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June 13, 2024

Meeting Agenda and Notice

Coastal Advisory Committee (CAC)
Thursday, June 13, 2024— 1:00 p.m.
Collier County Board Chambers
Collier County Government Center

3299 Tamiami Trail East, Third Floor, Naples, FL

Sunshine Law on Agenda Questions
2024 CAC MEETING DATES

I. Call to Order

I1. Pledge of Allegiance

IT1. Roll Call

IV. Changes and Approval of Agenda

V. Public Comments

V.a. Seagate/ Clam Bay Natural Resource Protection Area By: Ray Bearfield from Collier COllIlty
Water Keeper

VI. Approval of CAC Minutes

VII. Staff Reports

Extended Revenue Report

VIII. New Business

IX. Old Business

Water Quality Subcommittee Update by Bob Roth

X. Announcements

XI. Committee Member Discussion

1.CAC USACE CSRM Position Paper DRAFT No 2 May-8-2024

2.CAC USACE CSRM Position Paper DRAFT No 2 Tack changes

https://www.colliercountyfl.gov/government/advisory-boards-and-authorities/coastal-advisory-committee/cac-agendas/2024-cac-agendas/june-13-2024 12
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e Hushon - Comments
e Roth - Comments

o Trecker - Comments

XII. Next Meeting Date/Location

July 11, 2024 at 1:00 p.m.

XIII. Adjournment

All interested parties are invited to attend, and to register to speak and to submit their objections, if any, in
writing, to the board prior to the meeting if applicable.

For more information, please contact Andrew Miller at (239) 252-2922.

If you are a person with a disability who needs any accommodation in order to participate in this proceeding, you
are entitled, at no cost to you, to the provision of certain assistance. Please contact the Collier County Facilities

Management Department located at 3301 East Tamiami Trail, Naples, FL 34112, (239) 252-8380.

Public comments will be limited to 3 minutes unless the Chairman grants permission for additional time.
Collier County Ordinance No. 99-22 requires that all lobbyists shall, before engaging in any lobbying activities
(including, but not limited to, addressing the Board of County Commissioners) before the Board of County

Commissioners and its advisory boards, register with the Clerk to the Board at the Board Minutes and Records
Department.

https://www.colliercountyfl.gov/government/advisory-boards-and-authorities/coastal-advisory-committee/cac-agendas/2024-cac-agendas/june-13-2024
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May 9, 2024

MINUTES OF THE COLLIER COUNTY
COASTAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

Naples, Florida
May 9, 2024

LET IT BE REMEMBERED, the Collier County Coastal Advisory Committee, in and for the
County of Collier, having conducted business herein, met on this date at 1:00 PM in REGULAR
SESSION at Administration Building F, 3™ Floor, Collier County Government Complex, Naples,
Florida, with the following members present:

Joseph Burke, Chairman
David Trecker, Vice Chairman
Steve Koziar

Robert Raymond

Robert Roth

Raymond Christman

Dr. Judith Hushon (not present)
Jim Burke (not present)

Erik Brechnitz (not present)

ALSO PRESENT:
Andy Miller, Principal Project Manager
Colleen Greene, Assistant County Attorney
Maria Becerra, Liaison, Coastal Zone Management

Anyone in need of a verbatim record of the meeting may request a copy of the video from the
Communications, Government & Public Affairs Division or view it online at
http://tv.colliergov.net/



IL.

I11.

IVv.

May 9, 2024

Call to Order
Chairman Burke called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.

Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Roll Call
A quorum was established.

Changes and Approval of Agenda
Vice Chair Trecker asked why some of the critical items were left off the agenda.

Mr. Miller explained that the Pelican Bay/Clam Pass Bay item was a little more than we
wanted to get into today without all the information. We are still piecing that together and
will bring that back in June, as well as the Army Corps position paper. The water quality
item, which again we need more information and to coordinate better with the other
division so that they have a chance to give a good presentation.

Raymond Christman approved the agenda as presented. Second by Robert Raymond.
The motion passed unanimously 6-0.

Public Comments

Patrick J. Wack, President of the Seagate HOA, a 90-home residential community;

joined by Joann Jenny who represents Naples Cay, a 400-unit condominium complex.

Myr. Wack provided a handout to the Board members.

e Our communities abut Clam Pass Bay and we would like the CAC to review
primarily around water quality, watercraft access and dredging frequency. Water
quality over the years has degraded. I have provided some information on that: TN
(Total Nitrogen), TP (Total Phosphorus) and DO (Dissolved Oxygen) is considered
impaired. There has been a decline in mangrove and seagrass health. We think that
this is in part due to inadequate tidal flushing. We believe that this also impacts the
quality of the water and quality of life.

e The second issue is watercraft access. In addition to impeding water flow shoaling,
which you can see in the map, has led to impediments for safe watercraft access,
whether non-motorized or motorized, recreational or commercial. The Pass is dredged
every two years. We believe there needs to be an independent examination of the inlet
management which considers dredging, water quality and sand placement. We don't
want to see this degrade into a lifeless lagoon.

Mr. Christman asked Mr. Miller what will be brought back to this committee in June in
terms of how the discussion around Clam Pass will be structured and who will be
involved as you understand it.

Mr. Miller: From my point of view, we have an information gathering mission in
between now and then and there is an extensive history including litigation. I am
uncomfortable without all the information together. When I get what I need to give a
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history and some recommendations as far as the direction to go, I'll bring that back in
June.

Robert Roth: This non-dredged portion of that area between the inlet and the Outer
Clam Bay, does that have an actual name that we can refer to?

Mohamed Dabees, Humiston & Moore Engineers: I am the engineer of record for the
management plan for Collier County, Pelican Bay Service District. The section that was
from the end of where the dredging now occurs at Section C or the Station 1700 down to
Outer Clam Bay was only dredged the very first initial dredging, and it was called cut
one, and it extended to the drawbridge, and that was done in 1999. And since then, all the
dredgings were limited to the inlet and the flood shoal to Station 17, where seagrasses
begin in that section. We do have tidal gauges right at the at the end of the flood shoal,
and we have the tidal gauges inside Outer Clam Bay. There is no significant tidal lag
between the two, which means the connection between Section C and Outer Clam Bay is
not supported hydraulically. The channel that was dredged was a straight channel that
over time has meandered and anyone who kayaks or canoes in that section, it is a
meandering path that is not necessarily in line with what was dredged in 1999. Since
then, the Pass has been dredged and studied several times. When the current management
plan was approved by the Collier County Commission in 2015, it was done over basically
two or three years, including 22 public meetings. Because of all the input from different
stakeholders and different groups it was meant to achieve two things — primarily the
health of the mangroves and the Bay system as a NRPA (Clam Bay Natural Resource
Protection Area), which is the only NRPA in Collier County. And then secondly,
maintaining all the recreational and other benefits in the system. But the primary reason
for the management, the title gauges, the monitoring, the biological and the physical
monitoring that occurs on a yearly basis is the health of the mangroves and then all the
environmental restrictions that limits what we can and what we cannot do.

A discussion ensued and the following points were made:

- We will call it the ‘channel to Outer Clam Bay’

- Dredged in 1999, one time; it was straight and now it has become meandering due to
natural sediment

- The initial permit was issued in 1998, renewed in 2012 and the current permit expires
in 2027 and this permit is for the Clam Pass Inlet

- The permit does not reference this leg.

- The initial permit also includes Cuts 2, 3 and 4, which were in Upper and Inner Clam
Bay, which included removal of some of the mangroves to allow the Upper Clam Bay
to flush, but the flushing of Upper Clam Bay is a mere fraction of the flushing in
Outer Clam Bay

- Is the water quality impacting the seagrass and the health of the mangroves? There's
not a lot of seed, less than 5%. For the seagrass coverage, the take-away is there is not
a lot, and it has been declining over the years. This area referred to is Cut 1. The
permit is labeled Inlet.

- The water quality is the issue, whether it is being adequately flushed or not.
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- Itis a peripheral area. That is an oversight of the permit, and the permit doesn’t
address it because it is a mangrove area that is associated with the permit.
- The action and the interest is in the North, not in the South.

Sidebar item: Decision to discuss this matter further at the next meeting or hold off
when Mr. Wack is back from Europe.

Approval of CAC Minutes — April 11, 2024
Robert Roth approved the minutes. Second by Steve Koziar. The motion passed
unanimously 6-0.

Staff Reports — Extended Revenue Report

Mr. Miller shared with the committee members that he received the report this morning
and had an opportunity to look at it and give you better news related to the trajectory. The
trajectory has recovered, and we are back in good form, and we are getting ready to head
into the annual decline. But the news is good. This information will be available at the
next meeting. The April number is March revenues.

Raymond Christman mentioned hearing a rumor that the BCC is looking into playing
around with some of the numbers. Mr. Christman asked Ms. Greene to provide the
members with the exact amount of money that goes to each fund.

Colleen Greene stated that it is set forth in the ordinance and will bring a copy to the
next meeting or email it after the meeting today.

A discussion ensued and the following points made:

- The reserves in the 1105 beach renourishment fund are currently around $43M and
projections at the end of the fiscal year would be about $46M which are ample
reserves which is a good thing. If we get a bad storm, that money can get used
quickly. But it begs the question that perhaps this committee will want to tackle
someday recommending useful things to use this money as reserves grow. It becomes
more visible to people, and we want to make sure that those funds get used in the
right way for the purpose for which they were generated.

- We all want to be a good steward of that money and not spend it simply because it is
there.

- But to play devil's advocate, you run the risk when a fund grows too big and sits too
many years unused, people start to look at it and suggest it be used for other things. I
think there is a potential vulnerability as it grows to a certain level.

- The US Army Corps of Engineers will make recommendations on several things that
could and should be done. It could take years for a plan to get approved in
Washington. At some point, the County may wish to undertake individual projects
individually suggested by that plan and our 1105 fund could be a source.

- The fund became very visible when the County borrowed a large chunk of it for the
sports park. The County has started the repayment of that loan in the last fiscal year.

New Business
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1. ES — Marco Island Tigertail — Cat A Application Marco Island Tigertail Sand
Dollar Maintenance — revised
Andy Miller: The recommendation is to approve tourist development tax fund 1105
funding in the amount of $350,000 for the maintenance of the Tigertail Lagoon/Sand
Dollar Island Ecosystem Restoration project; the necessary budget amendment and
make a planning that this expenditure promotes tourism.

Justin Martin, Public Works Director, City of Marco Island:
PowerPoint Presentation

The City of Marco Island is requesting tourist tax funding of $350,000 as part of an
interlocal agreement to assist in the ongoing maintenance of the Tigertail
Lagoon/Sand Dollar Island Spit Ecosystem Restoration Project area. And this
$350,000 is going to be part of a biannual maintenance program. Most of you are
probably familiar with this project since we were here about a year ago requesting
some funding for a change order to the project that restored this area after Hurricanes
Irma and Ian.

Mr. Martin gave an overview of the areas located on the map — Sand Dollar Spit;
Collier County Tigertail Beach Park; Capri Pass/Big Marco River Channel; Hideaway
Beach; Marco Island; Tigertail Lagoon Entrance

The city and the county need to protect their investment in this area by doing smaller
maintenance every two years and reducing the need for extensive future projects. The
conditions after Hurricane Irma and Ian, the shoreline was pushed into the mangroves
and a lot of the mangroves died; and wooded mangrove areas which got overrun by
storm surge and the sand from that was pushed up into it.

The restoration project includes three main elements. The first one was a nature based
multi-tier coastal resiliency system consisting of a sand spit, a coastal lagoon and a
mangrove shoreline. And the second was maintenance of the lagoon flow channel to
restore the tidal exchange to improve water quality. A third component is to provide a
renewable sand source at the northern tip of the spit from which sand could be
recycled to eroding areas and by which the growth of this spit into the navigation
channel could be limited. What happens is over time, if left alone, the sand migrates,
and it accumulates in the northern part of this spit and would threaten the navigation
channel of Capri Pass and close this off entirely, thereby providing a dead lagoon with
no tidal flushing. This was designed by Humiston & Moore to be a project that has
recyclable sand, taking it from what is called the sand trap and then recycling that
back to where it erodes from in the other parts of the spit.

When the city manager presented this maintenance proposal for TDC funding, the
county manager requested that we look at this this proposed maintenance in the
context of a regional management plan.
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It is worth noting that as of this year, we now have American Cruise Lines that stops
in Marco Island.

If we do a two-year maintenance, we take whatever is there in the sand trap, excavate
it mechanically, and then bring it back up to maintain the beach berm. We have a sand
source offshore borrow area that is part of the permit. We have the flow channel; we
have the sand trap; and then also Collier Creek. Whatever is dredged there can be
used to renourish other areas. As part of the management plan, we have a program for
regular surveying that is being done according to the permits to monitor the physical
changes that are occurring throughout the area. We have a lengthy biological
monitoring plan required by the permit for the area. This year's monitoring plan was
over 1,000 pages, so the city is taking care of all this monitoring and the consulting
that is required with it.

What we are asking for is assistance with the funding for the actual moving of the
sand.

The entire management plan is broken down into five key components and the work
that is being done by each party.

The key benefits of the Tigertail Lagoon/Sand Dollar Island maintenance plan are
outlined. With this project you maintain the tidal flow to the county park or that
Tigertail Lagoon. Prior to this project, the Lagoon had very limited tidal flow going
into it and the water quality had degraded such that you had a lot of the vendors that
were in Tigertail Beach Park choosing to not do business there anymore because
business dried up — no one wanted to go to a lagoon that was deteriorated. And then
the ecosystem environmental resources are protected for the public benefits. You have
also coastal resiliency. It provides a first line of defense against storm surge and wave
action from hurricanes, and you have a lot of boating access to the lagoon and the
shoreline. This is now like the southern tip of Keewaydin Island, where you have all
the rental boats and the boaters that anchor on the tip of the Sand Dollar Spit.
Beachgoers also come from Tigertail Beach Park, and you have a lot of enthusiasts
for shore birds that come just to do some bird watching. We do have a lot of protected
species of shore birds that nest there.

The last point I wanted to mention was that to be eligible for FEMA reimbursement in
case of major storms, you must show that you have a maintenance program and that
you are maintaining this area. Why we are here today is to get approval for an
interlocal agreement between the county and the city for the funds to maintain this.
The compliance items and the maintenance, the city would take care of the
management of it; we would do the contracting, we take care of all the permit
compliance items with the state and the consulting services that are required. The
only thing that we are asking for is funding support for the actual moving of the sand.

This is over a two-year period — 2024, 2025. The city’s component of that and what
the city contributes is about $372,000 and then the county’s component would be the
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request that you have here for $350,000. And this amount is for paying the contractor
to do the moving of the sand, although the city will be putting it out to bid, doing all
the contract paperwork and managing the construction.

Discussion ensued on the following:

- Clam Pass has been receiving TDC funds for many years

- The $350,000 will be a biannual request

- Tourism related — boat traffic and beach park

- 50/50 split — special taxing district of the city; and county

- These passes all change/shift over time; markers get moved; recommending a survey
every two years to monitor the water and provide information to the Coast Guard

- Dredging would require more effort for studies and evaluation and permitting through
the state and Army Corps of Engineers

- All projects and permits that are active will be in the management plan; any
additional source, like a navigation channel, will need a new permit; as the
monitoring continues, it will advise when we need to add to the dredging templates

- You work with nature and make sure that you line your channel with the flow; if you
continue to dredge you will end up impacting the beaches

- The environmental consultant concurred with the state that they would like to see if
the dying mangroves and roots covered in sand will recover and evolve naturally; it is
a protected area

- The $350,000 is the maximum — any additional funds would require an amendment
which would require a recommendation from this board, the TDC and the BCC; it is
one of our tourist development tax grants —a CDC grant agreement and it is
reimbursable

David Trecker made a motion to approve the recommendation. Second by Robert Roth.
The motion passed unanimously 6-0.

2. 2024.04.29 - ES — BCC - 2024 Hardbottom; CSA Work Order

Andy Miller: This is an annual effort we make as part of our permanent
responsibilities related to our renourishment projects. We have hardbottom coral
communities that parallel our beaches; in general, there are 500 to 1,000 feet again
parallel to the beach. The FDEP would like us to make sure that our renourishment
projects don't encroach onto those hardbottom communities and cause issues with the
creatures that thrive there. We hire a consultant, CSA Ocean Sciences, who does this
effort for us every year. They go out in a boat, scuba dive and measure, video and
prepare exhaustive reports on the condition of the coral communities. The
recommendation is to approve a work order for CSA Ocean Sciences Inc to continue
the required post construction hardbottom monitoring for the Collier County Beach
Renourishment project in the summer of 2024 for time and materials not to exceed
$368,494.04 tourist tax development funds under Professional Services Agreement
22-8015 authorize the chairman to execute the work order and make a finding that
this item promotes tourism.
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Vice Chair Trecker asked why the cost is heftier compared with past monitoring.

Mr. Miller stated it is similar. It is a new contract meaning they have incorporated
cost increases related to inflation, etc. This is a three-year contract with a couple years
of renewals. They are going to build in some cost increases to accommodate those
five years of work. The executive summary will tell you that it is $10,000 less than
what they spent last year. It does not include an effort that we did last year, which was
side scan sonar. This executive summary and scope of work also includes several
aquatic vegetation seagrass surveys for Doctors Pass and Wiggins Pass knowing that
we are probably not going to be doing dredges for those Passes. Those efforts will
probably not be needed so the costs will come down.

Raymond Christman made a motion for approval including a find that this action

promotes tourism. Second by Robert Raymond. The motion passed unanimously 6-
0.

Old Business
None

Announcements

Chairman Burke brought up that this is Mr. Christman’s last meeting.
Raymond Christman stated he believes Linda Penniman will succeed him. Mr.
Christman gave a thank you to his colleagues on the committee and staff.

Committee Member Discussion
None

Next Meeting Date/Location
June 13, 2024, at 1:00 p.m.

No meeting scheduled in July or August.

XIII. Adjournment

There being no further business for the good of the county, the meeting was adjourned by
order of the chairman at 2:05 p.m.

Collier County Coastal Advisory Committee

Joseph Burke, Chairman
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These minutes were approved by the Committee on (check one) as
presented, or as amended




Collier County Tourist Development Tax Revenue

FY 24 TDT Collections Report

30-Apr-2024
Updated Annual Variance to
Fund Reporting Fund Adopted Budget Forecast Budgeted YTD YTD Actual Budgeted YTD
Beach Park Facilities 1100 1,234,300 1,614,813 757,888 1,138,549 380,661
TDC Promotion 1101 12,221,500 16,605,741 7,504,280 11,116,864 3,612,584
Non-County Museums 1103 658,500 861,504 404,334 606,296 201,962
TDC Admin 1104 - - 0 - -
Beach Renourishment 1105 13,438,900 17,581,879 8,251,792 12,393,966 4,142,175
Disaster Recovery 1106 - - 0 - -
County Museums 1107 2,000,000 2,000,000 1,228,046 2,000,000 771,954
TDC Capital 1108 4,923,200 6,440,937 3,022,957 4,542,094 1,519,136
Gross Budget 34,476,400 45,104,874 21,169,297 31,797,770 10,628,472
Less 5% Rev Res (1,723,800) 30.83% % Over/(Under) Bud 50.2%
Net Budget 32,752,600
Collections
% Budget % Variance FY23 | % Variance FY22 | % Variance FY21
Month Reported Actual Cum YTD Collected to Date|  Collections Collections Collections
Nov 2,566,657 2,566,657 7.44% 9.03% 14.03% 116.41%
Dec 3,274,362 5,841,019 16.94% 23.72% 12.56% 106.35%
Jan 4,411,180 10,252,199 29.74% 18.85% -1.89% 53.59%
Feb 6,538,419 16,790,618 48.70% 20.84% 9.49% 84.87%
Mar 6,868,217 23,658,835 68.62% 7.92% 6.14% 66.31%
Apr 8,138,935 31,797,770 92.23% 11.53% -2.59% 22.15%
May - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
June - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
July - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
Aug - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
Sept - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
Oct - 31,797,770 92.23% n/a n/a n/a
Total 31,797,770 31,797,770 YTD 14.44% 4.41% 59.19%
Budget Comparison
5 Yr History- Budgeted Actual Budget to Actual Updated
5 Yr History-Cum Monthly Collections Collections Variance Forecast
Nov 4.4% 4.4% 1,517,975 2,566,657 1,048,682 2,566,657
Dec 10.0% 5.6% 1,934,395 3,274,362 1,339,967 3,274,362
Jan 18.7% 8.7% 3,001,834 4,411,180 1,409,346 4,411,180
Feb 30.8% 12.1% 4,168,363 6,538,419 2,370,056 6,538,419
Mar 44.8% 14.0% 4,823,183 6,868,217 2,045,034 6,868,217
Apr 61.4% 16.6% 5,723,547 8,138,935 2,415,388 8,138,935
May 71.9% 10.5% 3,606,621 - - 3,606,621
June 78.3% 6.5% 2,229,096 - - 2,229,096
July 84.1% 5.8% 1,983,274 - - 1,983,274
Aug 90.0% 6.0% 2,053,876 - - 2,053,876
Sept 94.9% 4.9% 1,685,186 - - 1,685,186
Oct 100.0% 5.1% 1,749,050 - - 1,749,050
Total 100.0% 100.0% 34,476,400 31,797,770 10,628,473 45,104,874
% over/(under) budget 50.2% 30.83%
i Tourist Development Tax Callectiom Curve:
$8,000,000
$7,000,000
$6,000,000
55’000,000 / /\ Budgeted Collections.
/ \ = Actual Collections
$4,000,000 /./ \
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POSITION PAPER for
Collier County Coastal Storm Risk Management (CCCSRM) Feasibility Study
Prepared By: Collier County Coastal Advisory Committee (CAC)
Date: REVISED DRAFT May 8, 2024
TOPIC: CAC input on current progress by US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the CCCSRM Project

Collier County has experienced two significant hurricanes impacting the county in the last seven years
and causing significant damage from coastal flooding. It is therefore critically important for the county
and the county residents living within the areas susceptible to coastal flooding implement a plan that
prevents or at least effectively mitigates storm driven coastal flooding.

Through earlier efforts by Coastal Zone Management, the county secured the participation of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in a study to develop options to mitigate such damage. The first step
is a feasibility study to be completed in 2025. If approved, that would lead to a cost sharing program
with the USACE to further develop the plan and implement the project.

Unfortunately, based upon the CACs participation in planning sessions and public meetings — some lead
by the USACE - it is the CAC’s opinion that the project as now portrayed will not prevent widespread
damage from coastal flooding. This is due to a series of delays, misinformation and special interest
environmental groups outside the county coopting the message. As a result, the project, if
implemented as it now stands, would expose significant portions of the county to destruction of homes,
businesses and critical infrastructure. That in turn, would impact tourism and marine businesses and
affect the county’s economy. It should be noted that the current plan is addressing environmental
justice areas of the county affected during lan.

CAC’s basis for this opinion is as follows:

e Structural measures, so called “hardening”, have been completely eliminated from the
feasibility study. Good engineering practice recognizes that hardening (for example, groins
jetties, floodgates, etc) is necessary to prevent widespread flooding. Such measures have been
eliminated because (1) Construction cost inflation which has skewed the economics for “cost
effective” options and (2) vocal environmental lobbying has driven a “nature-based only”
solutions. This is creating an unrealistic expectation that limited nature based solutions can be
a cost effective alternative to structural measures in preventing coastal flooding. The limited
depth of undeveloped shoreline and development along the inlets and waterways prevent
implementation of effective natural flood barriers.

e Marco Island and other portions of the county have been excluded from the USACE project,
ensuring the plan will not be comprehensive.

e Time compression of the feasibility study means measures other than “nature based only”
cannot be thoroughly examined. The time compression is primarily driven by USACE project
funding limitations leading to accelerated completion of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP)
without adequate understanding of the economics being used to screen available prevention
or mitigation measures.



As currently proposed, the project appears to be headed towards a beach renourishment and
mangrove planting project for limited areas of the county. This will not prevent coastal
flooding.

The current USACE schedule calls for the TSP to be released in September 2024 and to allow a
30 day comment period, hardly enough at a time when a large part of the population is away
and when hurricane season is at its peak. A comment period of at least 90 days is necessary for
the public, engineering professionals and other parties to adequately review and comment on
the TSP.

If the county waits to act until USACE releases their TSP, it will be too late. We urge the county
commissioners to take a more proactive role to ensure the plan effectively mitigates the risk of coastal
flooding. In its current form — with hardening and large portions of the county excluded — widespread

coastal protection cannot be assured.

The CAC proposes the following.

County elected officials convey to the USACE project team that the county does not want to
rush completion of the TSP, the need to get this right from the beginning and the need for a 90
day comment period once the TSP is complete.

The County’s engineering experts, including those in advisory groups, become more directly
involved in understanding the economic models being used, the resultant flood elevation, the
defined areal flood zone for the model, and post flood impacts for each proposed flood
mitigation measure (hardened and nature based).

The County work with USACE on screening additional mitigation measures for improvements in
areas currently not in the USACE plan or for improvements to USACE proposed mitigation
measures (eg dune height increase, inlet protection, etc).

In conclusion, the CAC believes the county has a unique opportunity to reduce the risk of storm driven
coastal flooding - but not with current USACE plan. Significant changes are needed. We cannot
squander this opportunity.



POSITION PAPER for
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Unfortunately, based upon the CACs participation in ¥arieds-planning sessions and; public meetings —

some lead by the USACE aré-County-and-USACEled-in-person-and-virtualpublicmeetings,— it is the
CAC’s opinion that the project ias now portrayed will not tirending-towardsthe-goal-ef-prevent
widespread irgdamage sterm-driven-from coastal flooding. This hais due to eceurred-through-a series of
delays, mis-information and special interest environmental groups outside the county co-opting the
message. As a result, the project, if implemented as it now stands, would expose Faiture-ofthisproject
to-meetthegealexpeses-significant portions of the county to future-destruction of homes, businesses
and; critical infrastructure. That in turn, would -aré-its-everat-impact en-tourism and marine businesses
and affect wtimately-impacting-tthe county’s economy. It should be noted that the current plan is
addressing environmental justice areas of the county affected during lan.

CAC's basis for this opinion is as followsinehsde:

e Structural measures, so called “hardening”, ferfloed-protection have been completely

eliminated from the feasibility studydSACEprojectdrivenby. Good engineering practice
recognizes that hardening (for example, groins jetties, floodgates, etc) is necessary to prevent

widespread flooding. :Such measures have been eliminated because (1)

e—Construction cost inflation which has skewed the economics for “cost effective” options and (2)
vocal environmental lobbying has driven a “nature-based only” solutions. availableceastal




shereline—=\ocalenvironmentaHobbying This is creating an drivingnature-based-solutionsasa

unrealistic expectation that limited nature based solutions can be a cost effective alternative to
structural measures inte preventing coastal flooding. The limited depth of undeveloped

shoreline and development along the inlets and waterways which-prevent eannetfromsa
practical-appreachimplementation of effective natural flood barrierspreventeoastal-flooding
via-unprotectedcoastatinletsand-expesed-shoreline.

e Marco Island and other portions of the county have been excluded from the USACE project,
ensuring the plan will not be comprehensive.

o Time USACETSPprojectschedule-compression of the feasibility study means measures other
than “nature based only” cannot be thoroughly examined. The time compression whieh-is
primarily driven by USACE project funding limitations ispushleading to accelerated completion
of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) without adequate understanding of the economics being
used to screen available prevention or mitigation measures.

e Ascurrently proposed, the project appears to be headed towards a beach renourishment and
mangrove planting project for limited areas of the county. This will not prevent coastal
flooding.

e The current USACE schedule calls foristerelease the TSP to be released the-public-in
September 2024 and to allow a 30 day comment period, hardly enough at a time when a large
part of the population is away and when hurrlcane season is at its peak—as—tteqa—rreel—by—Fede%aJr

hurricane-seasen—A comment period of at least 90 days is necessary for the publlc
engineering professionals and other parties to adequately review and comment on the TSP.

If the county waits to act until USACE releases their Fentatively-Selected-Plan{TSP,} it will be too late.
We urge GAGﬁ—Feeemmeﬂelmg—the county commissioners to take a more proactive role to ensure the

plan effectlvely j

i Fesmaad mitigates th risk of
coastal floodlng—b&t—\ﬁ-meh—a%e—net—papt—ef—the—ewpem—%p#an In its current form — with hardening

and large portions of the county excluded — widespread coastal protection cannot be assured.

The CAC proposes the followingQurRecommendations.

e The-County elected officials convey mmunicate-theirdedication-to the USACE project team that
the county does not want to rush completion of the TSP,ar¢ the need to get this right from the
beginning and the need for a 90 day comment perlod once the net—Fash—te—ﬁsue—a—TSP which
does-nis complete.o 2 :

e The County’s engineering experts, mcludmg those in advisory groups, become more dlrectly
involved in understanding the economic models being used, the resultant flood elevation, the
defined areal flood zone for the model, and post flood impacts for each proposed flood
mitigation measure (hardened and nature based).




e The County work with USACE on screening additional mitigation measures for improvements in
areas currently not in the USACE plan or for improvements to USACE proposed mitigation
measures (eg dune height increase, inlet protection, etc).

In conclusion, the CAC believes the county has a uniqueence-ina-lifetimne opportunity to reduce the risk
of esastorm driven coastal flooding - but not with current technicalsupportfrom-USACE and-substantial
Federalfundingplan. Significant changes are needed. We cannot squander this opportunity.
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Colller County has expariennes Afertwo s hurricanes impacting the county in the last seven?
years and causing significant damage from coastal fiooding. it is therefore eritically important for the
county and the county residents which-fiveing within the areas susceptible to coastal flooding
implement a plan sicthat prevents or at a minimumleast effectively mitigates storm driven coastal
flooding,

Through rariirrske efforts bye! tuesounivccCoastal Zzone miVanagement-sta#, the county hasbeasn
able-to secured the participatinn of the U.S. Acmy Corps of Enginears [USACE] interest in a study
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Collier County has experienced ARe~tWO s hurricanes impacting the county in the last seven?
years and causing significant damage from coastal flooding. it is theretare critically important for the
county and the county residents wiet-liveing within the areas susceptible to coastal flooding
implement a plan whicthat prevents or at ssssimemicast effectively mitigates storm driven coastal
flooding.

Through euarlinrise efforts byef thacountys<Coastal Zzone =Management-sta¥, the county has-haes
able 10 secured the partivipation of the U S. Army Corps of Fngineers (USACE] inserest-ia 3 study
topralactand develop teatatveoptions to mitigate stosm driven-consistRosdinguch damage, The first
pac-oithasten Is prajesta feasibility sludy to be completed in 2025. If approved, that would [ead 1o 2
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Implementad-by-tha-Cewriy- througha-cost sharing agreement:

Unfortunately, based upon the CACs participation in various planning sessions and public meetings -

some lgiﬁ by the USACE swd-Cuwniyand-UsAChed in personand-visustpulilcawetiags, - ftis the —
CAC's opinion that the projecsses now gortraved will not © treadim-lewssdethecoal ot prevent —_—
widospread iagdamage storm-dsiven-lrom coastal flooding. This hais due to ssewsrad-through-3 series of
delays, mis-information and special interesl environmental groups outside the county co-opting the

message. As a resuit, the project. if implemented 35 it now stands, would axpose 3
1e-moatthepoal exposessignificant portions of the county to futuss-destruction of homes, businesses

ands eritical infrastructure. That in turn, would -sadis-overaliimpact eatourism and Manne businesses

and alfoct ~witimately impacting-sthe county's economy. It shouid be noted that the current plan s

addressing envirgnmental justice areas of the county uffected during lan. 1‘"&”’ ws.{-
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unrealistic expectation that limited nature based solutions can be s cost effective alternative to
structural measures into preventing coastal flooding. The limited deoth of undeveloped
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Marco Island’and other portions of the county have been excluded from the U ptogect anLa.
pnsuring the plan will not be comprehensive.
®  Time USACL TSP projectsehedste-compression of the feasibility study means measures other
than “nature based only” cannot be thorgughly examined. The time compression wiish-is
primarily driven by USACE prolect funding limitations is-psleuding Lo accelerated completion
of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) without adequate understanding of the economics being
used to screen available prevention or mitigation measures.
s Ascurrently proposed, the project appears to be headed towards a beach renourishment and

mangrove planting project for limited areas of the coumvl This will not prevent coastal
floading. e, Naviee, WU Ca e A Lt ol
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e The current USACE schedule calls forista-teieass the TSP to be released thapeblcin
September 2024 and Lu allow a 30 day comment period, hardly snough at @ lime when a farge
part of the population is away and whan hurricane season is at its prak-r-reawrad-Dy Fedess
faw, However, USACEsnd-Collior County have failed-to-nota-that thisi-sheminmnumJedeny
seggirament periodiarpeblicrommont  Furthermere-thesemaent A A
husscaneseason—A comment period of at least 90 days is necessary for the public,
engineering professionals and other parties to adequately review and comment on the TSP

If the‘County waits to act until USACE releases their Testabyely Selacted-Piaa-LTSP } it will be too late.
Welurge CAC issecammendiagthe county commissioners Lo take a more proactive role Lo cnsure the
Jrshephosding thic projact with chrarcammuaication that the enurty-ie--suppot of
300 5 witinst-denoro-to-protact areasand-comsnuaities which-are-atmiligates the risk of
coastal flooding-b-whickoreset-pas-oithe currert HEACE e In Its current form — with hardening

and large portions of the county excluded — widespread coastal protection cannat be assur

/ The CAC proposes the followingBur-Recommendations,

e TheCounty elected officials convey ssnunicatetheir dedeasinn-to the USACE project team thal
the county does not want to rush complelion of the TSP,and the need to get this right from the
beginning and the need for a %) diy comment penod once the setsushleloua 3 TSP wiieh
deasais complele ei-meet the stated-gestelpwvonting storm-arveasearial feoding:
« The County’s engineering experts_|ncluding those in advisory wroups, become more directly
involved in understanding the economic models being used, the resultant flood elevation, the
\ defined areal flood zone for the model, and post flood impacts for each proposed flood
mitigation measure (hatdened and nature based].
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» The County work with USACF on screening additional mitigation measures for improvements in

areas currently not in the USACF plan or for improvements to USACE proposed mitigation D
measures {(eg dune height increase, inlet protection, etci.
ey
In conclusion, tha CAC belisves the county has a uninqueamss—s—iduse opportunity to reduce the risk
of eeastorm driven coastal flooding - bt nat with current sashaiest 2 USACE it
regessyndinsplan, Significant changes are needed. We cannot squander this opportunity.
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Collier County has experienced two significant hurricanes impacting the county in the last seven years
and causing significant damage from coastal flooding. It is therefore critically important for the county
and the county residents living within the areas susceptible to coastal flooding implement a plan that
prevents or at least effectively mitigates storm driven coastal flooding.

Through earlier efforts by Coastal Zone Management, the county secured the participation of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in a study to develop options to mitigate such damage. The first step
is a feasibility study to be completed in 2025. If approved, that would lead to a cost sharing program
with the USACE to further develop the plan and implement the project.

Unfortunately, based upon the CACs participation in planning sessions and public meetings — some lead
by the USACE - it is the CAC’s opinion that the project as now portrayed will not prevent widespread
damage from coastal flooding. This is due to a series of delays, misinformation and special interest
environmental groups outside the county coopting the message. As a result, the project, if
implemented as it now stands, would expose significant portions of the county to destruction of homes,
businesses and critical infrastructure. That in turn, would impact tourism and marine businesses and
affect the county’s economy. It should be noted that the current plan is addressing environmental
justice areas of the county affected during lan.

CAC’s basis for this opinion is as follows:

' Structural measures, so called “hardening”, have been completely eliminated from the
u\;\o\!{ ao £ feasibility study. Good engineering practice recognizes that hardening (for example, groins

[ w4 jetties, floodgates, etc) is necessary to prevent widespread flooding. Such measures have been
NN eliminated because (1) Construction cost inflation which has skewed the economics for “cost
M ( . effective” options and (2) vocal environmental lobbying has driven a “nature-based only”

solutions. This is creating an unrealistic expectation that limited nature based solutions can be

a cost effective alternative to structural measures in preventing coastal flooding.
Wand development along the inlets and waterways preve
implementation of effective natural flood barriers.

o W d other portions of the county have been excluded from the USACE project,

n will not be comprehensive. '

e Time compression of the feasibility study means measures other than “nature based only”
cannot be thoroughly examined. The time compression is primarily driven by USACE project
funding limitations leading to accelerated completion of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP)
without adequate understanding of the economics being used to screen available prevention
or mitigation measures.
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* Ascurrently proposed, the project appears to be headed towards a beach renourishment and
mangrove planting project for limited areas of the county. This will not prevent coastal
flooding.

* The current USACE schedule calls for the TSP to be released in September 2024 and to allow a

}O’day comment period, hardly enough at a time when a large part of the population is away
and when hurricane season is at its peak. A comment period of at least 90 days is necessary for
the public, engineering professionals and other parties to adequately review and comment on
the TSP.

If the county waits to act until USACE releases their TSP, it will be too late. We urge the county
commissioners to take a more proactive role to ensure the plan effectively mitigates the risk of coastal
flooding. In its current form — with hardening and large portions of the county excluded — widespread
coastal protection cannot be assured.

The CAC proposes the following.

® County elected officials convey to the USACE project team that the county does not want to
rush completion of the TSP, the need to get this right from the beginning and the need for a 90
day comment period once the TSP is complete.

e The County’s engineering experts, including those in advisory groups, become more directly
involved in understanding the economic models being used, the resultant flood elevation, the
defined areal flood zone for the model; and post flood impacts for each proposed flood
mitigation measure (hardened and nature based).

e The County work with USACE on screening additional mitigation measures for improvements in
areas currently not in the USACE plan or for improvements to USACE proposed mitigation
measures (eg dune height increase, inlet protection, etc).

In conclusion, the CAC believes the county has a unique opportunity to reduce the risk of storm driven
coastal flooding - but not with current USACE plan. Significant changes are needed. We cannot

squander this opportunity.



Based on numbering paragraphs (1-7) on Joe’s 5/8/24 revised dratft.
(1) ... susceptible to coastal flooding to (add ‘to’) implement a plan

(4, 1% bullet) ... eliminated because (1) construction (small ‘c’) cost
inflation which (delete ‘which’) has skewed ... driven a “nature-based-only”
solutions (delete ‘s’).

(6, 15 bullet) ... rush completion of the TSP. The (period, cap T) need to
get this right from the beginning is critical. (add ‘is critical’ and delete ‘and
the need for’) A 90-day comment period i1s needed (cap A, add ‘is needed’)
once the TSP is complete.



