1 (SJC SPP) and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to
obtain beach compatible fill material for the renourishment of the Vilano and St.
Augustine Beach authorized projects shorelines, respectively (see circled sources in
Figure 2). These are the closest proven sand sources near SJIC CSRM and SJC SPP.
Beach compatible fill' would be dredged from the ocean bottom from S-1 and N-3 and
placed along the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM shoreline, respectively (Figure 1). The
authorized projects would incorporate the use of these alternate sources, as needed, to
supplement the use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex sand borrow source sites. SJC
CSRM is expected to use N-3 for up to two scheduled renourishments during its
remaining authorized project lifecycle; the SUC SPP is expected to use S-1 for up to
three scheduled renourishments during its remaining authorized project lifecycle. The
proposed offshore borrow areas N-3 and S-1 may be utilized as early as 2022. The
anticipated dredging interval infrequent and is approximately every 5-15 years, however
dredging may occur sporadically for emergency use. Hopper dredging, transport, and
placement is expected to occur for approximately 60-120 days to obtain the necessary

' Beach compatible fill is described in 62B-41.007 Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C).
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volumes. Efficient dredging practice involves excavating sand in a succession of long,
parallel, and relatively straight cuts of 2-5-foot thickness. The dredged sand will travel
through the dragheads into the dredge’s open hopper and most of the turbid seawater
effluent will drain out the overflow structures in the hopper. The vessel will transport the
dredged material 6-8 miles from the borrow site to offloading pump-outs positioned
within approximately 2 mile offshore where the material will be pumped from the hopper
via pipeline to the beach (Figure 3). Multiple pump-outs and pipeline landings will be
positioned alongshore to allow for efficient pumping of sand. Pipeline will be rafted,
floated into place, and flooded and submerged to the sea floor. The placement and
relocation of the nearshore mooring buoys may involve the use of tender tugboats and a
barged pipeline hauler or crane. Pump-out buoys may be anchored using multi-ton
point anchors and/or clump weights. Support vessels and tugs may support the hopper
dredge in other activities, such as crew rotations and pump-out connection. Pipelines
will use existing corridors, and new corridors may be established. Any new pipeline
corridors will avoid areas of hardbottom. There may be potential need for relocation
trawling to remove ESA listed sea turtles from N-3 and S-1 immediately prior to daily
dredge operations. Trawling could be utilized if needed and would be coordinated
through the South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion for Dredging and Material
Placement Activities in the Southeast United States, as amended, (SARBO) process with
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers South Atlantic Division (SAD) and NMFS.
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Figure 2. Key Project Reference Points and Sand Borrow Areas. Note: Sand volumes stated below

borrow areas may be different than what is stated in this EA.

2.2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: UNPROVEN OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS

The use of unproven and undeveloped sand borrow areas requires completion of
surveys and studies and ability to meet suitability requirements to address engineering,
geotechnical, economic, cultural, and environmental obligations. There are several
areas offshore of the SJC shoreline that have the potential to provide beach compatible
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sand to the authorized projects (see the unverified and potential sites identified in Figure
2). However, these sites have not been sufficiently studied to “prove” the quantity and
compatibility of that sand. The closest potential source to the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM
projects is labeled SJ1-R134 in Figure 2. This alternative would use the same
methodologies described in Section 2.3. Undeveloped borrow areas require significant
bathymetric, geotechnical, and cultural investigations. New borrow area development
would not align with the timeline of this study and may ultimately prove unfruitful. N-3
and S-1, having already been investigated, are the closest proven and developed
offshore borrow areas for the SJC CSRM and SJC SPP sites containing sand of
compatible quality and sufficient quantity.

2.2.4 ALTERNATIVE 4: UPLAND SAND SOURCES

Truck haul from an upland sand mine in a common method obtaining material for beach
nourishment in Florida. This Alternative was considered but eliminated from further
analysis. Given the size of nourishments expected for each project, truck haul is
expected to be cost prohibitive. Upland sand sources, such as mines and dredge
material management areas (DMMA) are potential sources of sand for beach
nourishment projects. DMMA SJ-1 is located approximately 18 miles from the SJC SPP
and 21 miles from the SJC CSRM projects (see Figure 2). This is the closest potential
upland sand source but has not been studied to “prove” the quantity and compatibility of
the sand with the needs of the placement area. Upland sand sources are brought to the
project area by dump trucks into a staging area and sand is spread throughout the
project template using heavy machinery. The 2017 EA also determined that there are no
viable upland mines in north Florida with sufficient volumes of beach compatible sand
(Corps 2017). Additional NEPA analysis would need to be completed for upland mines.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
EVALUATION

Alternatives 3 and 4 were considered but were eliminated from further evaluation.
Alternative 3 (unproven offshore borrow areas) was not carried forward because the
closest site (SJ1-R134) is undeveloped and would require significant bathymetric,
geotechnical, and cultural investigations that would not align with the timeline of this
study and may ultimately prove unfruitful.

Alternative 4 (upland sand sources) was not carried forward due to the lack of known
available sources and availability of access points. Only one site may be available,
DMMA SJ-1, and additional investigations to determine the capacity and compatibility of
the site need to be conducted. Additional investigations at this time would not align with
the timeline of this study and may ultimately prove unfruitful. Also, the 2020 EA
determined that the South Ponte Vedra beach access points were insufficient to
accommodate reasonable use of efficient truck haul placement and the beach itself is too
narrow (SJC 2020). Lastly, given the size of nourishments expected for each project,
truck haul from currently known, available sites are expected to be cost prohibitive due
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to the distance from the sources to the project area, volume of beach quality sand
needed, and timing to study/prove a sand source for the projects.

2.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Preferred Alternative is to use the currently proven borrow areas S-1 (SJC SPP)
and N-3 (SJC CSRM) to obtain beach compatible fill material for the renourishment of
the St. Augustine Beach and Vilano authorized projects shorelines, respectively. N-3
and S-1, having already been investigated, are the closest proven and developed
offshore borrow areas for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects site containing sand of
compatible quality and sufficient quantity. Although there are additional potential viable
offshore sources, these sites may be investigated in the future but will require
bathymetric, geotechnical, cultural, and environmental investigations that would not
align with the timeline of this study and may ultimately prove unfruitful.

- -
n {
s T ; .

Figure 3. Hopper dredge with shore-connected offloading pipeline during the 2011 renourishment north in
Duval County will be a similar sand delivery method for S-1 and N-3. (Source: Corps 2015)

25 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: ISSUES AND BASIS FOR CHOICE

Table 4 lists the alternatives carried forward for analysis (Alternative 1: No Action and
Alternative 2: New Borrow Areas S-1 and N-3) and summarizes the major features and
consequences of the alternatives for comparison purposes. See Section 4.0
Environmental Effects for a more detailed discussion of impacts of alternatives.
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The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) is carried forward as a basis of comparison to
the Preferred Alternative for NEPA purposes. It is noted however, the No Action
Alternative would not allow the Corps to continue to meet the mission for either the SJC
SPP or SJIC CSRM.

Alternative 2 (Beach compatible fill would be dredged from the ocean bottom from S-1
and N-3 and placed along the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM shorelines) is carried forward
as the Preferred Alternative as this best meets the objectives for both the SJC SPP and
SJC CSRM. The Preferred Alternative is the least cost, environmentally acceptable
alternative. The Corps has determined this proposed plan is not contrary to public
interest and is carried forward as the Preferred Alternative as documented in the
Environmental Effects discussion in Section 4.
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Table 4.Summary of direct and indirect impacts compared between the project alternatives.

the inlet would still occur.
There would be no effect at the
offshore borrow areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL ALTERNATIVE 1: ALTERNATIVE 2:
FACTOR NO ACTION NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
GEOLOGY Limited sand would be The amount of bottom sediment at N-3 and
available from the inlet S-1 will be affected by removal and
complex for beach placement at | become a thinner layer. Dredge cuts are
the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM not anticipated to cause adverse impacts
projects. These areas would to the existing SJC shoreline, because the
continue to erode, and the dredging will occur several miles offshore.
beach and dune system would At the proposed depths, the dredge cuts
decrease in size. There would are not expected to backfill at an
be no effect to geology from observable rate over the project’s life span.
this alternative in the offshore
borrow areas because dredging
would not occur.
SEA TURTLES Potential effects of dredging All applicable SPBO T&Cs and SARBO
the inlet and sand placement PDCs will be implemented on the project to
would still occur; however, minimize potential impacts. Hopper
there would be no effect at the | dredging may affect, likely to adversely
offshore borrow areas. Due to affect sea turtles. Risk of entrainment
limited availability of sand in during hopper dredging operations is
the St. Augustine Inlet possible; however, these potential impacts
Complex, shoreline erosion will | are minimized through implementation of
continue to occur resulting in SARBO PDCs. Hopper dredge pump-out
reduced available habitat for and offloading pipeline sites occur within
nesting sea turtles. designated loggerhead nearshore
reproductive critical habitat (LOGG-N-14)
but is not likely to adversely modify
Designated Critical Habitat (DCH).
WHALES Potential effects of dredging May affect, but not likely to adversely

affect with implementation of SARBO
PDCs. Dredging the borrow sites will not
likely adversely modify on North Atlantic
right whale DCH.

WEST INIDIAN MANATEE

Potential effects of dredging
the inlet and sand placement
would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas.

May affect, but not likely to adversely affect
with implementation of USFWS standard
protection measures.

ATLANTIC STURGEON

Potential effects of dredging
the inlet and sand placement
would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas

May affect, but not likely to adversely
affect due to anticipated rare occurrence.
(May affect, likely to adversely affect if
relocation trawling is implemented due to
potential entrainment.)
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ENVIRONMENTAL

ALTERNATIVE 1:

ALTERNATIVE 2:

FACTOR NO ACTION NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

GIANT MANTA RAY Potential effects of dredging May affect, but not likely to adversely
the inlet and sand placement affect due to anticipated rare occurrence.
would still occur. There would (May affect if relocation trawling is
be no effect at the offshore implemented due to potential
borrow areas entrainment.)

OCEANIC WHITETIP SHARK | Potential effects of dredging May affect, but not likely to adversely
the inlet and sand placement affect due to anticipated rare occurrence.
would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas

SCALLOPED Potential effects of dredging May affect, but not likely to adversely

HAMMERHEAD SHARK the inlet and sand placement affect due to anticipated rare occurrence.

would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas

SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Potential effects of dredging
the inlet and sand placement
would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas

May affect, but not likely to adversely
affect due to anticipated rare occurrence.

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

Potential effects of dredging
the inlet and sand placement
on EFH would still occur. There
would be no effect at the
offshore borrow areas.

Marine water column and unconsolidated
substrate habitat would be temporarily
impacted during dredging. Long term
infaunal community impacts not expected
due to anticipated dredging intervals (see
section 2.3 of this EA).

BENTHIC RESOURCES Potential effects to the benthos | Benthos would be temporarily impacted
during dredging the inlet and during dredging. Long term suppression
sand placement would still not expected due to dredging intervals (see
occur. There would be no effect | section 2.3 of this EA).
at the offshore borrow areas.

WATER QUALITY Proposed borrow sites S-1 and Temporary impacts to the water column

N-3 would not be used in
upcoming renourishment
events, so there would be no
effect to water quality at these
offshore locations. The existing
authorized sand borrow area,
St. Augustine Inlet Complex,
would continue to be used as
the site recharges. Impacts to
water quality would continue
to occur as described in
previously authorized studies.

during dredging. Monitoring will be
implemented to ensure compliance with
certified limits. Suspension of operations
would occur should 29 Nephelometric
Turbidity Unit (NTU) Surface Water
Standard be exceeded.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ALTERNATIVE 1: ALTERNATIVE 2:

FACTOR NO ACTION NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
COASTAL BARRIER Without additional sand borrow | Dredging of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites
RESOURCES SYSTEMS areas, limited sand would be do not occur in designated CBRS units;
(CBRS) available from the inlet however, placement will restore and
complex for beach placement stabilize the beaches in the designated

to the existing CBRS along SJC | CBRS units.
SPP and SJC CSRM projects.
The shoreline would continue
to erode, and the beach and
dune system would decrease in

size.
FISH AND WILDLIFE Potential effects to fish and Fish and wildlife would be temporarily
RESOURCES other wildlife resources from displaced during dredging and placement
dredging the St. Augustine Inlet | activities. Loss of prey species is
Complex would occur as anticipated to recover in approximately 1-3
described in previously years post-dredging.

authorized. Beach nourishment
would be limited to the
availability of sand. Shoreline
erosion will continue to occur
which may reduce available
nesting and foraging habitat for
wildlife (e.g., shorebirds, etc.)
using this area. There would be
no effect to the offshore sand
borrow sites.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
FACTOR

ALTERNATIVE 1:
NO ACTION

ALTERNATIVE 2:
NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

CULTURAL RESOURCES
HISTORIC, AND
ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

Undetermined effects.

The Corps has received concurrence on a
determination of no effect to historic
properties from the Florida State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the new
sand borrow areas; however, the Corps has
also determined that additional cultural
resource investigations are needed to meet
the design specification of for the new
sand placement pipeline corridors. Effects
to cultural, historic, and archaeological
resources for the beach placement pipeline
corridors are undetermined at this time;
therefore, the Corps will employ
Stipulation V of its 2021 Programmatic
Agreement among the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, the Florida State
Historic Preservation Officer, the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act
during Implementation of the United
States Army Corps of Engineers,
Jacksonville District Operation, Navigation,
and Shore Protection Programs, which
allows for the NEPA process to continue if
the Corps is unable to make a
determination of effects to historic
properties prior to completion of the
appropriate NEPA documentation, in order
to meet its Section 106 compliance
requirements.

NATIVE AMERICANS

No effect.

Consultation occurred between the Corps
and Native American tribes having
ancestral ties to this region, including the
Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Seminole
Nation of Oklahoma, the Thlopthlocco
Tribal Town, and the Miccosukee Tribe of
Indians of Florida and Muscogee (Creek)
Nation. The Seminole Tribe of Florida has
provided a statement of no objections,
while the other listed tribes have not
responded within 30 days, thus implying
concurrence.

AIR QUALITY

Potential effects of dredging
the inlet and sand placement
would still occur. There would
be no effect at the offshore
borrow areas

Minor, temporary degradation of air quality
due to emissions from dredging and
placement operations and associated
heavy equipment and machinery.
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ENVIRONMENTAL

ALTERNATIVE 1:

ALTERNATIVE 2:

FACTOR NO ACTION NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
NOISE Potential effects of dredging Noise during construction activities will
the inlet and sand placement likely be minor and short term with
would still occur. There would minimal impacts to fish and wildlife that
be no effect at the offshore use the project area.
borrow areas
AESTHETIC RESOURCES Potential effects of dredging Short term adverse aesthetic impacts
the inlet and sand placement would occur during construction due to the
would still occur. There would presence of construction equipment
be no effect at the offshore (hopper dredge, support boats, and
borrow areas. The shoreline offloading pipelines) and the impacts to the
would continue to erode, and staging area.
the beach and dune system
would decrease in size due to
limited Inlet sand. Shoreline
erosion will continue to occur
which would negatively affect
aesthetic resources of the
beach area due to increased
erosion and the continued
narrowing of the beach
RECREATIONAL Sand borrow areas N-3 and S-1 | Construction equipment (hopper dredge,
RESOURCES and pipeline corridors are not support boats, and offloading pipe) would
likely to change from existing temporarily impact recreation during sand
conditions. Beach nourishment | mining and offloading operations due to
would be limited to the the equipment located near the beach.
availability of sand in the inlet
complex, shoreline erosion will
continue to occur resulting in
the continued narrowing of the
beach, which will make it less
suitable for recreating due to a
reduction in the area available
to engage in recreational
activities.
NAVIGATION & SAFETY The shoreline would continue Nearshore and offshore navigation of small

to erode, and the beach and
dune system would decrease in
size, negatively affecting safety
of the beach area by exposing
more hard structures through
erosion, which might make
swimmers and shallow water
waders more exposed to harm.
With continued erosion, low
lying dwellings and roads
would be more susceptible to
over wash and flooding from
storm events and sea level rise
causing safety concerns.

vessels such as kayaks and jet skis may be
temporarily impacted during hopper
dredging and offloading from pipeline
corridors.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
FACTOR

ALTERNATIVE 1:
NO ACTION

ALTERNATIVE 2:
NEW BORROW AREAS S-1 AND N-3
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

SOCIOECONOMICS

Without additional sand borrow
areas, limited sand would be
available from the inlet
complex for beach placement
to the existing SJC SPP and
SJC CSRM projects. The
shoreline would continue to
erode, and the beach and dune
system would decrease in size.
The narrowing of the beach
would occur, which will make it
less suitable for recreating.
Reduced recreation and tourism
and would negatively affect
socioeconomics for the area.

Continued beach nourishment reduces
damages to the area’s infrastructure
caused by erosion and coastal storm
damages. From the perspective of regional
economic development (RED) and other
social effects (OSE), minor disruptions to
local businesses could occur as a result of
construction activities. However,
throughout the life of the Federal project a
reduction in damages could produce RED
and OSE benefits. Also, revenue and jobs
generated by a project would have positive
RED impacts.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE | No Effect. The study area which comprises the
(EJ) project does not constitute an EJ
community because the study area does
not contain a high concentration of people
of color or low-income populations.
3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Affected Environment section succinctly describes the existing environmental
resources of the areas that would be affected if any of the alternatives were
implemented. This section describes only those environmental resources that are
relevant to the decision to be made. It does not describe the entire existing
environment, but only those environmental resources that would affect or that would be
affected by the alternatives if they were implemented. This section, in conjunction with
the description of the No Action Alternative forms the baseline conditions for
determining the environmental impacts of the proposed action and reasonable

alternatives.

The effects of sand placement on SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects have been
evaluated in previous NEPA documents (see Section 1.4). The effects of nourishing and
sand placement at the portion of the project above mean high water (MHW) are similar
in nature to the effects of other portions of the project previously evaluated by these
previously authorized project’s recent NEPA (see Section 1.4) and are hereby
incorporated by reference. The effects analyses presented here on the dredging,
transporting, offloading pump-out, and pipeline corridors of beach quality sand from the
newly proposed borrow areas (the Preferred Alternative) address potential impacts to
environmental and cultural resources which were not previously evaluated.
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3.1 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The 2017 EA describes the SJC coastline as follows:

“The St. Johns County coastline totals 42 miles, spanning three island segments
that vary in width from 750 feet to three miles. The islands are separated from
the mainland by the Matanzas River, Guana River, Salt Run, and the Tolomato
River. The Intracoastal Waterway (IWW) follows the Matanzas and Tolomato
Rivers. A dune system backs much of the shoreline, varying in height from 10 to
21 feet, relative to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS88). This is
approximately equal to 10.5 to 21.5 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL).

The study area consists of an open sandy coast subject to frequent storm events.
Properties adjacent to the shoreline can be categorized as urban, and include
residential, commercial, and recreational properties. Many factors influence the
coastal processes characteristic to the St. Johns County, Florida shoreline.
Natural factors include winds, tides, currents, waves, storm effects, and sea level
rise. Human-related (anthropogenic) factors include other shore protection
projects, navigation projects, and development. The role of each of these factors,
and their contribution to beach erosion in St. Johns County, are briefly described
in the following paragraphs. The county’s population is approximately 220,000
and increases seasonally with tourist visits. An estimated 6.5 million tourists visit
the county annually (sponsor-provided information) of which a large percentage
visit the barrier islands and coastline.

The St. Johns County barrier islands have inlets at St. Augustine and at Fort
Matanzas. There are low tidal marshes and lagoons between the barrier islands
and the mainland. The barrier islands are composed principally of quartz and
carbonate sand, and are underlain by silty, clayey marsh deposits that formed at
lower sea level stages. The sands are principally fine to medium-grained sand-
sized quartz with variable amounts of shell and shell fragments.

Offshore of the beaches and modern barrier islands is the continental shelf. The
continental shelf has a broad, shallow, low relief and extends approximately 80
miles offshore near St. Johns County. The shelf contains relic Pleistocene and
Holocene terraces and submerged beach sand ridges. The wave climate and
sediment transportation system creates a linear sandy coastline.”

Existing sand sources for the Federally authorized project include the St. Augustine Inlet
Complex. In conjunction with this investigation, a Regional Sediment Management
(RSM) analysis incorporating navigation projects near the study area (Intracoastal
Waterway and St. Augustine Inlet) and the constructed Federal shore protection project
at St. Augustine Beach has sought to integrate current and future project sand needs
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around the inlet vicinity. This work is published in the Engineer Research and
Development Center (ERDC), Coastal Hydraulics Laboratory (CHL), 2016 technical
report, Regional Sediment Management Strategies for the Vicinity of St. Augustine Inlet,
St. Johns County, Florida, ERDC/CHL TR-16-12. The technical report is based, in part,
on investigations and modeling completed between 2010 and 2012 cited in the state’s
IMP for St. Augustine Inlet.

The St. Augustine Inlet system has approximately 6.5 mcy of beach quality sand per
FDEP water quality certification standards. FDEP certifies any dredging that would be
necessary to access this source. The FDEP St. Augustine IMP states 278,000 cy of
sand can be dredged from the inlet system per year. The material obtained from the
inlet system shall be distributed to the adjacent Atlantic Ocean fronting beaches with a
placement ratio of approximately one third of material placement to the north and two
thirds of material placement to the south (Corps 2017).

The proposed new borrow area for SUC CSRM (which includes South Ponte Vedra and
Vilano Beach) and SJC SPP (which includes St. Augustine Beach) are located on the
OCS in the Atlantic Ocean. Site S-1 lies east of the St. Augustine Beach within federal
waters approximately 6 miles offshore and 9 miles southeast of St. Augustine Inlet and
is estimated to contain 15 mcy of beach compatible sand which has been identified and
developed. Approximately 10 mcy of beach compatible sand has been identified,
developed, and permitted in N-3. N-3 is positioned east of the Vilano project within
federal waters, approximately 8 miles offshore and 9 miles northeast of St. Augustine
Inlet, sand borrow source. BOEM executed a lease with SJC in April 2021 for use of up
to 1.1 mcy from N-3 to facilitate the construction of a non-federal beach nourishment
project along the South Ponte Vedra Beach segment of the SJC shoreline immediately
adjacent to the federal SJC CSRM project. The S-1 is approximately 2,700-acres in
size in water depths between 50-60 feet NAVD88. N-3 is approximately 1,200-acres in
size in water depths between 40-60 feet NAVD88. Potential sand resources in shoals
and banks of St. Johns County are estimated to range on the order of 100 mcy of sand
(ICONS Study) (Meisburger et. al. 1975).

3.2 GEOLOGY

NEW BORROW AREA S-1.

Sediment samples of the bottom substrate in the new borrow area from 2006, 2009, and
2012 indicate the presence of poorly-graded, fine-grained sand sized quartz with few to
some medium sand-sized shell and trace silt. The average visual shell content is 13.1
percent. The mean sediment grain size is 0.25 mm with a standard deviation of 0.84
phi. All samples within the area contain less than 5 percent silt with an average silt
content of 1.85 percent. Based on the above analysis, the borrow area material is
suitable for beach placement based on the Florida “Sand Rule” (F.A.C. 62B-
41.007(2)(j))- In 2010 and 2014, side-scan sonar surveys including the identification
and delineation of bottom habitat(s) and substrate types within the new borrow area
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were conducted. The new borrow area substrates were confirmed to be unconsolidated
(sand) sediments with no features such as hardbottoms or rock outcrops (SJC 2020).

NEW BORROW AREA N-3

Sediment samples of the bottom substrate in the new borrow area from 1996, 2006,
2009 and 2015 indicate the presence of poorly-graded, fine-grained sand sized quartz
with few to some medium sand-sized shell and trace silt with an average visual shell
content of 14.1 percent. The mean sediment grain size is 0.29 mm with a standard
deviation of 0.93 phi. All samples within the area contain less than 5 percent silt with an
average silt content of 0.96 percent. Based on the above analysis, the borrow area
material is suitable for beach placement based on the Florida “Sand Rule” (F.A.C. 62B-
41.007(2)(j))- In 2019, side-scan sonar surveys including the identification and
delineation of bottom habitat(s) and substrate types within the new borrow area were
conducted. The new borrow area substrates were confirmed to be unconsolidated
(sand) sediments with no features such as hardbottoms or rock outcrops (SJC 2020).
Please see Section 3.3 of the 2020 “Use of Outer Continental Shelf Sand from Borrow
Area N-3 for the South Ponte Vedra Beach Restoration Project” EA for additional
information regarding borrow area conservation that is incorporated by reference here.

3.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

The list of T&E species developed for this EA were compiled from the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2020 South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion for Dredging
and Material Placement Activities in the Southeast United States, as amended
(SARBO), the 2015 Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion for Shore Protection
Activities along the Coast of Florida (SPBQO), the 2013 Programmatic Piping Plover
Biological Opinion for Shore Protection Activities in the Geographical Region of the
North and South Florida Ecological Services Field Offices (P3BO), as well as project
specific biological assessments and biological opinions prepared for previous projects
which have taken place in the vicinity of the proposed project.

T&E species protected under the ESA that may occur in the focused project area and
potentially be affected by the proposed work are found in Table 5.
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Table 5. Status of Federally Listed Species that May Occur Within the Project Area

Area Unit 2 - NMFS

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status/Coordinating | Biological
Agency Opinion
Reptiles
Chelonia mydas? Green Sea Turtle Threatened - NMFS SARBO 2020
Caretta caretta?® Loggerhead Sea Turtle Threatened - NMFS SARBO 2020
Lepidochelys kempii Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Eretmochelys imbricata Hawksbill Sea Turtle Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Dermochelys coriacea Leatherback Sea Turtle Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Fish
Acipenser oxyrinchus Atlantic Sturgeon Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Manta birostris Giant Manta Ray Threatened - NMFS SARBO 2020
Carcharhinus longimanus Oceanic Whitetip Shark Threatened - NMFS SARBO 2020
Sphyrna lewini Scalloped Hammerhead Shark | Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Pristis pectinata Smalltooth Sawfish Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Mammals
Trichechus manatus latirostris West Indian (Florida) Manatee | Threatened - USFWS SPBO 2015
Eubalaena glacialis North Atlantic Right Whale Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Balaenoptera musculus Blue Whale Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Balaenoptera physalus Fin Whale Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Balaenoptera borealis Sei Whale Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Physeter macrocephalus Sperm Whale Endangered - NMFS SARBO 2020
Critical Habitats
Caretta caretta Loggerhead Sea Turtle LOGG-N-14 - NMFS SARBO 2020
Eubalaena glacialis North Atlantic Right Whale Southeastern U.S. Calving SARBO 2020

" North Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS). 2Northwest Atlantic DPS.

SEA TURTLES

The sea turtle species potentially occurring within the vicinity of the new borrow area

include loggerhead (Caretta caretta), leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea), green
(Chelonia mydas), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata) and Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys
kempii) sea turtles. All of these species are federally endangered except the
loggerhead, which is designated as threatened. Loggerheads, greens, and leatherbacks
regularly nest within the shorelines of SJC is between April and October. Adult

loggerhead females inhabit nearshore waters during the summer months between
nesting attempts, typically laying three to six clutches in two-week intervals. Sub-adults
may use nearshore waters year-round for foraging. The coastal waters of SJC primarily

provide migratory and reproductive habitat for these species. Mating generally takes

place in offshore waters near the nesting beach, and males rarely come ashore (Fuller
1978). Migrating nesting females and hatchlings may traverse through the borrow area.

The only sea turtle species for which NMFS has designated critical habitat is the

loggerhead. The project is located in designated loggerhead nearshore reproductive
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critical habitat unit LOGG-N-14 (from the MHW line seaward 1.6 km) from the southern
boundary of Kathryn Abbey Hanna Park to Matanzas Inlet (see Figure 4). Nearshore
reproductive habitat is a portion of the nearshore waters adjacent to the nesting beach
that is used by hatchlings to egress to the open-water environment as well as by nesting
females to transit between the beach and open water during the nesting season. There
are currently not any units designated by the USFWS as terrestrial nesting beach (the
extra-tidal or dry sandy beach from the MHW line shoreward to the toe of the secondary
dune) in SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects.

The primary Federal action evaluated in this EA is the dredging of beach compatible
sediment from offshore borrow sources and transport to the placement location.
Previous documents discussing beach nesting can be found in previous NEPA
documents discussed in section 1.4 and are incorporated herein by reference.
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WHALES

Five whale species listed as federally endangered occur in the Atlantic Ocean along the
county’s coastline during certain times of the year. These species include the 1) North
Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis), 2) Sei Whale (Balaenoptera borealis), 3) Fin
Whale (Balaenoptera physalus), 4) Blue Whale (Balaenoptera musculus), and 5) Sperm
Whale (Physeter catadon macrocephalus). Portions of the offshore sand-source
boundaries are located in North Atlantic right whale designated critical habitat. The
borrow area boundaries and the transit corridors are located within the designated
critical habitat. Though dredging and transiting will occur in the critical habitat area,
these activities will not impact the Physical and Biological Features (PBF) used to define
the critical habitat. Right whales are known to concentrate off the northeast coast of
Florida during November through April. NMFS has established the Southeast Seasonal
Management Area between November 15 to April 15 since the southeast Atlantic Coast
serves as calving and nursery grounds for this endangered species (Figure 5).

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS — ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA SPP AND ST. JOHNS COUNTY
CSRM PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

40





North Atlantic Right Whale Critical Habitat Legend

@ Borrow Area N-3
(7 Borrow Area S-1

() Critical Habitat for North Atlantic Right Whale Unit 2
' St Augustine Beach - St. Johns SPP
# Vilano Beach - St. Johns CSRM

BorrowrArealN-3

Vilano Beach

Beach
Bornrow, Areal Sl

Vermontikeights

Crescent Beach
Elkton

: A
Google Earth e Ve B \ N

\ 10mi Y
Figure 5. North Atlantic Right Whale Critical Habitat

Jata SIOENOAA, US. Navy, NGA, GEBCO
iU - 3

WEST INDIAN MANATEE

Manatees (Trichechus manatus) can be found in the inshore waters of the project
vicinity and in the coastal waters of the Atlantic Ocean primarily during migration.
Manatees are found throughout SJC, including the study area. They primarily use the
IWW and the estuary to migrate and forage for food. The lack of submerged vegetation
indicates the project area is not suitable foraging habitat for manatees. Preferred
habitats include areas near the shore featuring underwater vegetation like seagrass and
eelgrass. They feed along seagrass bed margins with access to deep water channels.
Critical habitat does not occur in the offshore waters of SJC and therefore the proposed
work does not overlap with any designated critical habitat for this species.

ATLANTIC STURGEON

Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) are currently listed as endangered
by NMFS and may occur within the project area; however, it has not been encountered
during previous dredging events adjacent to the proposed new borrow area. The
historic range of the Atlantic sturgeon was from St. Croix, Maine, to the St. Johns River,
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Florida. They spend most of their lives in marine waters and migrate up rivers from
February through March to spawn. Therefore, because the Atlantic sturgeon spends
most of its life in marine waters, this species may be present in the offshore area in the
vicinity of the proposed new borrow area as it is just 30 miles south of the St. Johns
river.

GIANT MANTA RAY

Listed as threatened by NMFS in 2018 (83 FR 2916), the giant manta ray is the world’s
largest ray with a 29-foot wingspan. Easily recognizable by their large body and
elongated wing-like pectoral fins, this species is a filter feeder and eats large amounts of
zooplankton. Although migratory, this species has small, fragmented populations that
are distributed sparely across the world and can be found in tropical, subtropical, and
temperate waters, commonly offshore in oceanic waters or near productive coastlines.

This species uses a wide range of depths for feeding (10 meters to over 1,000 meters
deep). Generally solitary, giant manta rays will aggregate to feed and mate. Although
these rays have been reported to live at least 40 years, this species has one of the
lowest reproductive rates at 1 pup every two to three years.

OCEANIC WHITETIP SHARK

The oceanic whitetip shark, named for its distinctive pattern of mottled white markings
on the tips of the dorsal, pectoral, and tail fins, was listed as threatened by NMFS in
2018 (81 FR 4153). DCH has not been designated for this species. A highly migratory
species, the oceanic whitetip shark has a worldwide distribution and can be found in
tropical and subtropical waters. Generally remaining offshore, oceanic whitetip sharks
are considered surface-dwelling, preferring the surface mixed layer of warm waters, but
can also be found offshore in the open ocean on the outer continental shelf or around
oceanic islands in deep water.

Considered a top predator, their diet is opportunistic and generally consists of
cephalopods and ray-finned fish as well as sea birds, marine mammals, other sharks
and rays, and crustaceans. The reproductive cycle is thought to be biennial, and
females may give birth to litters ranging from 1-14 pups, depending on the female’s
size. Lifespan is thought to average approximately 19 years, but some individuals may
live over 30 years.

SCALLOPED HAMMERHEAD SHARK
Four distinct population segments (DPS) of the scalloped hammerhead shark were
listed in July 2014. The Eastern Atlantic DPS and Eastern Pacific DPS were listed as
endangered. The Central and Southwest Atlantic DPS and Indo-West Pacific DPS were
listed as threatened. The scalloped hammerhead shark is a coastal pelagic species that
typically resides in coastal warm temperate and tropical seas and feeds on crustaceans,
cephalopods, and rays. Adult aggregations are common at seamounts, but otherwise
adults are generally found alone or in pairs.
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SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata) is currently listed as endangered by the NMFS
and may rarely occur within the project area; however, it has not been observed during
previous dredging events. The National Sawfish Encounter Database managed by the
Florida Museum of Natural History, University of Florida, has documented three
encounters in SJC. Most recently in 2018 a commercial shrimp trawler caught one off
Ponte Vedra Beach, one was encountered on Crescent Beach just south of St.
Augustine Beach in 2009, and one was caught off a St. Augustine intercoastal waterway
fishing pier in 2000, however these occurrences are rare. Currently, the core of the
smalltooth sawfish DPS is surviving and reproducing in the waters of southwest Florida
and Florida Bay, primarily within the jurisdictional boundaries of Everglades National
Park where important habitat features are still present and less fragmented than in other
parts of the historic range. The NMFS designated critical habitat for the sawfish in
2009, but the project area does not overlap any of these proposed locations.

3.4 WATER QUALITY

The waters offshore SJC within the vicinity of proposed new borrow area have been
designated by the State of Florida as Class Il - Recreation, Propagation, and
Maintenance of a Healthy, Well-Balanced Population of Fish and Wildlife (popularly
referred to as fishable/swimmable). These waters are suitable for recreation as well as
propagation and maintenance of a healthy and well-balanced population of fish and
wildlife. Commercial/recreational boating, recreational fishing, kayaking, and other
recreational uses are common in this area. The Florida Current dominates circulation
along the east Florida continental shelf and is the local manifestation of the Gulf Stream,
the intense western boundary current of the North Atlantic that transports heat north
from the equator (Hammer et al. 2005).

3.5 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

This section describes the existing conditions for the study area’s EFH, federally
managed fisheries, and associated species such as major prey species, including
affected life history stages. EFH is defined as those waters and substrate necessary for
fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA; PL 94-265), as amended by the
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (PL 104-297), requires Federal agencies to consult
with NMFS for spawning, breeding, or growth to maturity.

The South Atlantic Fish Management Council (SAFMC 1998) designated seagrasses,
corals, coral reefs, hardbottom, and unconsolidated sediments as EFH. Marine/offshore
EFH within the boundaries of the proposed new borrow area consists of water column
with an unconsolidated substrate. There is no hardbottom located within the vicinity of
the proposed new borrow areas (N-3 and S-1). EFH within the nearshore area where
the pipelines will be placed to move the sand from the hopper to the beach placement
area and where decanted water from the placement activities will flow includes benthic
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habitat (unconsolidated, unvegetated substrate), water column, and oceanic high-
salinity surf zones. In addition, review of existing hardbottom data sources including the
SAFMC and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) Fish and
Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI) identified no hardbottom resources within the beach
placement sites). A variety of managed fisheries EFH is found in Table 6. Pursuant to
the MSFCMA, as amended, the Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental
Assessment is prepared consistent with the Finding between the Corps and NMFS
Southeast Regional Office regarding the coordination of EFH consultation requirements
with NEPA (NMFS 1999 (revised 2000)). The SJC SPP 1998 GRR EA and the SJC
CSRM 2017 EA analyzed the effects of dredging and beach placement on EFH in the

project area. That analysis is incorporated by reference.

Table 6 Sand Borrow Area S-1 and N-3 Project EFH Species/Management Units.

Species/Management Unit Life Stage(s) Lifestage(s) Found at Locations
Penaeid Shrimp (Brown Shrimp, Pink Shrimp, | ALL
White Shrimp)
Coastal Migratory Pelagics ALL
Snapper-Grouper Complex ALL
Spiny Lobster ALL
Atlantic Sharpnose Shark ALL
Basking Shark ALL
Blacknose Shark ALL
Blacktip Shark ALL
Bluefish ALL
Bonnethead Shark ALL
Bull Shark Juvenile/Adult
Finetooth Shark ALL
Great Hammerhead Shark ALL
Nurse Shark Juvenile/Adult
Lemon Shark ALL
Sailfish Juvenile/Adult
Sand Tiger Shark ALL
Sandbar Shark Adult
Scalloped Hammerhead Shark ALL
Spinner Shark ALL
Summer Flounder ALL
Tiger Shark ALL
White Shark Juvenile/Adult

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) EFH Mapper tool

(https://www.habitat.noaa.qgov/apps/efhmapper/)
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3.6 BENTHIC RESOURCES

Benthic organisms such as crustaceans, echinoderms, anthozoans, annelid worms,
mollusks, and demersal fish play a major role in altering underlying benthic substrates
and in breaking down organic material which provides sustenance for economically
important species of pelagic fishes (Sumich 1988). These organisms are important
marine ecological community members because they burrow within and oxygenate the
sediments, may filter large volumes of water, contribute organic materials to the overall
marine system, and serve as food for bottom-feeding fish and other invertebrates. The
predominant infaunal invertebrates inhabiting the sand-bottom habitats of the nearshore
east Florida shelf include polychaete worms, crustaceans, echinoderms, and mollusks
(Zarillo et al. 2009). See section 5.2 of the 2020 EA (SJC 2020) for a detailed analysis
of the benthic community within the proposed new borrow area N-3 which will be similar
to the resources found in S-1. Section 3.8 describes the status of cultural resource
surveys regarding pipeline corridors for hopper dredge pump-out and offloading, the
placement of the pipeline corridors is currently being studied and the determination of
locations is ongoing. Pipeline corridors will avoid hardbottom benthic habitat.

3.7 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Marine life common to northeast Florida can be found within the proposed new borrow
area. Marine mammal species known to occur in the project area include bottlenose
dolphin (Tursiops truncatus), Atlantic spotted dolphin (Stenella frontalis), and North
Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) (discussed separately in Section 3.3). Avian
species most likely to occur in the study area offshore are pelagic birds, pelicans, gulls,
and terns. A wide variety of fin fish and shellfish species that dwell in softbottom and
coastal pelagic (i.e., at or near the sea surface in the water column) habitats are caught
and landed off the coast of northeast Florida. Important commercial fisheries species
from these groups include northern brown shrimp, northern white shrimp (softbottom),
snappers, and king mackerel (coastal pelagic). See section 5.3 of the 2020 EA (SJC
2020) for a further analysis of the fish and wildlife resources within the proposed new
borrow area N-3 which will be similar to the resources found in S-1.

3.8 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

BORROW AREA N-3 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAELOGICAL RESOURCES
Cultural resources have been described in prior documents for the N-3 borrow area.
The Corps contracted Sonographics, Inc. (Sonographics) to complete a cultural
resources remote sensing survey in July and August 2019 which consisted of
magnetometer, sidescan sonar, and subottom profiler investigations of the N-3 borrow
area. Analysis of the survey data was conducted by Panamerican Consultants, Inc.
(Panamerican) in order to locate potentially significant cultural resource targets within
the N-3 borrow area. This analysis was completed in September 2019. Both the survey
methodology and analysis were conducted to appropriate State of Florida and BOEM
guidelines for submerged cultural resources investigations and no potentially significant
cultural resources were identified within the N-3 borrow area (Derlikowski, et al. 2019).
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The Corps Regulatory Division provided a copy of Panamerican’s Report of Findings to
the Florida Division of Historical Resources (DHR) on August 24, 2020, and the DHR
responded with a concurrence of no effect to historic properties on September 24, 2020
(DHR Project File No.: 2020-0690-B; Appendix A). The dimensions and location of the
N-3 borrow area remain consistent with the area investigated in July 2019 and August
2019.

BORROW AREA S-1 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAELOGICAL RESOURCES
The proposed new S-1 borrow area is located approximately 11 miles southeast of the
St. Augustine inlet in 50-60 feet of water and measures roughly 2,500 acres. The
western half of the S-1 borrow area (roughly 1,267 acres) was subject to submerged
cultural resources investigations by Panamerican in 2016 (James, et al. 2017) under
contract to the Corps. This survey identified one cluster of six potentially significant
magnetic targets that warrant avoidance or further investigation. In a 2016
correspondence between the Corps and Florida DHR, the Corps proposed to employ a
300-foot avoidance buffer around the magnetic cluster, to which the Florida DHR
agreed in a letter dated January 9, 2017 (DHR Project File No.: 2016-3127; Appendix
A). In this same correspondence, Florida DHR provided concurrence on no adverse
effect to historic properties contingent upon the maintenance of the aforementioned
avoidance buffer.

The Corps contracted with SEARCH, Inc. (SEARCH) to conduct a comprehensive
remote sensing survey of the eastern half of the S-1 borrow area (roughly 1,233 acres)
in October 2021. This survey, the results of which are presented in the report titled
Submerged Cultural Resources Assessment Survey for the St. Johns County Sand
Borrow Area Project, St. Johns County, Florida (Lent, et al. 2022) did not identify
potentially significant cultural, historic, or archaeological resources. Florida DHR
provided concurrence on a determination of no effect to historic properties on February
15, 2022 (DHR Project File No.: 2022-0226).

BEACH PLACEMENT PIPELNE CORRIDORS CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND
ARCHAELOGICAL RESOURCES

The Corps has identified five pipeline corridors for potential beach placement that have
previously been surveyed and cleared for cultural resources by Panamerican in 2020
(Derlikowski and James, 2020; DHR Project File No.: 2020-0690-B; Appendix A). The
Corps anticipates the need to utilize eight additional beach placement pipeline corridors;
however, the exact location of those corridors is at yet unknown. Surveys of the
additional pipeline corridors will be completed, cleared for cultural resources, and
coordinated with the Florida DHR and BOEM prior to use.

3.9 NATIVE AMERICANS

Native American resources have been described in prior NEPA documents for the
project, which are incorporated herein by reference. No portion of the proposed action is

located within or adjacent to known Native American-owned lands, reservation lands, or
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Traditional Cultural Properties. However, Native American groups have lived
throughout the region in the past and their descendants continue to live within the State
of Florida and throughout the United States. Pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), obligations regarding the Corps’ Trust
Responsibilities to federally-recognized Native American Tribes, and in consideration of
the Burial Resources Agreement between the Corps and the Seminole Tribe of Florida,
consultation with Native American tribes having ancestral ties to this region, including
the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, the Thlopthlocco
Tribal Town, and the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida and Muscogee (Creek)
Nation has been initiated on July 29, 2021, and updated on December 22, 2021 to
provide the results of the S-1 borrow area survey and address the addition of the beach
placement pipeline corridors. None of the tribes identified resources, interests, or
concerns within the study area following either consultation. Surveys of the additional
pipeline corridors will be completed and coordinated with federally-recognized Native
American Tribes prior to use.

3.10 AIR QUALITY

The Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), requires Federal
actions to conform to an approved state implementation plan (SIP) designed to achieve
or maintain an attainment designation for air pollutants as defined by the National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). The NAAQS were designed to protect public
health and welfare. The criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10),
volatile organic compounds (VOC), and lead (Pb). The General Conformity Rule (40
CFR Parts 51 and 93) implements these requirements for actions occurring in air quality
nonattainment areas.

The project area is in the Jacksonville (Florida)-Brunswick (Georgia) Interstate Air
Quality Control Region, as established by 40 CFR § 81.91. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) (40 CFR § 81.310) designates air quality compliance on a
county level. A review of USEPA data indicates that the project area (SJC) is in
attainment status for all of the criteria pollutants. USEPA has not established air quality
standards for Federal waters.

3.11 NOISE

Ambient noise levels in the project area are low to moderate. The major noise
producing sources are breaking surf and adjacent residential and resort areas. Ambient
sources of noise within the project area are recreational activities (boating and fishing),
commercial vessels transiting up and down the coast, and natural sounds from the
physical and biological environment.
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3.12 AESTHETIC RESOURCES

The aesthetic, or visual, resources in the area are the open ocean, beaches, and
marine life in the vicinity. The project area is developed along the majority of its length.

3.13 RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

Recreational uses of the project area include swimming, fishing, surfing, sun-bathing,
scuba diving, and boating. These recreational uses are used year-round with an
increase in tourism in the winter months. The project area has public access and
receives heavy use by swimmers and sunbathers. The high diversity of fish species in
this area supports sport and recreational fishing opportunities. Both offshore fishing and
diving utilize the natural areas located within and adjacent to the project area.

There is no documentation to suggest that either borrow areas are utilized by
recreational or commercial fishermen. However, a wide variety of finfish and shellfish
species that dwell in softbottom and coastal pelagic (i.e., at or near the sea surface in
the water column) species are caught and landed off the coast of northeast Florida.
Important commercial fisheries species from these groups include northern brown
shrimp, northern white shrimp (softbottom), snappers, and king mackerel (coastal
pelagic) (Minerals Management Service 2004).

3.14 SAFTEY & NAVIGATION

Navigation in the project area is generally limited to watercraft used for commercial
enterprises (e.g., fishing) and recreational activities (e.g., fishing, sailing, jet skiing,
pleasure boating, etc.). Transit for recreation fishing and diving does occur in the
project area.

3.15 SOCIOECONOMICS

Adjacent to these beaches are residential homes and many condominiums and hotels
used by long-term and short-term visitors and residents of the area. Commercial
enterprises along the beach rent beach chairs, cushions, umbrellas, and jet skis. Food
vendors can also be found along the beach areas. The revenue generated by
beachgoers supports a strong business district in the project vicinity. There is no
evidence that commercial dive operations occur within either borrow area, especially
considering the absence of hardbottom or reef structure.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This section is the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons of the alternatives.
See Table 3 in section 2.0 Alternatives, for summary of impacts. The following includes
anticipated changes to the existing environment including direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects.

This section discusses the potential effects to the affected environment described in
Section 3. This section presents the effects analysis of the No Action Alternative and
the Preferred Alternative as required by NEPA (40 CFR § 1502.16). This section is
organized by resource topic as described in Section 3 with the potential effects of each
alternative described within each resource section for the Preferred Alternative. The
effects of dredging/mining sand from the existing sources and associated sand
placement on SJC SPP and CSRM, have been discussed and disclosed in the
referenced NEPA documents mentioned in this report’s Section 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4
(specifically the Corps 1998, Corps 2017, SJC 2020, and associated FONSIs). The
Preferred Alternative would have substantially similar effects to the dredging of the
previously evaluated borrow areas (SJC 2020). Additionally, the beach quality sand
material placement impacts from the newly proposed in-water borrow areas are similar
in nature to effects from the other sources previously evaluated by the NEPA
documents. Additionally, use of these sites would be conducted in compliance with the
SARBO'’s applicable project design criteria (PDCs).

NEPA Implementing Regulations, 40 CFR § 1508.1(g), define effects or impacts as
changes to the human environment from the Proposed Action or alternatives that are
reasonably foreseeable and have a reasonably close causal relationship to the
alternatives, including those effects that occur at the same time and place as the
alternatives and may include effects that are later in time or farther removed in distance
from the alternatives. The potential impacts of the alternatives are described in this EA
using the following terms:

e Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a
change that moves the resource toward a desired condition.

e Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or
detracts from its appearance or condition.

e Short-term: impacts generally occur during construction or for a limited time
thereafter, generally less than two years, by the end of which the resources
recover their pre-construction conditions.

¢ Long-term: impacts last beyond the construction period, and the resources may
not regain their preconstruction conditions for a longer period.

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and plans include beach
nourishment projects, maintenance dredging of navigation channels, and general
urbanization. Section 1.4 of this EA contains more details on environmental reports
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completed infaround the project’s vicinity. In addition, it is expected that the public, State
of Florida, and local governments could have permitted activities in or around the
project area. Federal activities are evaluated under NEPA directly for each project.
Other projects that take place in-water or would affect wetlands are evaluated under a
permit issued by the Corps’ Regulatory Division. Reasonably foreseeable future actions
and plans could include continued use of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites for use at other
federally authorized projects or planning efforts (i.e., St. Johns County, Florida Coastal
Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study (Ponte Vedra Beach)), dune walk-
overs/restoration, emergency beach renourishment, and Jacksonville Harbor port
operations as well as dredging to maintain authorized depths. Additionally, BOEM
executed a lease with SJC in April 2021 for near future use of up to 1.1 mcy from N-3 to
facilitate the construction of a non-federal beach nourishment project along the South
Ponte Vedra Beach segment of the SJC shoreline immediately adjacent to the federal
SJC CSRM project. Other nearby offshore borrow areas are being utilized for FEMA-
based renourishment projects. Another BOEM lease was executed with SJC in
September 2021 for the “North” Ponte Vedra beach non-federal project. This lease
authorizes the county to dredge up to 2.2. mcy of sand from “Borrow Area A” to nourish
a total of 8.9 miles of the Ponte Vedra Beach shoreline. This borrow area has never
been dredged and is located just north of the N-3 borrow area. Other proposed future
actions and plans include the South Atlantic Coastal Study; however, potential effects of
the proposed future actions and plans associated with this study are speculative at this
time. Preparation of a separate NEPA document, which would contain detailed analysis
of potential effects, will be required during the development of the proposed future
projects.

41 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

4.1.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

The St. Augustine inlet sand resources are unsustainable to meet the county’s federally
authorized project needs as the inlet complex requires years to recharge and is
currently nearly depleted. Future renourishment would be limited to the availability of
sand in the inlet complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced
volume of sand being placed on the beach. Shoreline erosion and degradation of the
beach template would continue to occur on SJC SPP and SJC CSRM areas. Various
plants and animals using the beach in these areas would be impacted by loss of habitat
(e.g., reduced area for nesting, foraging, etc.). The dune will continue to erode and
eventually be eliminated, along with the associated dune vegetation, in the developed
portions of the shoreline.

4.1.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Additional sand sources will allow for the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects to occur as
needed to maintain the authorized beach templates and protect the nearby
infrastructure. Inclusion of the alternate borrow areas will also provide time for the St.
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Augustine Inlet Complex to recharge its available sand resources. Potential effects of
dredging, transporting, and offloading the sand from the proposed borrow sites S-1 and
N-3 are specifically addressed in the following sections.

42 GEOLOGY

4.2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Without additional sand borrow areas, future events would be limited to the availability
of sand in the inlet complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced
volume of sand being placed on the beach. The shoreline would continue to erode, and
the beach and dune system would decrease in size. In some sections of the projects,
sediments may over top the dunes affecting the shoreline beach template. There would
be no effect to geology from this alternative in the offshore borrow areas because
dredging would not occur.

4.2.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The Preferred Alternative includes using the total footprint of both S-1 and N-3 offshore
borrow areas. Proposed new borrow area S-1 is approximately 2,700 acres in size, with
an average cut depth of 5 feet. Water depths in S-1 range from -50 to -60 feet
(NAVD88). Proposed new borrow area N-3 is approximately 1,200 acres in size, with an
average cut depth of 7 feet. Water depths in N-3 range from -40 to -60 feet (NAVD88). It
is estimated that 15 mcy of beach-compatible material exist in S-1 and 18 mcy of
beach-compatible sand exist in N-3. Borrow areas are designed with a minimum of two
feet of sediment to be left in place below the proposed dredge cut. Borrow areas S-1
and N-3 are located approximately six and eight miles offshore, respectively. As such,
the dredge cuts are not anticipated to cause any adverse impacts to the existing SJC
shoreline. At these depths, the dredge cuts are not expected to backfill at an
observable rate over the project’s life span.

For the SJC 2020 project, the project action includes the dredging of 1.1 mcy of beach
compatible sand from N-3. Hopper dredging would operationally occur over a relatively
small footprint within the N-3 borrow area, encompassing less than half the borrow area
acreage. For the SJC project, the proposed offshore borrow area is a subset of the
Corps’ borrow exploration site N-3. The total estimated volume of beach compatible
sand from SJC 2020 EA equals 9.5 mcy within the proposed borrow area and 18 mcy
within the total N-3 exploration area footprint for site N-3 overall. This area has never
been dredged and, therefore, there is additional sand for future use in the proposed
action considered under this EA. The remaining volume for N-3 is being considered for
this proposed action and the remaining 50-year life of the project. Borrow area S-1 has
not been dredged and contains up to 15 mcy. The total volume and footprint for S-1 is
being considered for this proposed action for the remaining life of the project.
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N-3 and S-1 borrow areas are a small portion of the greater outer continental shelf sand
shoals off the northeast coast of Florida. The borrow areas themselves represents a
fraction (<5% in area and volume) of a larger sand shoal complex off the SJC coast.
The borrow areas lie within the Corps-designated exploration area North Offshore
Borrow Area (NOBA), which encompasses 79 square miles and contains an estimated
65 mcy of beach quality sand north of St. Augustine Inlet (Corps 2017). South of the
inlet lies South Offshore Borrow Area (SOBA), encompassing 30 square miles and
containing an estimated 130 mcy of beach quality sand (Corps 2017). Thus, the
proposed dredging areas do not represent a significant portion of the surrounding
shoals in the region.

4.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

4.3.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to T&E species in the offshore borrow
areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur. The existing
authorized sand borrow area, St. Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used
as the site recharges. Potential effects to T&E species from dredging the St. Augustine
Inlet Complex would occur as described in previously authorized studies (see Section
1.4). However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability of sand in the inlet
complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced volume of sand
being placed on the beach. Shoreline erosion will continue to occur on SJC SPP and
SJC CSRM which may reduce available habitat for nesting sea turtles and Endangered
Species Act (ESA) listed shorebirds (i.e., piping plover and red knot) and other species
found in the dunes (i.e., Anastasia Island beach mouse).

4.3.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The Corps determined that the proposed new borrow area dredging may affect sea
turtles, but is not likely to adversely affect, manatees, whales, Atlantic sturgeon, oceanic
whitetip shark, smalltooth sawfish, scalloped hammerhead shark, and the giant manta
ray (see Table 7). This determination is based on the implementation of species-
specific protective measures. If relocation trawling is implemented as a part of the
action, then the effects conclusion for Atlantic sturgeon and giant manta ray would
change to may affect, likely to adversely affect.
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Table 7. Corps’ effect determinations for T&E species listed under the ESA (May Affect, but is not Likely
to Adversely Affect (MANLAA), Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA), Not Likely to Adversely Modify

(NLAM)).

Common Name

Scientific Name

Coordinating

Corps’ Effect

Whale - Southeastern
U.S. Calving Area
Unit 2

Agency Determination
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas NMFS May Affect
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata NMFS May Affect
Leatherback sea turtle | Dermochelys coriacea NMFS May Affect
Loggerhead sea turtle | Caretta caretta NMFS May Affect
Kemp’s ridley sea Lepidochelys kempii NMFS May Affect
turtle
Florida manatee Trichechus manatus USFWS MANLAA
latirostris
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus NMFS MANLAA
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus NMFS MANLAA
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae NMFS MANLAA
North Atlantic right Eubalaena glacialis NMFS MANLAA
whale
Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis NMFS MANLAA
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus NMFS MANLAA
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata NMFS MANLAA
Oceanic whitetip Carcharhinus longimanus NMFS MANLAA
shark
Giant manta ray Manta birostris NMFS MANLAA (May
affect (if
relocation
trawling is
implemented)
Scalloped Sphyrna lewini NMFS MANLAA
Hammerhead Shark
Atlantic Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus NMFS MANLAA (May
oxyrinchus affect (if
relocation
trawling is
implemented)
Critical Habitats
Loggerhead Sea Caretta caretta NMFS NLAM
Turtle - LOGG-N-14
North Atlantic Right Eubalaena glacialis NMFS NLAM
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Hopper dredges, with their trailing dragheads, may impact swimming sea turtles through
entrainment of adults and sub-adults. Entrainment risk associated with hopper dredge
operations may impact other ESA-listed species in the draghead area as well, however,
this risk is reduced through implementation of the SARBO PDCs. Relocation trawling for
the removal of sea turtles prior to dredge operations in the offshore borrow areas also
has the potential to incidentally impact other ESA-listed species, specifically the Atlantic
sturgeon and/or giant manta ray. If relocation trawling is needed, this action would first
be coordinated with SAD and NMFS. There is also a risk of vessel strikes to ESA-listed
species in the project transit corridor areas (whales, including North Atlantic right
whale); however, this risk is reduced through implementation of the SARBO PDCs.
Additionally, these species are highly mobile and, with reduced vessel speeds, would
likely be able to avoid equipment working in this area.

The project will implement all applicable SARBO PDCs and USFWS’ SPBO and P3BO
terms and conditions (T&Cs) to minimize any potential impacts to federally listed
species during the project’s construction. Details on the consultation with USFWS and
NMFS for compliance with the ESA are included in Appendix B “Environmental
Compliance”. Consultation letters to USFWS and NMFS are included in Appendix A
“‘Pertinent Correspondence”.

4.4 WATER QUALITY

4.4.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to water quality in the offshore borrow
areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur. Under the
No Action Alternative, existing borrow areas would continue to be used, so there would
be no effect to water quality at these offshore locations. The existing authorized sand
borrow area, St. Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used as the site
recharges. Impacts to water quality would continue to occur as described in previously
authorized studies (see Section 1.4). However, beach nourishment would be limited to
the availability of sand in the inlet complex, which would result in less frequent events
and/or a reduced volume of sand being placed on the beach.

4.4.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The primary anticipated change in water quality at the new borrow area would be a
temporary increase in turbidity during dredging. The increase in turbidity during hopper
dredging is attributed to overflow associated with hopper operations. Studies of past
projects indicate that the extent of the sediment plume is generally limited to between
1,640 — 4,000 feet from the hopper dredge and that elevated turbidity levels are
generally short-lived, on the order of an hour or less. (Corps 1983; Hitchcock et al.
1999; MMS 1999; Anchor Environmental 2003; Wilber et al. 2006). The length and
shape of the plume depend on the hydrodynamics of the water column and the
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sediment grain size. Given that the dominant substrate at the borrow sites is sand, it is
expected to settle rapidly and cause less turbidity and oxygen demand than finer-
grained sediments. No appreciable effects on dissolved oxygen, pH, or temperature are
anticipated because the dredged material has low levels of organics and low biological
oxygen demand. Additionally, dredging activities would occur within the open ocean
where the hydrodynamics of the water column are subject to mixing and exchange with
oxygen rich surface waters. Any resultant water column turbidity would be short term
(i.e., present for approximately an hour) and would not be expected to extend more than
several thousand feet from the dredging operation. Accordingly, it is anticipated that the
project would have only minor impacts on marine waters at the offshore borrow area.
Per the State of Florida water quality certification, turbidity would be monitored at the
point of discharge to ensure compliance with State of Florida water quality standards or
those activities causing the violation would temporarily cease.

4.5 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

4.5.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to essential fish habitat in the offshore
borrow areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur.
Under the No Action Alternative, the existing authorized sand borrow area, St.
Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used as the site recharges. Impacts to
EFH would continue to occur as described in previously authorized studies (see Section
1.4). However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability of sand in the inlet
complex, which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced volume of sand
being placed on the beach.

4.5.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

As stated in section 3.5 above, section 3.3.7 and NEPA documents listed in Section 1.4,
identify EFH and Federally managed fisheries within the project area. EFH impacts
include direct removal of benthic organisms as a result of dredging; turbidity/siltation
effects, including increased light attenuation from turbidity; noise disturbance to aquatic
organisms; and alteration of hydrodynamic regimes and physical habitat. Dredging the
proposed new borrow area could affect a total of 2,700-acres at S-1 in size in water
depths between 50-60 feet NAVD88 and 1,200-acres in size in water depths between
40-60 feet NAVD88 at N-3 of unconsolidated substrate on the borrow site. While
managed species may be impacted (i.e., coastal migratory pelagics) the majority of the
effects would be on associated prey species for managed species. Benthic infaunal
organisms and sessile organisms that serve as prey to managed species are expected
to be affected by dredging activities. These effects however should be temporary in
nature as these organisms should re-colonize the borrow area from adjacent similar
habitat. Best management practices (BMP) to minimize impacts to the benthos will be
implemented. These BMPs, which are similar to those discussed in the SJC 2020 EA,
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include limiting dredging depths to avoid deep pits, anoxic conditions, and/or settling of
fine sediments, providing a 2 foot-buffer of sediment left in place to ensure that post-
dredge sediment type is the same as pre-dredge. Hardbottom is not present in the
offshore borrow areas and any hardbottom will be avoided when establishing new
pipeline corridors.

Noise associated with all aspects of the dredging process may affect organisms in
several ways. Continental Shelf Associates, Inc. (2004) reviewed effects of noise on
fishes. This report stated that all fish species investigated can hear, with varying
degrees of sensitivity, within the frequency range of sound produced by cutterhead
dredges, hopper dredges, and clamshell excavators. These sounds can mask the
sounds normally used by fishes in their normal acoustic behaviors at levels as low as 60
to 80 decibels (dB) (just above detection thresholds for many species). Levels as high
as 160 dB may cause receiving fish to change their behaviors and movements that may
temporarily affect the usual distribution of animals and commercial fishing. Continuous,
long-term exposure to levels above 180 dB has been shown to cause damage to the
hair cells of the ears of some fishes under some circumstances. These effects may not
be permanent because damaged hair cells are repaired and/or regenerated in fishes.
None of the dredge types proposed for this project produce continuous sounds above
120 dB (Richardson et al. 1995). Due to the short duration of dredge projects, the
effects of underwater noise on fish populations should be minimal.

The Corps has determined that the proposed action would not have a significant
adverse impact on EFH or federally managed fisheries along the northeast coast of
Florida. This determination is based on the fact that the substrate of the project area is
naturally dynamic and unconsolidated, and measures shall be taken to protect adjacent
habitat. (See Section 6 for more information on environmental commitments and
measures.) Turbidity could affect vision of marine life within any sediment plume as well
as those marine organisms with gills and dredge noise could cause behavioral
disturbance, but these effects would be temporary as they would be limited to the time
of construction. SJC CSRM and SJC SPP are expected to use sites N-3 and S-1 for
scheduled nourishment events as well as on an as-needed basis to address emergency
shoreline restoration (details of the dredging cycle are discussed in Section 2.3). The
anticipated dredging interval infrequent and is approximately every 5-15 years and thus
re-colonization of benthic organisms is expected between events. Also, it is important
to note that the new borrow areas encompasses a fraction of the entire water body and
similar habitat occurs immediately adjacent. EFH coordination with the NMFS’ Habitat
Conservation Division (HCD) was initiated concurrently with noticing of the draft NEPA
document. In an email between BOEM and NMFS dated 31 January 2022, NMFS
stated that they would not be providing comments for this project, and the Corps did not
receive any EFH conservation recommendations. Email correspondence can be found
in Appendix A “Pertinent Correspondence”.
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4.6 BENTHIC RESOURCES

4.6.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to benthic resources in the offshore
borrow areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur.
Under the No Action Alternative, the existing authorized sand borrow area, St.
Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used as the site recharges. Impacts to
the benthos would continue to occur as described in previously authorized studies (see
Section 1.4). However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability of sand in
the inlet complex, which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced volume of
sand being placed on the beach. Erosion of the beach at the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM
projects would continue unabated. However, impacts to benthic resources would not be
anticipated.

4.6.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Dredging in the proposed new borrow areas could affect a total of 3,900 acres of
unvegetated, open sandy substrate on the OCS. (See Section 4.2.2 for detailed
information on the geology.) This will result in a localized reduction in the abundance,
diversity, and biomass of the immediate fauna. Species affected most are those that
have limited capabilities or are incapable of avoiding the dredging activities. The fauna
most affected would predominantly include invertebrates such as crustaceans,
echinoderms, mollusks, polychaetes, and annelids. Brooks et al. (2006) found in most
cases, polychaetes were the first to recolonize dredged sites, with crustaceans,
specifically amphipods, also recolonizing relatively quickly. Some studies note that
carnivores recolonized dredged areas in a short amount of time, speculating that this
response may be tied to the food resources available in dredged areas due to dead and
injured organisms resulting from the dredging process itself (Corps 2015).
Measurements of recovery, however, were varied, with some studies looking at general
abundance of organisms, and others evaluating community structure (Corps 2015).
Those evaluating entire communities often indicated that while the abundance of
organisms may increase to background levels relatively quickly, community structure
may remain altered for some time, and, in repetitively mined areas, may have difficulty
ever recovering to their original state. Hammer et al. (2005) indicated that potential
impacts from dredging within proposed borrow areas are expected to be localized and
short-term because surrounding areas can serve as a primary source for re-colonization
of the benthos. Therefore, due to the relatively small area that will be impacted as
viewed on a spatial scale, impacts to the benthic community are anticipated to be
minimal due to the relatively short period of recovery by infaunal communities following
disturbance. Adjacent areas not impacted would most likely be the primary source of
recruitment to the impacted area.
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4.7 FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

4.7.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to fish and wildlife resources in the
offshore borrow areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would
occur. Under the No Action Alternative, the existing authorized sand borrow area, St.
Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used as the site recharges. Potential
effects to fish and other wildlife resources from dredging the St. Augustine Inlet
Complex would occur as described in previously authorized studies (see Section 1.4).
However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability of sand in the inlet
complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced volume of sand
being placed on the beach. Shoreline erosion will continue to occur on SJC SPP and
SJC CSRM which may reduce available nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife (e.g.,
shorebirds, etc.) using this area.

4.7.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Fish and wildlife could be temporarily displaced during dredging operations. However,
negative impacts to these species are expected to be minimal due to the limited extent
of the dredging operations relative to the abundance of similar adjacent habitat and the
mobility of these resources. There is entrainment risk associated with hopper dredge
operations to fish and wildlife in the area of the dredge draghead and with relocation
trawling for ESA listed sea turtles (SARBO) prior to dredge operations in the offshore
borrow areas.

4.8 CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.8.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

No adverse effects to historic properties exist within the proposed project footprint from
the No Action Alternative.

4.8.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
4.8.2.1 NEW BORROW AREA N-3

Following a cultural resources assessment survey of borrow area N-3 in 2019
(Derlikowski, et al. 2019), the Corps has determined the use of the new borrow area N-3
alternative will have no effect to historic properties, with the concurrence of the Florida
SHPO per August 2021 and September 2021 correspondence with the Florida DHR
(DHR Project File No.: 2020-0690-B; Appendix A). The Corps maintains an inadvertent
discoveries clause wherein should any prehistoric or historic artifacts be recovered
during project activities all such activities will cease, and the Corps will consult with
SHPO to develop a plan to move forward.
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4.8.2.2 NEW BORROW AREA S-1

Following cultural resources assessment surveys of the S-1 borrow area in 2016
(James, et al. 2017) and 2021 (Lent, et al. 2022), the Corps has determined that the use
of the new borrow area S-1 alternative will have no effect to historic properties,
contingent upon the maintenance of a 300-foot avoidance buffer around a potentially
significant magnetic anomaly cluster located during the 2017 survey (James, et al.
2017). With this protection in place, the Florida SHPO concurred with the Corps’
determination of no effect to historic properties in letters dated January 9, 2017 and
February 15, 2022 (DHR Project File No.: 2016-3127; DHR Project File No.: 2022-0226;
Appendix A). The Corps maintains an inadvertent discoveries clause wherein should
any prehistoric or historic artifacts be recovered during project activities all such
activities will cease, and the Corps will consult with SHPO to develop a plan to move
forward.

4.8.2.3 NEW BEACH PLACEMENT PIPELINE CORRIDORS

The Corps has identified five pipeline corridors for potential beach placement that have
previously been surveyed and cleared for cultural resources by Panamerican in 2020
(Derlikowski and James 2020; DHR Project File No.: 2020-0690-B; Appendix A).
However, the Corps anticipates the need to utilize eight additional beach placement
pipeline corridors. The exact locations of these newly proposed beach placement
pipeline corridors are unknown as of the writing of this EA. As such, a determination
has not yet been made regarding the effects of the Corps’ actions on potentially
significant historic properties within the beach placement pipeline corridors. Cultural
resources consultation for the additional proposed beach placement corridors is
ongoing. The Corps will employ Stipulation V of its 2021 Programmatic Agreement
among the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the Florida State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act during Implementation of the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District Operation, Navigation, and Shore Protection
Programs which allows for the NEPA process to continue if the Corps is unable to make
a determination of effects to historic properties prior to completion of the appropriate
NEPA documentation, in order to meet Section 106 compliance requirements. Once
pipeline corridors have been identified, the Corps will coordinate the findings per the
referenced Programmatic Agreement.

49 NATIVE AMERICANS

4.9.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

The No Action Alternative (status quo) would follow the previously recommended plan
set forth in the St. Johns County, Florida South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and
Summer Haven Reaches Coastal Storm Risk Management Project Final Integrated

Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment (Corps 2017). Effects to Native
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American lands or resources from such action are addressed in the St. Johns County,
Florida South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and Summer Haven Reaches Coastal
Storm Risk Management Project Final Integrated Feasibility Study and Environmental
Assessment (Corps 2017). Florida SHPO provided concurrence on a No Effect
determination on January 9, 2017 (DHR Project File No.: 2016-3127). No response
was received from any of the federally recognized tribes to consultation letters sent on
July 22, 2016, implying concurrence with a No Effect determination.

4.9.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

As discussed in Section 3, there are no known tribal lands, resources, or areas of
historic significance within the N-3 or S-1 borrow areas. Furthermore, any seabed
disturbances will take place within Holocene sediments and will not disturb paleo-
landforms of tribal interest. Therefore, use of the N-3 and S-1 borrow areas per the
New Borrow Area Alternative will have no effect on Native Americans. Submerged
cultural resource assessment surveys to determine if tribal lands, resources, or areas of
historic significance are present within the proposed beach placement pipeline corridors
have not yet taken place since the locations of those corridors is as yet unknown.
Consultation between the Corps and Native American tribes having ancestral ties to this
region, including the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, the
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, and Muscogee
(Creek) Nation was initiated on July 29, 2021, and updated on December 21, 2021, to
provide the results of the S-1 sand borrow area survey. The Seminole Tribe of Florida
has provided a response of “no objections or other comments,” while the other listed
tribes have not provided a response within 30 days, thus implying concurrence.

4.10 AIR QUALITY

4.10.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

The air quality in the project area is not likely to change from the existing conditions in
the No Action Alternative as described in the SJC SPP and SUC CSRM NEPA
documents. (See Section 1.4, specifically the Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA, Corps’ 2017 EA,
and SJC’s 2020 EA.)

4.10.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Federal actions for the project are exempt from the Clean Air Act General Conformity
Regulations because the project is not located in a designated nonattainment or
maintenance area. The State of Florida does not regulate emissions from off-road
equipment or marine vessels (FDEP 2012); however, implementation of the Preferred
Alternative would result in minor, temporary degradation of air quality due to emissions
during dredging operations. Air quality is expected to revert to background levels
following the completion of construction.
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4.11 NOISE

4.11.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative noise in the project area is not likely to change from
existing conditions as described in the SJC SPP and SUC CSRM NEPA documents.
(See Section 1.4, specifically the Corps’ 1998 GRR/EA, Corps’ 2017 EA, and SJC’s
2020 EA.)

4.11.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Noise during construction activities will likely be minor and short term with minimal
impacts to fish and wildlife that use the project area. Species with sufficient motility
would avoid the project area during construction and return after completion of
construction activities. Dredging noise can affect marine mammals, sea turtles, birds,
and fishes. Possible effects of dredging noise can vary depending on a variety of
internal and external factors and can be divided into masking (obscuring of sounds of
interest by interfering sounds, generally at similar frequencies), response, discomfort,
hearing loss, and injury (MALSF 2009). Deeper water operations may propagate sound
over greater distances than those in confined nearshore areas (Hildebrandt 2004).

Dredging to extract sand produces broadband and continuous sound, mainly at lower
frequencies. Noise associated with dredging activities can be placed into five
categories:

1. Collection noise — The noise generated from the collection of material from the
seafloor; for example, the operation of the drag head. This noise is dependent
on the structure of the sea floor and the type of dredge used.

Pump noise — The noise from the pump driving the suction through the pipe.

Transport noise — The noise of the material being lifted from the seafloor to the

dredge and pumped through a pipeline to the beach. For trailing suction hopper

and cutter suction dredges, this would be the noise of the material as it passes

up the suction pipe. For clamshell dredges, it would be the sound of the crane

dropping/lifting the bucket.

4. Deposition noise — This noise is associated with the placement of the material
within the barge or hopper.

5. Ship/machinery noise — The noise associated with the dredging ship itself. For
stationary dredges, the primary source will be the onboard machinery. Mobile

dredges will also have propeller and thruster noise (MALSF 2009).

W N

Components of underwater sounds produced by each type are influenced by a host of
factors including substrate type, geomorphology of the waterway, site-specific
hydrodynamic conditions, equipment maintenance status, and skill of the dredge plant
operator (Dickerson et al. 2001). Field investigations have been undertaken to
characterize underwater sounds typical of bucket, hydraulic cutterhead, and hopper
dredging operations (Dickerson et al. 2001). Preliminary findings indicate that

cutterhead dredging operations are relatively quiet as compared to other dredging
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operations in aquatic environments. Hopper dredges produce somewhat more intense
sounds similar to those generated by vessels of comparable size. Hopper dredge
noises consist of a combination of sounds emitted from two relatively continuous
sources: engine and propeller noise similar to that of large commercial vessels and
sounds of dragheads moving in contact with the substrate.

A recent study evaluated sound levels produced by hopper dredges operating in an
offshore environment during sediment excavation, transport of material, and pump-out
of material (Reine et al. 2014). When averaged across all dredging activities, Sound
Pressure Levels (SPLs) averaged 142.31 dB at a distance of 164 feet and grew
progressively less to 120.1 dB at 1.21 miles. At all distances from dredging activity,
sound levels were highest during sediment removal activities and transition from transit
to pump-out and were quietest during flushing of pipes at pump-out (132.45 dB). At a
distance of 1.55 miles sounds attenuated to ambient levels.

Sound plays an important role in the marine environment; however, the function of
sound in the ecology of many marine animals is not entirely understood. The extraction
of sand from the marine environment produces sound that elevates levels above
ambient and may disturb or cause injury to some marine fauna such as invertebrates,
fishes, mammals and sea turtles. For example, in marine cephalopods, exposure to low-
frequency sound was found to cause acoustic trauma to sensory structures responsible
for the animals’ sense of balance and position (Andre et al. 2011). Sound can also
prove detrimental to fishes, especially those considered “hearing specialists” that have
specialized hearing structures and those with swim bladders. The frequency and sound
levels emitted by dredges overlap the range of hearing for some fish species, meaning
dredging can cause adverse effects such as behavioral changes or physiological
damage (Thomsen et al. 2009). Noise generated by the dredge may minimally impact
those living on the beaches during project construction but will likely not be too
noticeable over ambient noise of wind and waves. Equipment such as booster pumps
will be properly maintained to minimize effects of noise. Once dredging has concluded,
noise levels will drop back to background levels

4.12 AESTHETIC RESOURCES

4.12.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to aesthetic resources due to the
renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur in federal waters. Under the
No Action Alternative, the existing authorized sand borrow area, St. Augustine Inlet
Complex, would continue to be used as the site recharges. Potential effects to
aesthetics from dredging the St. Augustine Inlet Complex would occur as described in
previously authorized studies (see Section 1.4). However, beach nourishment would be
limited to the availability of sand in the inlet complex which would result in less frequent
events and/or a reduced volume of sand being placed on the beach. Shoreline erosion
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will continue to occur on SJC SPP and SJC CSRM which would negatively affect
aesthetic resources of the beach area due to increased erosion and the continued
narrowing of the beach.

4.12.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Short term adverse aesthetic impacts would occur during construction due to the
presence of construction equipment. Equipment used during dredging operations
(including the presence of a dredging vessel working in the offshore borrow areas of S-1
and N-3 during project construction and associated pumping and offloading through
pipeline corridors) would be visible during construction, which may be considered
unsightly by members of the public. This may result in a temporary reduction in the
aesthetic value of the offshore waters and nearby beach areas during dredging and
offloading activities.

4.13 RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

4.13.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative recreational resources are not likely to change from
existing conditions as described in the SJC SPP and SJIC CSRM NEPA documents.
(See Section 1.4, specifically the 1998 GRR/EA, 2017 EA, and 2020 EA.) The existing
authorized sand borrow area, St. Augustine Inlet Complex, would continue to be used
as the site recharges. However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability
of sand in the inlet complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced
volume of sand being placed on the beach. Shoreline erosion will continue to occur on
SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects resulting in the continued narrowing of the beach,
which will make it less suitable for recreating due to a reduction in the area available to
engage in recreational activities (e.g., sunbathing, exercising, beach combing, biking,
surf fishing) and limited access for watersports (e.g., swimming, surfing, and kayaking).

4.13.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Use of the new sand borrow areas N-3 and S-1 and associated pipeline corridors would
temporarily impact recreation during construction due to the equipment located just
offshore from the beach. Dredge vessels and associated offloading activities may
cause temporary inconveniences for recreating, such as temporary impediments for
those enjoying swimming, kayaking, motorboat operation, and water-based activities in
the nearshore region. Recreational use of the offshore borrow areas would also be
impacted due to the presence of dredge vessels and the closure of areas in proximity to
the offshore borrow areas to recreational boat traffic (including recreational fishing).
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4.14 NAVIGATION & SAFETY

4.14.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, proposed borrow sites S-1 and N-3 would not be used
in upcoming renourishment events so no effects to navigation and safety in the offshore
borrow areas due to the renourishment efforts proposed in this action would occur.
Under the No Action Alternative navigation and safety effects would be as described in
the existing NEPA documents and use of the St. Augustine Inlet Complex would
continue. However, beach nourishment would be limited to the availability of sand in
the inlet complex which would result in less frequent events and/or a reduced volume of
sand being placed on the beach. Beach erosion will continue, and this would negatively
affect safety of the beach area by exposing more hard structures through erosion.
Waves would wash into revetments, bulkheads, and seawalls which might make
swimmers and shallow water waders more exposed to harm. With continued erosion,
low lying dwellings and roads would be more susceptible to over wash and flooding
from storm events and sea level rise causing safety concerns.

4.14.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Use of the new sand borrow areas N-3 and S-1 and associated pipeline corridors could
impact nearshore navigation of small vessels such as kayaks and jet skis. These
activities should not be significantly affected as the dredging of N-3 and S-1 will occur
further offshore, and these small vessels can easily navigate around the offloading
pipeline, hookup/connection points, and dredging vessels mining sand from offshore
borrow areas. Transit for commercial and recreational fishing does occur within the
offshore borrow areas and will be impacted during dredge operations. Due to the
availability of alternate transit routes and fishing areas and the short duration of
dredging events these impacts are expected to be negligible (MMS 2004).

4.15 SOCIOECONOMICS

4.15.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (STATUS QUO)

Under the No Action Alternative, socioeconomics could be negatively affected due to
availability of sand in the St. Augustine Inlet Complex. However, beach nourishment
would be limited to the availability of sand in the inlet complex which would result in less
frequent events and/or a reduced volume of sand being placed on the beach. Beach
erosion will result in the continued narrowing of the beach, which will make it less
suitable for recreating. Reduced recreation and tourism could negatively affect
socioeconomics for the area.

4.15.2 NEW BORROW AREA ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would ensure that beach renourishment of
the SJC SPP and SJC CSRM projects continues, which will reduce the risk of coastal
storm damages to infrastructure. Additionally, maintaining the beach template to its
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authorized limits will also maintain the recreation and tourism benefits by reducing
erosion impacts (i.e., continued narrowing of the beach). From the perspective of
regional economic development (RED) and other social effects (OSE), minor disruptions
to local businesses could occur as during construction activities; however, these
impacts are expected to be temporary and would last only as long as construction is
occurring. Throughout the life of the federal project reduction in damages could produce
RED and OSE benefits. Also, revenue and jobs generated by the project would benefit
the area’s socioeconomics.

There is no documentation to suggest that either borrow area is utilized by recreational
or commercial fishermen. However, a wide variety of finfish and shellfish species that
dwell in softbottom and coastal pelagic (i.e., at or near the sea surface in the water
column) species are caught and landed off the coast of northeast Florida. Transit for
commercial and recreational fishing does occur within the area and could be impacted
during dredge operations. Due to the availability of alternate transit routes and fishing
areas and the short duration of dredging events these impacts are expected to be
negligible and ultimately would not be expected to affect commercial or recreational
fishing that may be occurring.

There is also no evidence that commercial dive operations occur within either borrow
area, especially considering the absence of hardbottom or reef structure. Therefore,
impacts to these operations are expected to be negligible (MMS 2004).

4.16 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

4.16.1 IRREVERSIBLE

An irreversible commitment of resources is one in which the ability to use and/or enjoy
the resource is lost forever. Other than the use of fuel, equipment and supplies, there
would be no irreversible commitment of resources.

4.16.2 IRRETRIEVABLE

An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in which, due to decisions to manage
the resource for another purpose, opportunities to use or enjoy the resource as they
presently exist are lost for a period of time. Dredging of the new borrow areas would
result in the borrow site sand being removed from the offshore system. Additionally,
dredging activities could temporarily disrupt navigation and recreational activities.

4.17 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The dredging of the new borrow area would adversely impact benthic organisms, some
fish species, and temporarily adversely impact other wildlife.
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5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

A Notice of Availability for the proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices
was coordinated with pertinent agencies and interested stakeholders for 30 calendar
days (21 January through 19 February 2022) to allow for review and comment. The
FONSI, Final EA and appendices are posted to the following website under St. Johns
County: https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/DivisionsOffices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/.

5.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND CORPS’ RESPONSES

Comments received in the draft EA include a letter dated 18 February 2018, from FWC
noting that FWC has no initial questions or concerns regarding the proposed plans and
will provide recommended conditions for listed species and habitat protection to the
state regulatory agency during the state permitting process for this project. A summary
matrix of the FWC comment and Corps’ response, along with the original comment
letter are included in the final NEPA document in Appendix C “Public and Agency
Comments”.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND COMPLIANCE

The Corps will comply with all applicable conditions of the 401 WQC, 404(b)(1)
WQC, Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) Section 103
concurrence, Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) Federal Consistency
Determination (FCD) concurrence, and SARBO for the Preferred Alternative.
Placement of beach quality sand was previously coordinated in the EA
documents (SJC CSRM 2017; SJC SPP 1998). The contractor would be
required to train their personnel in all phases of environmental protection. The
training would include methods of detecting and avoiding pollution, familiarization
with pollution standards, both statutory and contractual, and installation and care
of facilities to insure adequate and continuous environmental pollution control.
The contractor’s quality control and supervisory personnel would be thoroughly
trained in the proper use of monitoring devices and abatement equipment, and
would be thoroughly knowledgeable of Federal, State, and local laws,
regulations, and permits as listed in the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)
submitted by the contractor. The Corps and its contractors commit to avoiding
and minimizing adverse effects during construction activities by including the
commitments shown in Table 8 in the contract specifications:

Table 8. Corps' environmental commitments.

Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment
Protection of Fish and Wildlife Prior to the start of construction, the Contractor will
Resources submit their Environmental Protection Plan (EPP), which

requires the Contractor to describe how they will
implement the protective measures in the project
specifications for species that require specific attention,
methods for protection of features (e.g., vegetation,
animals, water) to be preserved within authorized work
areas, and procedures to be implemented that will
provide the required environmental protection to comply
with applicable laws and regulations. The Corps reviews
and approves the EPP to ensure all minimization
measures and environmental protections are considered
and will be appropriately implemented.
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Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment

Threatened and Endangered Adverse effects to T&E species will be avoided and/or
Species Protection minimized. For the Preferred Alternative a hopper,
dredge would be used to perform the proposed work. As
described in Section 4.2.2, incidental take of listed
species may occur if a hopper dredge and/or capture
trawling is used; however, implementation of standard
protection conditions and BMPs will ensure that the
potential adverse effects to these species are reduced to
the maximum extent practicable. The Corps will include
applicable T&Cs and PDCs of the SARBO, SPBO, and
P3BO in the project plans and specifications.
Additionally, NMFS’ sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish
construction conditions as well as the USFWS standard
manatee conditions for in-water work will be
implemented. T&E species protection criteria will be
included in the Contractor’'s EPP.

Water Quality Implementation of design and procedural controls will
prevent oil, fuel, or other hazardous substances from
entering the air or water. (For example, procedural
controls may include the following: To prevent spills, fuel
dispensers shall have a 4-foot square, 16-gauge metal
pan with borders banded up and welded at corners right
below the bibb. Edges of the pans shall be 8-inch
minimum in depth to ascertain that no contamination of
the ground takes place. Pans shall be cleaned by an
approved method immediately after every dispensing of
fuel and wastes disposed of offsite in an approved area.
Should any spilling of fuel occur, the Contractor shall
immediately recover the contaminated ground and
dispose of it offsite in an approved area. Petroleum
waste generated shall be stored in marked corrosion-
resistant containers and recycled or disposed of in
accordance with 40 CFR Part 279, State, and local
regulations.) All wastes and refuse generated by project
construction will be removed and properly disposed.
Contractors will implement a spill contingency plan for
hazardous, toxic, or petroleum material. Conditions
imposed by WQCs will be implemented in order to
minimize adverse effects to water quality. Conditions of
the Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) Site
Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP) and 103
concurrence will be incorporated into the plans and
specifications.
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Environmental Commitment

Corps’ Commitment

Cultural Resources

The Corps will carry out additional activities to complete
necessary surveys and consultation for the proposed
beach placement corridors prior to development of plans
and specifications, following the terms of its 2021
Programmatic Agreement among the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, the Florida State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act during
Implementation of the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, Jacksonville District Operation, Navigation,
and Shore Protection Programs. A 300-foot buffer has
been established and will be maintained around one
cluster of potential cultural resource anomalies within the
S-1 borrow area. An unexpected cultural resources finds
clause will be included in the project specifications. In
the event that any potentially significant cultural
resources are uncovered during construction activities,
all activities will be halted immediately within the area.
Once reported, the Corps’ staff will initiate coordination
with the appropriate Federal and state agencies to
determine if archaeological investigation is required.
Additional work in the area of the discovery will be
suspended at the site until compliance with all Federal
and state regulations is successfully completed and
Corps’ staff members provide further directive.

Protection of Migratory Birds

Although the Preferred Alternative for this NEPA is for
use of new sand borrow areas, sand will be placed on
the beach therefore standard migratory bird protection
protocols will be incorporated into the project plans and
specifications. The contractor will be required to abide
by those protocols and all monitoring timeframes as
specified by all applicable licenses and permits.

Air Quality

Air emissions such as vehicular exhaust and dust shall
be controlled. The project is exempt from the Clean Air
Act conformity requirements because it is located in a
Federal attainment area (FAC 62-204.340 (1-4)). USEPA
has not established air quality standards for Federal
waters.
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In the event of a noncompliance issue, the Corps’ contracting officer would notify the
contractor in writing of any observed noncompliance with Federal, State, or local laws or
regulations, permits and other elements of the plans and/or specifications. The
contractor would, after receipt of such notice, inform the Corps’ contracting officer of the
proposed corrective action and take such action, once approved. If the contractor fails
to comply promptly, the Corps will issue an order stopping all or part of the work until
the satisfactory corrective action has been taken.

The status of coordination and compliance of the Preferred Alternative with
environmental requirements is shown in Table 8. Detailed information on environmental
compliance can be found in Appendix B. The status of environmental compliance is
described as follows:
e Compliant: Meets all requirements of the statute for the current stage of planning
(either preauthorization or post-authorization).
¢ In-Progress: Not having met some of the requirements that normally are met in
the current stage of planning or pending due notice of availability and comment
public/agency comment period.
e Not applicable: No requirements for the statute required for the planning/
construction.

Table 9. Status of environmental compliance.

Law, Pollc.y, Status Comments
and Regulations

National Compliant | This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its

Environmental Policy implementing regulations. A Notice of Availability for the

Act of 1969 proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices was

(42 U.S.C. § 4321 et coordinated with pertinent agencies and interested

seq.) stakeholders for 30 calendar days to allow for review and
comment. The Corps and BOEM are complying with the NEPA
process and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of
construction. The Corps and BOEM have updated the draft
NEPA document as appropriate following public
review/comment.

Anadromous Fish Compliant | The Preferred Alternative would not adversely affect

Conservation Act anadromous fish species.

(16 U.S.C. §§ 757A-

757G)
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Law, Policy,

. Status Comments
and Regulations

Archaeological In This Act applies to federally owned and tribally owned lands,

Resources Protection | Progress | including Reservation lands. The Preferred Alternative does

Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. not anticipate the need to excavate or in any way disturb

§ 470aa et seq.) potentially significant cultural resources existing on federal
lands. Any seabed disturbances will take place within
Holocene sediments and will not disturb paleo-landforms of
tribal interest. Any seabed disturbances will take place within
Holocene sediments and will not disturb paleo-landforms of
tribal interest.

American Indian Compliant | The policy of the U.S. is to protect and preserve for American

Religious Freedom Indians, Alaska Native Groups and Native Hawaiians, their

Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 1996 inherent rights of Freedom to believe, express, and exercise

and 1996a) traditional religions. These rights include, but are not limited to,
access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the
freedom to worship through ceremony and traditional rites. The
Preferred Alternative does not impeded access to sites, prevent
possession of sacred objects, or deny freedom to worship
through ceremony or traditional rites.

Clean Air Act Compliant | The Corps’ contractor will obtain any air quality permits, if

(42 U.S.C. §7401 et required.

seq.)

Clean Water Act, In Effects of using the S-1 and N-3 sand borrow sources are

Section 401 and progress substantially similar to the effects and determinations described

Section 404(B)
(33 U.S.C. § 1341 and
33 U.S.C. § 1344(b))

in the prior 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation (Corps 1998, Corps
2018); therefore, this EA incorporates by reference the
previously completed 404(b)(1) SJC SPP dated March 1998
(Corps 1998) and SJC CSRM March 2017 (Corps 2017). The
SJC SPP and CSRM projects would be performed in
compliance with the conditions of the water quality certifications
issued by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP) (No. 0295429-003-JN (SPP) and No. 0377120-001-JC
(CSRM)) (and subsequently issued modifications) to ensure
State of Florida water quality standards are met. The use of
any offshore borrow sites will require a modification for both
water quality certifications to incorporate those areas. It is
anticipated that FDEP will issue a modification to the water
quality certifications.
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Law, Policy,
and Regulations

Status

Comments

Coastal Barrier
Resources Act and
Coastal Barrier
Improvement Act
(16 U.S.C. § 3501 et
seq. and PL 101-591)

Compliant

The borrow areas are located offshore in water depths greater
than the 30 foot-contour and are not within CBRS units.
Dredging of N-3 and S-1 sand borrow sites would not occur in
designated CBRS units; however, placement will restore and
stabilize the beaches in the designated CBRS units. Previous
consultation for the placement of sand from the SJC projects
within CBRS units was completed with USFWS via letter dated
October 25, 2016 (Corps 2017). The Corps has consulted with
USFWS and in a letter dated April 19, 2022, the Corps received
the general exemption for the protection of state road A1A as
an essential link; 16 U.S.C. 3505(a)(3): The maintenance,
replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the expansion, of
publicly owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or
facilities that are essential links in a larger network or system.
Additional details on environmental compliance and pertinent
correspondence can be found in Appendix A and B of the EA.

Coastal Zone
Management Act
(16 U.S.C. § 1451 et

seq.)

In
progress

Pursuant to Subpart D of the implementing regulations for the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (15 CFR Part 930)
water quality certificates were previously issued for the projects,
indicating the SJC SPP was consistent with Florida’s Coastal
Management Program (No. 0295429-003-JN). Water quality
certificate No. 0295429-003-JC from FDEP for the St.
Augustine Beach portion was issued September 26, 2011 and
expires September 26, 2026. Water quality certificate No.
0377120-001-JC from FDEP for the South Ponte Vedra and
Vilano Beach portion was issued March 26, 2020 and expires
March 26, 2035. The new borrow areas are located outside of
state waters and dredging of the borrow areas is not subject to
state authorization; however, a water quality certification
modification will be required to indicate that the material from
that borrow areas complies with the state sand rule and can be
used to renourish the certified beach projects. In a letter dated
March 18, 2022, the Florida State Clearinghouse staff reviewed
the draft EA and based on the information submitted and
minimal project impacts, the State has no objections to the
subject project and therefore, it is consistent with the Florida
Coastal Management Program (FCMP). Additional details on
environmental compliance with the CZMA can be found in
Appendix B of the EA.

Endangered Species
Act
(16 U.S.C. § 1531 et

seq.)

Compliant

The Preferred Alternative will adhere to the applicable PDCs of
the 2020 NMFS SARBO and USFWS SPBO, P3BO and
individual consultations for Anastasia Island beach mouse and
rufa red knot. Detailed information on the consultation with
NMFS and USFWS can be found in Appendix B.
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Law, Policy,

. Status Comments
and Regulations

Estuary Protection Not No estuaries of national significance exist in the project area.

Act applicable

(16 U.S.C. §§ 1221-

1226)

Federal Water Project | Compliant | Recreational opportunities as well as the effects of the

Recreation Act Preferred Alternative on outdoor recreation have been

(16 U.S.C. §§ described in Section 3 and 4.

460(L)(12)-460(L)(21))

Fish and Wildlife Compliant | The proposed action has been coordinated with USFWS. A

Coordination Act Memorandum for the Record, signed by USFWS on April 28,

(16 U.S.C. §§ 661- 2022, and the Corps, documents an agreement between the

666¢) agencies to use the NEPA review and ESA consultation
processes to complete coordination responsibilities under the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Corps is complying
with the Act through the NEPA review and ESA consultation
processes and is in full compliance with the Act.

Farmland Protection Not No farmland would be impacted with the proposed project.

Policy Act applicable

(7 U.S.C. § 4201 et

seq.)

Magnuson-Stevens Compliant | The EFH Assessment for the project is integrated within this

Fishery Conservation report. EFH consultation was coordinated with the NMFS

and Management Act, through the draft report’s review period. In an email between

as amended BOEM and NMFS dated January 31, 2022, NMFS stated that

(16 U.S.C. § 1801 et they would not be reviewing the EA for this project, and the

seq.) Corps did not receive any EFH conservation recommendations.
Email correspondence can be found in Appendix A “Pertinent
Correspondence”.

Marine Mammal Compliant | Project sites are accessible to marine mammals, such as the

Protection Act

(16 U.S.C. §§ 1361—
1362, 1371-1389,
1401-1407, 1411-1418,
1421-1421h, 1423-
1423h)

Florida manatee and whales (especially the North Atlantic Right
Whale). Incorporation of standard protection conditions, BMPs,
as well as applicable T&Cs and PDCs of the SARBO, SPBO,
and P3BO into the projects’ plans and specifications will ensure
that the potential adverse effects to these species are reduced
to the maximum extent practicable. Implementation of these
safeguards to protect threatened and endangered species
during construction would protect marine mammals in the area.
No take? is anticipated.

2 Take as defined under the Marine Mammal Protection Act means "to harass, hunt, capture, or Kill, or

attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any marine mammal" (16 U.S.C. § 1362(13))
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Law, Policy,

. Status Comments
and Regulations

Marine Protection, Not The Preferred Alternative does not include ocean disposal of

Research, and applicable | dredged material.

Sanctuaries Act

(16 U.S.C. §§ 1431-

1445, 1447-1447f and

33 U.S.C. §§ 1401-

1445, 2801-2805)

Migratory Bird Treaty | Compliant | The Corps will include standard migratory bird protection

Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703- measures in the project plans and specifications and will

712) and Migratory require the contractor to abide by those requirements.

Bird Conservation Act

(16 U.S.C. §§ 715-

715D, 715E, 715F-

715R)

National Historic Compliant | Consultation occurred with the Florida SHPO, appropriate

Preservation Act federally recognized tribes, and other interested parties. Due

(54 U.S.C. § 300101 et to continued changes to project parameters for the pipeline

seq.) corridor, the Corps and BOEM will employ Stipulation V of its
2021 Programmatic Agreement among the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, the Florida State Historic Preservation
Officer, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act during Implementation of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District Operation,
Navigation, and Shore Protection Programs in order to meet its
Section 106 compliance requirements.

Native American Compliant | This Act applies to Federal owned lands, including Reservation

Graves Protection lands. The Preferred Alternative proposes impacts to federally

and Repatriation Act owned lands; however, archaeological surveys of those lands

(25 U.S.C. § 3001 et do not indicate the presence of Native American graves or

seq.) other burial resources. Consultation occurred with the
Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma,
the Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, and the Miccosukee Tribe of
Indians of Florida and Muscogee (Creek) Nation.

Outer Continental In The Corps is currently coordinating with BOEM to execute a

Shelf Lands Act (43 progress lease agreement for the use of the new borrow areas N-3 and

U.S.C. § 1331 et seq.) S-1 and will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of
construction.

Rivers and Harbors Compliant | The proposed work could temporarily obstruct navigable waters

Act of 1899, Section
10
(33 U.S.C. §404)

of the U.S. during construction. The proposed action will be
subjected to the public notice and other evaluations normally
conducted for activities subject to the Act. The project
complies with the Act.
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Law, Policy,

. Status Comments
and Regulations

Submerged Lands Compliant | The borrow area dredging would not occur on submerged lands

Act of the State of Florida. The Corps will coordinate the project

(43 U.S.C. §1301 et with the State of Florida through the WQC process, FCD

seq.) review, and the review process of this EA. The Corps is
complying with the Act through the state review processes and
will be in full compliance with the Act at the time of
construction.

Uniform Relocation Compliant | No homeowners would be displaced as part of offshore

Assistance and Real dredging and transport. The project will be in full compliance

Property Acquisition with the Act at the time of construction.

Policies Act

(42 U.S.C. §§ 4601-

4655)

Wild and Scenic River | Not No designated wild and scenic rivers are located within project

Act applicable | area.

(16 U.S.C. § 1271 et

seq.)

Executive Order Compliant | The Corps concludes that the proposed project will not result in

(E.O.) 11988 harm to people, property, and floodplain values; will not induce

Floodplain development in the floodplain; and the project is in the public

Management interest. For the reasons stated above, the project complies
with this E.O. (See Appendix B).

E.O. 11990 Not Wetlands are not located within the proposed project footprint.

Protection of applicable

Wetlands

E.O. 12898 Federal Compliant | The Corps conducted an evaluation of EJ impacts using a two-

Actions to Address step process: as a first step, the study area was evaluated to

Environmental determine whether it contains a concentration of people of color

Justice in Minority and/or low-income populations. The second step includes

Populations and Low- evaluation to determine whether the proposed action would

Income Populations result in a disproportionately-high adverse effect on these
populations. (The detailed EJ analysis can be found in
Appendix B.) The Corps determined that the proposed project
does not present any environmental impacts that are high,
adverse, and disproportionate to low income and/or people of
color populations.

E.O. 13007 Indian Not This E.O. is directed towards executive branch agencies with

Sacred Sites applicable | statutory or administrative responsibility for the management of
Federal lands. The proposed action would not affect
Department of Defense owned or Corps managed lands.

E.O. 13045 Protection | Compliant | The proposed action does not affect children disproportionately

of Children from from other members of the population and would not increase

Environmental Health any environmental health or safety risks to children.

and Safety Risks

E.O. 13089 Not The proposed action does not occur in areas near coral reefs

Coral Reef Protection | applicable | and hardbottom habitats.
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Law, Policy,

. Status Comments
and Regulations
E.O. 13112 Compliant | The project’s plans and specifications will include conditions to
Invasive Species avoid the introduction and/or promotion of non-native species

to the region. The Corps will require the contractor to abide by
those requirements as well as submit a plan describing the
protection measures to be implemented by the contractor.

E.O. 13175 Compliant | Consultation with members and representatives of the
Consultation and Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of
Coordination with Florida, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, the Thlopthlocco
Indian Tribal Tribal Town, and the Muscogee Creek Nation have been
Governments ongoing. Pursuant to E.O. 13175, the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, Headquarters developed the November 1, 2012
Tribal Policy Memorandum, which dictates Federal
responsibilities, including Trust Responsibilities, to Federally
recognized Tribes. The Corps will continue to consult as
required by the E.O. and as specified by the November 1, 2012
Tribal Policy Memorandum.

E.O. 13186 Compliant | The Preferred Alternative is not expected to adversely affect
Responsibilities of migratory bird species.

Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory
Birds
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Issuance of a Negotiated Agreement for Use of Outer Continental Shelf Sand from
Borrow Area N-3 for the St. Johns County, Florida Coastal Storm Risk
Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach Reaches)

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental
Quiality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Department of
the Interior (DOI) regulations implementing NEPA (43 CFR 46), the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Jacksonville District (Corps) (lead agency), with the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management (BOEM) serving as a cooperating agency, prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) in April 2022 that considers the use of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
sand for two adjacent beach renourishment projects along shorelines of St. Johns
County (SJC), Florida (hereafter referred to as Project). BOEM contributed to the
preparation of the 2022 EA, then conducted an independent review before adopting the
document. This Finding of No Significant Impact only considers the next construction
cycle of the SJC Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (hereafter referred to as the
Project) despite the scope of the 2022 EA (Attachment 1).

Proposed Action

The purpose of the Project is to reduce future storm damages to coastal infrastructure,
increase and maintain recreational opportunities, and improve environmental habitat
along SJC. The Project would initially dredge up to 2.5 million cubic yards (MCY) of
OCS sand for placement sand along the SJC shoreline for the SJC, Florida Coastal
Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra Beach and Vilano Beach
Reaches) (SJC CSRM). The SJC CSRM Project area consists of 2.6 miles of shoreline
from Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) reference monument R-
102.5 to R-117.5 in Vilano Beach, St. Johns County, Florida.

Since 2016, the SJC beaches have been severely impacted by coastal storms (most
notably Hurricanes Matthew, Irma, and Dorian). In November 2021, a strong and long-
lasting nor’easter impacted SJC and compounded intense erosion throughout the
project area. The storm caused significant sand loss from the beach berm and dune
with severe scarping of the dune along most of the project footprint. Following this
event, Corps funding was provided for an emergency renourishment using Flood
Control and Coastal Emergencies (FCCE) funding. The existing sand borrow source for
the SJC CSRM beaches has historically been the St. Augustine Inlet and Ebb Shoal
Complex. After the aforementioned FCCE funded event (1.3 MCY), post construction
surveys indicate that there is limited remaining volume (200,000 - 400,000 CY) within
the St. Augustine Inlet Complex borrow areas. In addition to the limited quantity, the
sand exists in a very thin layer and the removal would be inefficient and likely lead to
diminished quantities of beach compatible sand. Therefore, this EA analyzed the use of
a new borrow source for the SJC CSRM project for up to two scheduled renourishments
during its remaining authorized project lifecycle. The Project renourishment interval was





initially assessed to be every 12 years (Corps 2017) but has been reassessed since the
most recent renourishment effort (2021; 1.3 MCY placed) and a more frequent interval
is necessary to maintain the template. BOEM only proposes to authorize the use of
Borrow Area N-3 for the next construction cycle.

BOEM’s action is to enter into a three-party Non-competitive Negotiated Agreement
(NNA) with the Corps and SJC to authorize the use of up to 2.5 MCY of OCS sand for
construction of the Project from offshore Borrow Area N-3 for the SJIC CSRM. Borrow
Area N-3 is located about 8.4 miles offshore the city of Vilano Beach, FL. The Project
features an authorized design beach fill template includes a 60-foot berm extension (+8
ft-NAVD88) from the contour of the idealized existing (August 2015) beach profile
between the berm (+8 ft-NAVD88) and the estimated depth of closure (-20 feet
NAVDB88). The authorized design template also includes a dune feature that reflects
maintenance of the existing (August 2015) dune condition. Beach fill material includes
an average of 866,000 CY for periodic nourishment events. The Project renourishment
interval was initially assessed to be every 12 years (Corps 2017) but has been
reassessed since the most recent renourishment effort (2021; 1.3 MCY placed) and a
more frequent interval is necessary to maintain the template. BOEM only proposes to
authorize the use of Borrow Area N-3 for the next construction cycle.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Previous environmental documents identified beach nourishment as the preferred
alternative to address coastal erosion and storm damage in SJC. In the 2022 EA, the
Corps considered four alternatives to the Project: 1) no action, 2) beach nourishment
with one of the new Borrow Areas, N-3, 3) beach nourishment with unproven offshore
borrow areas, and 4) beach nourishment with upland sand sources. Alternatives 3 and 4
were considered, but were eliminated from further evaluation. Alternative 3 (unproven
offshore borrow areas) was not carried forward because the closest unproven area
(SJ1-R134) is undeveloped and would require significant bathymetric, geotechnical, and
cultural investigations that would not align with the timeline of for the CSRM need and
may ultimately prove unfruitful. Alternative 4 (upland sand sources) was not carried
forward due to the lack of known available sources and availability of access points to
the beach. The no action alternative represents the conditions if no future beach
nourishment occurred and is a comparison for other alternatives. The preferred
alternative in the 2022 EA is to use the currently proven Borrow Area N-3 to obtain
beach compatible fill material for the renourishment of the South Ponte Verde and
Vilano Beach authorized projects shorelines.

Environmental Effects

Project sponsors previously evaluated impacts associated with dredging and placement
operations for beach nourishment activities along South Ponte Vedra and Vilano
Beaches in the following environmental documents:
e SJC and BOEM 2020. Environmental Assessment: Use of Outer Continental
Shelf Sand from Borrow Area N-3 for the South Ponte Vedra Beach Restoration





Project. This EA evaluates the use of OCS sand from N-3 and placement at
specified areas in a FEMA-funded project at South Ponte Vedra.

e FEMA 2019. Environmental Assessment: St. Johns County Emergency Beach
Berms, St. Johns County, Florida. This EA evaluates placement impacts to South
Ponte Vedra Beach, SJC.

e Corps 2017. St. Johns County Coastal Storm Risk Management Project, Final
Integrated Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment (EA) and Findings of
No Significant Impact (FONSI). South Ponte Vedra Beach, Vilano Beach, and
Summer Haven Reaches St. Johns County, Florida. This EA evaluates
placement impacts along South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach.

The Corps and BOEM prepared the 2022 EA to evaluate the potential environmental
effects associated with dredging the OCS Borrow Area (N-3) and transporting sand for
placement along the SJC coast. This EA incorporates by reference the aforementioned
NEPA analyses. As a cooperating agency, BOEM participated in the NEPA process,
contributed to the preparation of the EA, conducted an independent review and
provided comments on draft documents, and worked with the Corps to address all
comments prior to adoption of the Final EA.

The Corps and BOEM identified a suite of environmental commitments necessary to
avoid, minimize, and/or reduce and track any foreseeable adverse effects that may
result from the Project. The Corps and SJC are responsible for implementing all
environmental requirements prior to, during, and after construction, as described in the
2022 EA (for dredging and conveyance from N-3), the 2020 EA (for dredging and
conveyance from Borrow Area N-3 for placement along South Ponte Vedra), and the
2017 EA (for placement along South Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach.

Significance Review

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.3(b), BOEM analyzed the significance of potential effects of
the proposed action considering both the potentially affected environment and the
degree of effects. Connected actions (defined per 40 CFR 1501.9(e)(1)), including on-
and-off site mobilization and beach placement activities, were considered in previous
NEPA analyses and those analyses were incorporated by reference in the 2022 EA.

BOEM considered the affected area and resources potentially present in both spatial
and temporal contexts. The proposed action is considered site-specific. The area of
direct fill placement includes dry sandy beach, intertidal flat/surf zone, and shallow
subtidal habitat. Borrow Area N-3 includes similar sandy submerged habitat. Effects
would be limited to the placement site (including the pipeline corridors for conveying
sediment to the beach) and the immediate dredging area, both of which are dominated
by storms and physical processes of waves and currents. Effects of the Project would
generally be limited to the 3-month to 6-month construction window and the time interval
associated with equilibration of the placement material, recovery of the disturbed borrow
area, and any habitat change along the beach. BOEM evaluated the following when
evaluating the degree of effects:





0] Short- and long-term effects

Potential effects associated with the Project would be localized, short-lived, and
generally reversible as described below. The only long-term effect within Borrow Area
N-3 would be related to physical geomorphologic change due to the removal of OCS
sand and limited infilling or reshaping expected. Borrow area N-3 was dredged in
summer 2022 and 1 MCY was removed. The 2022 event removed sand from a
relatively thin layer along the surface of the borrow area leaving behind beach
compatible sand with suitable habitat for recovery. The total volume for borrow area N-3
is 10 MCY.

For the 2023 event, analyzed here, the Corps proposes to minimize the impact footprint
by dredging a deep layer of sand from a smaller portion of the borrow area. However,
the Corps or the contractor must limit cut thicknesses to avoid the creation of pits or
deep furrows. Impacts to wave and current patterns are not anticipated, and most
effects are expected to be limited to the immediate dredging area. Dredging in the
borrow area is likely to permanently reduce the size of the shoal that coincides with the
borrow area (see Attachment 1) and available sand resources. The removal of sand
from Borrow Area N-3 over multiple dredging cycles could change the shape and
characteristics of the bottom habitat in that limited area. The effects would not be
significant, since Borrow Area N-3 is one shoal associated with a larger shoal complex
that has similar habitat for species potentially displaced by the alteration of N-3.

Dredging of Borrow Area N-3 could temporarily impact benthic epifauna and infauna
and result in the loss of some infaunal species. Dredging design includes largely
preserving similar sediment types at the bottom of the dredge template ensuring that the
sediments exposed by dredging are similar to those previous surface sediments and will
therefore remain suitable for expected rapid benthic recolonization. Recruitment and
recolonization would occur in the short-term after dredging given similar species in
surrounding habitat, including a refuge area proposed as mitigation. Recovery of the
benthic population is expected within 1 to 2 years after dredging; therefore, the potential
for significant or chronic impact would be avoided. Similar impacts are anticipated in the
nearshore soft bottom communities of the beach placement site, and intertidal areas
would recover through recruitment from surrounding communities.

Current sea turtle nesting opportunities along the Project’s area are diminished because
of long-term chronic beach erosion and frequent storm damage, resulting in lower-
quality habitat. Despite this, loggerhead, green, and leatherback sea turtles nest within
the Project’s area. Hawksbill and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles occur in coastal waters off
St. Johns County, but do not currently nest within the Project area. The sand
composition of the Borrow Area meets the State of Florida’s sediment criteria for native
beach compatibility. Construction activities and staging of equipment may affect existing
dune vegetation; however, the Project includes revegetation of dune areas that would
be disturbed. Nesting habitat may be affected over the short-term, until the beach and
dune system equilibrate post-construction and provide improved habitat. The beach
placement area lies within designated critical habitat unit LOGG-T-FL-09 and the marine
waters adjacent to the beach are within designated nearshore reproductive and





migratory critical habitat unit LOGG-N-18. These critical habitats are not likely to be
adversely affected. BOEM and the Corps will avoid and/or minimize effects to protected
species and designated critical habitat in accordance with requirements outlined the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion
(SPBO) for beach placement activities (2015), the USFWS Piping Plover Programmatic
Biological Opinion (P3BO, 2013), and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
South Atlantic Regional Biological Opinion (SARBO, 2020).

The Project’s area falls under NMFS and the South Atlantic Fisheries Management
Council (SAFMC) jurisdiction. NMFS has designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in
and adjacent to the Project’s area for various demersal, pelagic, and highly migratory
species. The Project will have temporary effects on EFH from dredging and placement
activities. The Corps will implement avoidance and minimization measures to minimize
effects on those fish species and fish habitat including but not limited to: adherence to
the State Water Quality conditions at the edge of a 150-meter mixing zone,
avoiding/minimizing construction overlap with peak recruitment windows for benthic
infaunal assemblages and federally managed species, and avoidance of hard bottom.
The effects would not be significant, as there is comparable, undisturbed habitat
adjacent to the borrow area.

Other expected short-term effects from the Project include interruptions of shorebird
foraging and resting at the placement site, noise and beach access closure effects on
the local socio-economics and aesthetics, impediments to recreational usage at the
placement site, restricted boating navigation at the dredge and placement sites,
increases in turbidity at the construction sites, localized and minor noise level increases
at the dredge site, and public safety risks posed by the construction equipment. These
effects are likely limited to the 3-month to 6-month construction period.

(i) Beneficial and adverse effects

BOEM considered potential effects to the physical environment, biological resources,
cultural resources, and socioeconomic resources. Some coastal sand dependent
species (e.g., native and migratory shorebirds, sea turtles) may experience temporary
disruptions to foraging and nesting during and following construction. However, the
birds and sea turtles that use the beach for foraging or nesting should benefit in the
long-term from higher quality habitat. St. Johns County plans to implement standard
shorebird monitoring (as required by the SPBO and P3BO if the project timing overlaps
with the nesting season) and sea turtle nesting protocols (if the project construction is
delayed thus overlapping nesting season). Dune vegetation would help create higher
quality habitat to improve ecosystem function.

Dredging activities within Borrow Area N-3 overlaps with the distribution of threatened
loggerhead (Northwest Atlantic Distinct Populations Segment (DPS)) and green sea
turtles (North Atlantic DPS), and endangered leatherback, hawksbill, and Kemps Ridley
sea turtles protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Placement of sediment
within the designated beach placement site may affect nesting sea turtles (loggerhead,
leatherback, and greens) and piping plovers. Adherence to state and federal





requirements, including sediment compatibility requirements, dredging operational
constraints, endangered species observers, sea turtle nest monitoring, etc. would avoid
and /or minimize effects. The Project would not occur in “optimal” piping plover habitat
and is not likely to adversely affect the piping plover. The threatened West Indian
manatee occurs in coastal and estuarine habitat within St. Johns County where they
primarily use inlet estuaries and shallow coastal waters to migrate and forage. The
dredge and support vessels associated with the Project will be operating in deeper
waters offshore and not in these migratory and foraging habitats. Therefore, minimal
effects to the West Indian manatee are expected.

Seafloor-disturbing activities (e.g., dredging, anchoring, pipeline placement, etc.) would
occur during proposed construction activities. The Corps conducted cultural resources
and hard bottom resource clearance surveys in Borrow Area N-3, pipeline corridors, and
the beach placement area. No hard bottom resources were identified in the borrow area
or placement area. Within the nearshore pipeline corridors, 51 magnetic anomalies
were identified. Only two of the 51 magnetic anomalies are interpreted to represent
potential submerged cultural resources (Target 01; Target 02). Target 01 represents a
previously recorded shipwreck site (FMSF Site No. 85J03525). The magnetic signature
of Target 02 shares characteristics of previously recorded cultural resources. Both of
these anomalies will be avoided by a minimum distance of 50 m (164 ft) from the outer
extent of the magnetic anomalies. If any other potential hard bottom or cultural resource
anomalies are identified, avoidance buffers will be implemented. No adverse effects to
historic or pre-contact resources or hard bottom resources within the borrow area,
placement area, or pipeline corridors are expected with implementation of
recommended avoidance measures.

Beach placement would not directly bury pre-construction onshore coquina
outcroppings, or indirectly bury pre-construction nearshore hard bottom inshore of the
Equilibration Toe of Fill (ETOF) through beach profile equilibration and along-shore/
cross-shore transport of sediment. A beach nourishment project conducted by the
County previously resulted in the burial of ephemeral hard bottom. The County complied
with all previously assigned mitigation to compensate for that adverse impact. Project
construction activities are required to meet all state Water Quality Certification
conditions, including turbidity monitoring, in accordance with FDEP Joint Coastal Permit
(JCP) requirements.

Indirect effects are also likely to occur. The Project could increase the capacity for
recreational activity (e.g., beach access, surfing, shore fishing, wildlife viewing). The
SJC shoreline is already at near maximum capacity, so increased potential for
development is not likely.

(i)  Effects on public health or safety

Significant effects to public health and safety are not expected. The Project would
provide for increased recreational opportunity from the improved beach and dune
habitat. Temporary disruption to recreation would occur in small alongshore stretches
as the construction progresses along the beach. The Project would result in improved





visual amenity and long-term recreational improvements. Construction of the beach
would provide protection of existing infrastructure as well. Emissions from construction
equipment may temporarily affect air quality in the immediate vicinity of operations.
Noise would temporarily increase at the placement locations during construction, and
then would return to ambient levels after project completion. The construction
equipment at the beach placement site could pose a minor public safety risk. BOEM
used the EPA EJscreen (EJScreen (epa.gov)) to determine that there are no minority or
low-income populations in the Project area; therefore, the Project would not
disproportionately affect populations outlined in Executive Order 12898.

A review for the potential concern of munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) for
Borrow Area N-3 was completed in the 2020 EA and it was determined that risk of
encountering MEC is low. The 2020 EA stated that, in the larger OCS region, the
nearest identified MEC areas occurs 80 miles to the east and about 95 miles to the
south at Cape Canaveral (NOAA 2019), well beyond the Project area for the South
Ponte Vedra and Vilano Beach Project. BOEM reviewed the unexploded ordnance data
layers on the Marine Cadastre website (Marine Cadastre National Viewer) and found no
Formerly Used Defense Site Locations or areas/locations of know unexploded ordnance
in the South Ponte Vedra Beach or Vilano Beach placement area, borrow area, or
pipeline corridors. Since completion of the 2022 EA, the Corps completed a risk
assessment specific to the potential for encountering MEC in Borrow Area N-3 and
found limited risk for MEC encounter.

(iv)  Effects that would violate a Federal, State, Tribal, or local law protecting the
environment

Endangered Species Act and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and
Conservation Act consultations have been completed. The Corps and BOEM
determined that beach placement of sediment associated with the Project is within
scope of the USFWS Statewide Programmatic Biological Opinion (revised 2015) and
Programmatic Piping Plover Biological Opinion (2013). The Corps and BOEM have
determined that dredging activities associated with the Project are within scope and will
operate under the NMFS SARBO (2020). The Corps and SJC will comply with all
relevant reasonable and prudent measures (RPMs) and associated terms and
conditions (T&Cs).

The proposed action complies with the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Marine
mammals are not likely to be adversely affected by the Project and incorporation of
safeguards to protect threatened and endangered species during project construction
(e.g., vessel speed requirements, protected species observers, etc.) would also protect
non-listed marine mammals in the area.

Migratory birds may experience minor, short-term interruptions to foraging or resting
activities linked to prey smothering or turbidity increases. The Corps and SJC will
implement measures to avoid effects to migratory birds, hatchlings, or eggs along with
pre- and post-project monitoring requirements.



https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/

https://marinecadastre.gov/nationalviewer/



The Corps and BOEM coordinated with the Florida Division of Historical Resources and
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
(THPOSs), as required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The
SHPO concurred with the determination that the proposed project would have no
adverse effect to historic properties listed, eligible, or potentially eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historical Places provided avoidance of the nearshore targets. The
Corps will immmediately cease operations and notify BOEM and SHPO if an unexpected
discovery occurs. The Corps transmitted tribal consultation letters on March 25, 2016
and received a “no objection” response letter from the Seminole tribe on April 27, 2016.
No additional correspondence was received from other tribes within the review period.

The Corps requested a modification (for the use of the offshore borrow area) from the
FDEP to an existing consolidated JCP associated with a prior project within the same
beach placement footprint. The JCP constitutes a finding of consistency with Florida’s
Coastal Management Program, as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA); the JCP also constitutes certification of compliance with
Florida water quality standards pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA)
(33 U.S.C. 1341).

Consultations and Public Involvement

The EA was made available for public review in January 2022. The Corps and BOEM
considered all comments and integrated responses, as appropriate (EA App C). This
Finding will be made available to the public on boem.gov.

Mitigation and Monitoring

The Corps and SJC are responsible for complying with all mitigation measures and
monitoring requirements engendered by Federal, State, Tribal, and local laws, including
those identified in the 2022 EA and related consultations (EA Attachment 2). The Corps
will prepare an environmental compliance matrix to document and track all
environmental mitigation requirements and identify roles and responsibilities for
implementation to ensure compliance prior to, during, and after construction.
Additionally, the dredging contractor will be required to provide an environmental
protection plan that verifies compliance with relevant environmental requirements.
Implementation of mitigation measures and monitoring requirements will ensure effects
are not significant.

Any mitigation or monitoring uniquely specified by BOEM in its negotiated agreement is
done pursuant to the authority established by the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act and
30 CFR 583. Other Project mitigation is engendered by various authorities, including the
vested authority of the Corps, as well as environmental laws, such as ESA, CWA, and
CZMA. Other federal or state agencies shall be responsible for enforcement of other
mitigation measures. BOEM may terminate its authorization, or refer the Corps to
enforcing agencies, if the Corps does not comply with mitigation measures (30 CFR
583).





Conclusion

BOEM considered the consequences of entering into a negotiated agreement
authorizing use of OCS sand from Borrow Area N-3 in this Project. BOEM contributed to
the preparation of the 2022 EA and then conducted its own independent review before
adopting it. BOEM finds that the EA complies with the relevant provisions of the CEQ
regulations implementing NEPA, DOI regulations implementing NEPA, and other
Bureau requirements.

Based on the evaluation of potential effects and associated mitigation measures
discussed in the 2022 EA, BOEM finds that entering into a negotiated agreement, with
the implementation of the mitigating measures, does not constitute a major Federal
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment, in the sense of NEPA
Section 102(2)(C), and would not require preparation of an EIS.

Attachments

Attachment 1 — Project Maps

Attachment 2 — Environmental Assessment - Additional Offshore Borrows Areas - St.
Johns County, Florida Shore Protection Project and St. Johns County,
Florida Coastal Storm Risk Management Project (South Ponte Vedra
Beach and Vilano Beach Reaches)
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ATTACHMENT 2

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR ADDITIONAL
OFFSHORE BORROW AREAS - ST. JOHNS COUNTY,
FLORIDA SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT AND ST. JOHNS
COUNTY, FLORIDA COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT
PROJECT (SOUTH PONTE VEDRA BEACH
AND VILANO BEACH REACHES)

Attachment 2
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