SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

INTERIM OPERATIONAL PLAN (IOP)
FOR PROTECTION OF THE CAPE SABLE SEASIDE
SPARROW

EVERGLADES NATIONAL PARK
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Prepared by:
Dial Cordy and Associates Inc.

490 Osceola Avenue
Jacksonville Beach, Fl 32250

Prepared for:

Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

OCTOBER 2001






U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Interim Operational Plan (I0P)
for Protection of the Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow

Abstract: This Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) incorporates the
previous structural and operational modifications (ISOPs) to the Central and Southern Florida
(C&SF) Project that were implemented in 1999, 2000, and early 2001 to protect the Cape
Sable seaside sparrow, and discusses their environmental effects. These were emergency
actions taken in response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) February 1999
Biological Opinion (B.O.) under provisions of the Endangered Species Act, which
recommended changes in water management practices to prevent jeopardy to the continued
existence of the species. These actions were followed in February 2001 by the issuance of a
DEIS on an Interim Operational Plan (IOP) of water management for the C&SF Project to
provide protection for the sparrow. Subsequently, the FWS made several recommendations in
their Planning Aid Letter and Coordination Act Report for improving the alternatives. At the
suggestion of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Corps engaged
the services of the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution (IECR) to facilitate
the development of an improved plan to address the FWS’ concerns. As a result of this
process, a consensus agreement with the FWS, Everglades National Park, and the South
Florida Water Management District has been reached on a new Alternative 7. This
Supplemental DEIS describes and evaluates Alternative 7 in comparison with the six
alternatives previously addressed in the DEIS. In addition to some revisions in the system
operations, Alternative 7 includes a second seepage reservoir for Pump Station S-332B, the
removal of the southern four miles of Levee 67 Extension and canal, and extending 30 feet of
S-333 spillway apron. Alternative 7 is now the preliminary recommended alternative. It
provides protection for the sparrow consistent with FWS’ recommendations in the B.O., while
continuing to meet the agricultural and residential flood protection and water supply
requirements authorized under the C&SF Project. This Supplemental DEIS also provides
greater background on the emergency sparrow protection actions authorized by CEQ
beginning in 1999, and describes how they have been integrated with the IOP planning. All
information in the February 2001 DEIS is incorporated herein by reference.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background. On 19 February 1999, the FWS issued a Final Biological Opinion (B.O.) under
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, for the Modified Waters
Deliveries (MWD) to Everglades National Park, Project, Test 7 of the Experimental Water
Deliveries and C-111 Project, which affects structures and canals of the Central and Southern
Florida Project in southern Dade County. The B.O. concluded that continuation of Test 7,
Phase I operations would cause adverse modification of Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow (CSSS)
critical habitat and would jeopardize the continued existence of the CSSS. The B.O.
presented a Reasonable and Prudent Alternative to the then existing operations that would
avoid jeopardizing the CSSS. The RPA recommended that the following hydrological
conditions be met for protection of the CSSS: 1) A minimum of 60 consecutive days of water
levels at or below 6.0 feet NGVD at NP 205 between March 1 and July 15; 2) Ensure that
30%, 45%, and 60% of required regulatory releases crossing Tamiami Trail enter ENP east of
L-67 extension in 2000, 2001, and 2002, respectively, or produce hydroperiods and water
levels in the vicinity of subpopulations C, E, and F that meet or exceed those produced by the
30% , 45% , and 60% targets; and 3) Produce hydroperiods and water levels in the vicinity
subpopulations C, E, and F that equal or exceed conditions that would be produced by
implementing the exact provisions of Test 7, Phase II operations (USACE 1995).

Emergency deviations from Test 7 were authorized in 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001 by CEQ to
allow the Corps to conduct water control operations to protect the CSSS (USACE 1999b;
USACE 1999¢; USACE 2000). These Interim Operational and Structural Plans (ISOP)
enabled the Corps to maintain water levels, particularly in the western CSSS populations,
which would maximize breeding seasons for the sparrow.

During implementation of the ISOP, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) received
confirmation from the FWS that producing the hydrologic equivalent of the 30, 45, and 60%
conditions, as opposed to the actual release percentages, would also meet the FWS RPA
conditions until the implementation of MWD. The proposed actions under this Interim
Operational Plan (IOP) will allow the Corps to meet or provide the hydrologic equivalent of
the FWS RPA conditions, while managing the system for purposes authorized under the
C&SF Project.

Alternatives. Representatives from the various agencies evaluated a number of options that
had potential as solutions in satisfying the project purpose by using 95 Base conditions and
the ISOP operations as a base. These options included changes in operational criteria for
existing structures throughout the region that could influence water levels within the various
CSSS subpopulations. Two interagency modeling meetings were held to discuss potential
options for meeting the criteria stated in the FWS B.O. and to evaluate modeling runs
produced by the Corps prior to the meetings. Changes in the operation of various structures
were proposed during the meetings and in subsequent correspondence, and appropriate model
runs were produced. The modeling runs were posted on the Jacksonville District, Corps of
Engineers Website as each was produced. The interagency review team members were
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informed as the model runs were posted, and comments and suggestions were used to modify
the potential alternative plans. The alternative models were compared to the 1995 Base
conditions, which represents conditions under normal C&SF operations with Test 7, Phase I
operations in the ENP/South Dade Conveyance System (SDCS) prior to emergency
deviations.

Six alternative plans were previously developed and analyzed in the February 2001 Draft EIS.
Since that time, CEQ IECR has facilitated an interagency team from the Corps, FWS,
SFWMD, and ENP to formulate a consensus alternative that met the criteria in the B.O. while
providing for maximum protection of the resource concerns of the interested parties. The
plan, Alternative 7, consists of two different modes of water management operation for SDCS
and a structural modification of L-67 extension levee. The first mode is “No WCA-3A
regulatory releases to SDCS” operation in which L-31N canal will be maintained at Test 7
Phase I level when there are no WCA-3A regulatory releases. Citing a concern that
maintaining L-31N canal at ISOP level would impact Everglades National Park resources in
NESRS, a "No WCA-3A regulatory releases to SDCS" operation was proposed that
essentially reverts back to Test 7 Phase I canal level when no regulatory releases are routed
through S-333 and S-334 to SDCS. The Corps along with SFWMD agree to incorporate this
operation as part of Alternative 7.

The second mode of operations is "WCA-3A regulatory releases to SDCS" operation in which
L-31N canal will be lowered to minimize potential flood impacts in SDCS and at the same
time, provide necessary downstream gradient to move WCA-3A regulatory releases through
S-333 and S-334. The purpose of routing of regulatory releases from WCA-3A to SDCS with
lower canal stage in L-31N is to provide sufficient water to be delivered via S-332B to the
habitats of sparrow sub-populations E and F and at the same time, minimize potential flooding
impacts to 8.5 SMA and agricultural areas adjacent to L-31N canal.

The Preferred Alternative includes an additional 240 acre retention basin at the S-332B
structure, increasing capacity from 160 acres of retention to 400 acres, and operations of this
area, intended to re-hydrate adjacent CSSS habitat inside the Park, would be modified to
avoid pumping to overflow except under unusual and uncommon circumstances.

Environmental Consequences of the Preferred Alternative. The preferred alternative
(Alternative 7) would affect hydrology of Northeast Shark River Slough (NESRS), western
SRS, and WCA 3A and 3B. The hydrology of WCA 2A and 2B would be affected, but only
to the same degree as the No Action Alternative. Hydrological effects (better CSSS breeding
conditions) would be beneficial in NESRS and WSRS as recommended in the FWS B.O.
Minor adverse effects due to raised water levels could occur in the vicinity of tree islands in
the southern portions of WCA 3A and 3B, but water levels of comparable height and duration
have been shown to have negligible impacts on tree island vegetation. The preferred
alternative would benefit Taylor Slough hydrology.

Impacts to vegetation under the preferred alternative would be similar to those of the No
Action Alternative. Increased ponding depths and hydroperiod in NESRS would provide the
desired consequence of approaching natural hydrologic conditions more closely, excluding
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exotic nuisance species and encouraging natural wetland species. A reduction in annual
flooding duration in WSRS would also be beneficial to native vegetative species. Increased
flood duration could lead to loss of some wetland vegetation in WCA 2A and 3A as well as
upland vegetation in the southern portion of the areas, but it is not likely. Construction of the
S-332B seepage basin would impact Florida panther habitat, but the size of the impact and the
quality of the habitat are both minimal.

Under the recommended alternative no overflows would occur, except under extremely
limited conditions, at the S-332B structure. Therefore, no introduction of waters containing
undesirable nutrient levels into the Park would occur. Construction of the additional seepage
basin, and its operation under the modified operational plan in conjunction with the existing
detention basin, will greatly reduce the potential for overflow in the region.

Areas of Controversy and Unresolved Issues.

Few issues remain unresolved with various commenting agencies and other non-governmental
groups regarding the proposed project. Potential impacts to tree islands have been minimized,
as have potential water quality impacts due to releases entering the Everglades National Park.
Flooding impacts to residential and agricultural lands would not likely occur with the
preferred alternative.

iv






TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..L...oiiiiiiiienineeeesesesceseseseseesesessesesessesesese e s I
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt A%
APPENDICES ...ttt st s e e s et s et e VII
LIST OF TABLES ..ottt ee e e VI
LIST OF FIGURES. .L....coouiiiiiiicciteennenete e esessaesesese et ee e e s s VII
LIST OF ACRONYMS ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e et VIII
1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE CONSIDERED ACTION ... .o, 1
L1 Project AUthOriZation. ......c..coeuiuriimiiiiciicicnesee e, 1
12 Project iocation.l ........................................................................................................ 2
1.3 PIOJECE PUIPOSE . Loveuuneeereeeseeenereeeseecooeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeeeee oo eoeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeo 2
1.4  Related Environmental Documents ettt enee et 3
125 SCOPINE [evvverressmmrreeeesemmsmssseeesreeeeeessessssesseessseesesseesessessssssssesseeeesseeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeens 4
2.0 ALTERNATIVES ...ttt te e e e e e s s s 9
2.1 BaCKGIOUNA. J.......ucuiuimiiieiieeneneieintesie ettt e 9
2.1.2. Base CONAItIONS.......cccoeeueueuieeiteeteteece ettt eesere e eee e e e e 9
2.1.3. RPA Hydrologic Condition Requlrements .............................................................. 9

| 2.2. DeSCription of AEIMALIVES. . L......vuevuerveoieeieieeeeeeeeseeeeesseeses e ees e oeeseeeoeeeees oo 10
221 ISOP 2000 .....ooeiiieiiciiceeirinieirtnietnestese st s et seseseeseassesese e s 10
2.2.2 ISOP 2001 .ttt ettt 10
2.2.3  TOP ARCINALIVES ....cocuvveeetieieiereee et eeeesese s e 10

2.3 Selection of Preferred ARCINAtiVe ..|.........c.ououeeimemeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoeoo 15
24 Comparison of AREINatiVes....)..cccouveurevereiereeiericeeeeeee oo e 15
3.0  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ... ..coioiuititeteiiecececieieeee oo oo 28
4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES...|....coouteeeeeteeeeeeeseeee oo 29
4.1 HYAIOIOZY .. dovuvvivirniieiieiieiiieiniteeeee et ee st es s 29
4.2 Water QUANILY |...veueeeeiieiiieie et 33
4.3 FI0Od CONIOL.focvuurumrumereneienrionnieee et eeeseseeeeeeseessess e s s s eeeseee e 37
4.4 VEELALION. L...oooueieiiiiiceeiececict et e e e s e s e e e ot 37
4.5 Fish and Wildlife .J........cccoeevuvmemeceremmnmneisnnnnsssionseseesee oo eeesseeseesssses s 39
4.6 ProteCted SPECIES. fo.uuueruemeureueunrerertetreaeseeeieeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeses oo e 40




A7 AGECUITUTE. [o.eeeviieneiirticre st ee et e ee e e e e 43
4.8 Cumulative IMPACS. L..c.currriuiuirierieeteees et e 43
4.9 Unavoidable AdVerse IMPacts..k...........ooooeeoeeemrosreseeeeeeeeeeoeoeeeooeeoeeoeeoeooeeoeooe 44
4.10 The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man’s Environment and
Maintenance of Long-Term ProduCtiVity.............c.eeveeeeeeeeeeeeeemeeeoeoeeoeoeoeooeoeoooeoeoe 44
4.11 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of RESOUTCES...| ..o ovoooooooooooo 44
4.12  Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential............cocoooveveoooooooooo 44
413 Environmental COMMUIMENES..|...ooocrverveerernriien i eeseeese e seseeees e 44
5.0 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL STATUTES, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND
POLICIES ...ttt seeeveseeeseses e st s sttt et e ese s 46
5.1 Archeological and Historic Preservation Act and National Historic Preservation
Act 46
52 CLEAN ALL ACE. L.ttt ettt ettt ee et e s et 46
5.3 Clean Water ACE. Lu......vuevuerureirieceeeeeeeeeeesessesssses s e s oo 46
5.4 Endangered SPECIES ACL...uuiuiuiiiueieieieiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeesee oo 46
5.5 Federal Water Project Recreation Act; Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. .. 47
5.6 Fish and Wildlife Coordination ACt. |.........cocoeveeererereerereseooeeeseeeeeeeeeeeoeeeeeeses oo 47
5.7 Farmland Protection POLCY ACL. .Jouu.iuiiriiieeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeoeeeeeeoeoeoeoeoeeeeeeeeoo, 47
5.8 National Environmental Policy Act. l ....................................................................... 48
5.9 Coastal Zone Management ACL. J..........ccouecerirvuueernsrisnsinniossessssssssssessssesessssessaes 48
5.10  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and Toxic Substances Management Act.48
511 E.O. 11988. Floodplain Management. [ ............cooocoevevervevsoosoeoeooeeoeoeoeeeeoeeeesoe. 48
5.12  E.O. 11990. Protection of Wetlands. l ..................................................................... 48
5.13  E.O. 12898. Environmental JUSHCE. J........ccoverveerereeeererereeeeeooeoeoeoeeoeoeooeooeoons 49
6.0  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT. | ....oooiiiitiiitiieieeeteeeeeeeeeee e oot 50
7.0 DISTRIBUTTION .. ..c.ccitniiiinininineireiesetitieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseses e oo 51
8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS L. .ottt eeee oottt 51
9.0 CONCLUSIONS ..ottt ree e e es e e e s 52
10.0  REFERENCES .| ..ottt ee oo et 53
L1000 INDEX Lottt iesesesestse e ces e ene ettt e 55

vi



APPENDICES

| Appendix A Engineering Appendix |
Appendix B Pre-Storm/Storm/Storm Recovery Operaﬁons
Appendix C FWS Coordination Act Report
LIST OF FIGURES
Page
Figure 1  Project LOCAtION ...[....covvuriiiiciiiiciitiicinitsiseetsintctsie e ssss et enenes 6
Figure 2 Project Features Map ..L.......ccccoiiiviiiiiicinnnnnincinniere et seeese st 7
Figure 3 Sparrow Population LOCAtIONS. J....cccivvieererrecrereriierieririrceeeieteste e seeesese e s e eeneenas 8
Figure 4 Proposed S-332B Seepage Basin ..|........ccccccceurrreiinincninennninneeesneeereesesssesesenns 16
Figure 5 Alternative 1 (ISOP 2001) L.....cocoimiiiiiiiiiieeeer e 17
Figure 6 ANernative 7B ..L......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiicrcccreiecse sttt s et s 18
LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1. Description of 95Base Simulation.. ........c.coveveerereierirneieninreereeiereeeeesreeeeeseeeesaenns 19
Table 2.2. Descriptions of Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives ..|..........ccooeeveeveeeeeeeenennnn... 20
| Table 2.3. Description of ISOP 2000 ..J........ccuuceromirssessssssmmsesemsessssssssssssssssssssssssssmssmssssesssnnns 22
Table 2.4. Description 0f ISOP 2001 .|.....coveiiirieieeereecrereeereercee e steseseessessesaesesse s eenesaan 23
Table 2.5. Description Of AEINAVE 6..L...........veereeeeeeereeeesseseessssseessssesseeesssesssssseesssesssson, 24
| Table 2.6. DeScription 0f ANEIMALVE 7 ..L...cvuvuerrverruerrrenssensssessssesssssessesesssessesssessesesessessenns 25
Table 4.1. Long-Term (12-month) Flow-Weighted Average Total Phosphorus Concentration
for Taylor Slough Inflows With and Without S332B Weir Inflows. ...............c.cou.......... 36
Table 6. 1 Public Involvement SUMMATrY ...[.........ccueveueeuireieieeeieeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeseeeere e 50
Table 8. 1 LiSt Of PIEPAIEIS .....ccccviviiiiiiiieiriiicriinieresiecereesae ettt ea 51

vii






C-x
C&SF
CEQ
cfs
CSSS
DEIS
DERM
EA
EAA
EIS
ENP
ESA
FDACS
FDEP
FFWCC
FONSI
G-x
GDM
HTRW
IECR
I10P
ISOP
L-x
LEC
LOSA
MWD
NEPA
NGVD
NOI
NPS
NESRS
PL

S-x
SDCS
SFWMD
SMA
SRS
SSM
USACE
FWS
FWS RPA
FWS B.O.
WCA

LIST OF ACRONYMS

Canal

Central and South Florida

Council on Environmental Quality

Cubic Feet per Second

Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Department of Environmental Resources Management
Environmental Assessment

Everglades Agricultural Area

Environmental Impact Statement

Everglades National Park

Endangered Species Act

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Finding of No Significant Impact

Gaging Station or Culvert Structure

General Design Memorandum

Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
Interim Operational Plan

Interim Structural and Operational Plan

Levee

Lower East Coast

Lake Okeechobee Service Area

Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park
National Environmental Policy Act

National Geodetic Vertical Datum

Notice of Intent

National Park Service

Northeast Shark River Slough

Public Law

Pump Station, Spillway, or Culvert

ENP/South Dade Conveyance System

South Florida Water Management District

Square Mile Area

Shark River Slough

Supply Side Management

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Reasonable and Prudent Alternative

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion
Water Conservation Area

viii






