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I.
Workshop Overview

The following notes document the main points offered during the fourth workshop on Northeast Florida Regional Sediment Management held in Jacksonville, Florida on May 25, 2000.  The notes highlight and summarize key topics and actions as discussed at the workshop.  Important attachments are provided which support the workshop documentation.

On May 25, 2000, the fourth Northeast Florida Regional Sediment Management workshop convened at the Omni Hotel in Jacksonville, Florida.  Seventy-three participants were present, as shown in Table I-1.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems (OBCS) have partnered to identify approaches to improve Regional Sediment Management (RSM) in Northeast Florida (Nassau, Duval and St. Johns counties).  RSM strives to enhance the planning, construction, operation and maintenance (O&M) of navigation, shore protection and environmental restoration projects while protecting natural resources.  The USACE and the FDEP recognize that there are other agencies, entities and non-governmental organizations that are also integral to RSM initiatives and have solicited their insights during previous Northeast Florida RSM workshops.

Previous workshops concerning RSM in Northeast Florida were held in St. Johns, Duval and Nassau counties on August 16, September 29 and September 30, 1999, respectively.  During these workshops the Federal, state and local perspectives were presented and opportunities for RSM were identified.  Potential Demonstration Projects (PDPs) were identified as cost effective and innovative approaches to RSM.  Both the opportunities for and the benefits of RSM were identified during the previous workshops.  The purpose of the present workshop was to focus on making six PDPs for Northeast Florida a reality.  The agenda for the workshop is shown in Table I-2.

The fourth workshop included several overview presentations intended to provide baseline information upon which the group discussions were based.  The discussions themselves were intended to elicit comments and suggestions from various stakeholders regarding the PDPs, as well as to obtain specific information requisite to the implementation of the PDPs.  Specific recommendations were generated for each PDP regarding engineering, economic, environmental and policy issues.  Participants identified specific economic and environmental benefits as well and these benefits were similar across all six PDPs.  Economic benefits include reduction in future renourishment and O&M costs, enhanced recreational usage and increased protection for upland development.  Environmental benefits of these PDPs include maintaining nesting habitats for turtles and shore birds, reestablishment and stabilization of dune systems, increased viability of local species (e.g., beach mouse populations) and overall improvement to public lands.  Based upon the final comments of the workshop sponsors, the workshop was successful in providing useful information and 

TABLE I-1

REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT WORKSHOP #4 ATTENDANCE LIST

NORTHEAST FLORIDA (NASSAU, ST. JOHNS AND DUVAL COUNTIES)

LAST NAME
AFFILIATION
Breakout Session #1
Breakout Session #2

Anderson, Gary
PBS&J
2
5

Bailey, Bill
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAS-PD-E
1
6

Beason, Fred
Dredger:  Bottom Line Echo
1
UK

Bierman, Dan
Amelia IPCA Beach Committee Chairman
1
4

Bjork, Jenny
Georgia:  National Parks Service-Cumberland Island
1
6

Bodge, Dr. Kevin
Olsen Associates
2
6

Brantley, Bob
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
2
6

Bryant, Richard
National Park Service, Timucuan Nat'l Preserve
2
4

Carlson, Bruce
Institute of Water Resources
3
M

Craig, Ken
Taylor Engineering
1
5

Creed, Chris
Olsen Associates
2
5

Davis, Jack
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, WES
3
5

Doonan, Terry
Florida Game & Fresh Water Fish Comm.
3
4

Dow, Roxane
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
3
6

Duba, Captain Steve
Naval Subbase Kings Bay
1
4

Duck, Jim
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD
M
6

Dugger, Kenneth
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD-ER
3
4

Edmond, Kaiser
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAD
2
5

Edwards, Ty
Jacksonville Beach
2
5

Fore, Donald
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-DP
1
5

Freedenberg, Henry
FDEP, FL Geological Survey
2
6

Gates, Echo
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
3
5

Giordano, Tony
Minerals Management Service
1
4

Gosselin, Mark
Taylor Engineering
2
6

Hampton, Diane
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAS
1
UK

Hanson, Patricia
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-CO
2
5

Higman, John
St. Johns River Water Management Dist
2
UK

Hobensack, Bill
Olsen Associates
2
UK

Holmberg, Albert
St. Augustine Beach City Commissioner
3
5

Howard, Steve
Olsen Associates
2
6

Humphreys, Gladys
St. Johns County FSBPA
3
UK

Hussin, Dan
Dredger:  Great Lakes Dock and Dredge
4
6

Jones, Frank
JAXPORT
2
5

Joyner, Brian
Coastal Systems, Inc.
3
5

Lang, Bill
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD-ER
1
6

Latch, Mark
FDEP, State Parks
2
UK

Leadon, Mark
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
1
4

Lewis, Kerry
Fernandina Beach (Deputy Director)
1
UK

Lillycrop, Linda
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAM
3
UK

Lovett, Dave
Naval Subbase Kings Bay
1
6

Main, Orrin
Nassau County Soil & Water Cons. Dist.
1
4

Mauldin, Gary
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAD
1
5

Maxwell, Cliff
FDEP, State Parks (Ft. Clinch)
1
4

McAnally, William
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, WES
2
6

McCabe, Edward
Amelia Island Resident
1
4

McMillen, Rick
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-DP
3
UK

Miller, J.B.
FDEP, State Parks
3
UK

Miller, Colonel Joe
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-DE
UK
UK

More, Jim
Naval Subbase Kings Bay
1
5

Olsen, Erik
Olsen Associates
1
4

Orr, Renee
Minerals Management Service
2
6

Pearson, Dan
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
1
4

Plachy, Doug
USACE, Savannah Dist.
3
6

Roach, David
Florida Inland Navigation District
3
5

Roeder, Donald
Dredger:  Stuyvesant Dredging Company
2
6

Rosen, Doug
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-EN-GG
2
6

Ross, Bob
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-EN-GG
1
4

Royer, Jeff
U.S. Coast Guard Mayport
3
UK

Santheson, Kyle
U.S. Coast Guard
UK
2

Scarborough, Jerry
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-DP
2
5

Schmidt, David
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD-PN
1
6

Schwichtenberg, Bradd
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD-PN
3
5

Shaw, Adam
Coastal Systems, Inc.
1
6

Shimer, Leon
St. Johns County Beaches & Parks
3
5

Siegmond, Susan
Congressional:  Representative Tillie Fowler's Aid
1
6

Smith, Thomas
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ-PD-PN
M
M

Snyder, Russell
FDEP, Office of Beaches and Coastal Sys.
1
4

Srinivas, Rajesh
Taylor Engineering
3
UK

Stevens, Charlie
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SAJ
2
5

Stevens, Dr. Stuart
Georgia Department of Environmental Resources
1
6

Taulbee, Karen
Florida Dept. of Transportation
3
5

Tredik, Bill
St. Johns County
3
5

Trindell, Robin
Florida Fish and Wildlife Service Commission
UK
4

Wilkinson, David
Port Authority
2
5

Key:

1
=  Bypass Sand Across St. Marys River Entrance

2
=  Bypass Sand Across St. Johns River Entrance

3
=  Bypass Sand Across St. Augustine Inlet

4
=  Stabilize South End of Amelia Island

5
=  Offload/Intercept Material from Disposal Areas

6
=  Demonstrate Innovative Technologies

M
=  Attended multiple sessions

UK
=  Unknown/did not participate

TABLE I-2

NORTHEAST FLORIDA SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT

Workshop Agenda

May 25, 2000
Omni Jacksonville Hotel

245 West Water Street

Jacksonville, Florida 32202 (Phone: 904-355-6664)

HOUR
TOPIC
FACILITATOR

8:30-9:15
Welcome/Background
USACE/FDEP





9:15-9:30
Workshop Format
Facilitator





9:30-10:00
Potential Demonstration Projects
USACE/FDEP





10:00-10:15
Break






10:15-11:00
Potential Demonstration Projects
USACE/FDEP





11:00-12:30
Breakout #1:
Facilitator



Group 1




Group 2




Group 3






12:30-1:30
Lunch
On Your Own





1:30-2:15
Breakout #1:  Groups 1-3 Findings
Group Leaders





2:15-3:45
Breakout #2:
Facilitator



Group 4




Group 5




Group 6






3:45-4:00
Break






4:00-4:45
Breakout #2:  Groups 4-6 Findings
Group Leaders





4:45-5:00
General Discussion
All





5:00
Adjourn


recommendations for the USACE and the FDEP to develop specific RSM demonstration projects.

II.
Welcoming Remarks


Colonel Joe R. Miller, Commander, USACE, Jacksonville District, provided the opening remarks to the audience.  Colonel Miller began by welcoming the audience and thanking them for their participation in this workshop.  He indicated that the feedback and ideas generated from this workshop will be invaluable toward successfully implementing the PDPs in Northeast Florida.  He noted that the USACE has an important role to play in protecting the Nation’s coastal areas while providing navigation channels.  In closing, Colonel Miller stated that the USACE looks forward to participating with other stakeholders in developing new strategies for protecting and enhancing these resources.

III.
Background


Mr. Thomas Smith, USACE, Jacksonville District, Planning Division, presented an overview of the USACE role in sediment management along the Florida coast.  A copy of Mr. Smith’s presentation is provided in Attachment A.  Mr. Smith noted that material dredged each year by the USACE from the Nation’s navigable waterways totals approximately 253 million cubic yards, but not all of that material is considered “beach quality.”  Of the total volume material dredged by the Jacksonville District in the construction and O&M of Federal navigation projects, about 26 percent is currently being placed into the littoral zone.  Placing more of this material on eroded beaches makes sense since sand is a finite resource and it is more costly to regard shore protection and navigation projects as unrelated missions.  Meanwhile, the USACE’s O&M costs continue to rise and fewer new studies and projects are being authorized by Congress due to the backlog of unconstructed Federal projects.  

As for the Federal interest in RSM, Mr. Smith noted that the USACE mission expressly includes environmental protection, including improving the environmental quality of constructed projects, removing contaminated sediment from navigation projects, restoring aquatic ecosystems and protecting aquatic habitat and wetlands.  The Water Resource Development Act of 1986 (WRDA’86) and WRDA’99 specifically address regional sediment management by requiring the beneficial use of dredged material, the development of long-term sediment management strategies and implementation of Dredged Material Management Plans (DMMPs), as well as the conservation of coastal resources and aquatic habitats in cooperation with the states.  Federal shore protection priorities include maintaining existing shore protection projects, mitigating impacts of Federal harbors on adjacent shores and establishing a National Coastal Data Bank.  

The Coastal Engineering Research Board (CERB) was established by Congress to oversee the USACE’s shore protection mission.  The goals of RSM as defined by the CERB are to retain all appropriate material in the littoral zone and to develop balanced natural systems.  In pursuit of these goals, RSM is being investigated at the district-level along the Northern Gulf coast, the Northeast Florida coast, the south coast of North Carolina and the south coast of California.  The CERB feels that an effective demonstration project is one which addresses specific problems to be solve, provides initial outcomes quickly, enjoys broad-based support, involves multiple agencies and results in significant project cost savings.

The Northeast Florida provides many opportunities to address specific problems and achieve significant economic and environmental benefits.  The fully funded cost of the Federally authorized shore protection project in Northeast Florida totals approximately $669.7 million and will require placement of over 39 million cubic yards (mcy) of beach quality material.  Mr. Smith concluded his presentation by announcing the web site for this series of sediment workshops (http://nersm.saj.usace.army.mil).


Ms. Roxane Dow, FDEP/OBCS, then presented an overview of the draft Strategic Beach Management Plan (Plan) for the Northeast Atlantic Coast Region and explained the role of the FDEP regarding sediment management within the state.  Ms. Dow’s presentation is provided in Attachment B.  Ms. Dow began by explaining the intent of legislation in 1998.  The intent was to declare beach restoration to be in the public interest and give priority to regionalized projects.  In addition, the legislation made performance and cost effectiveness important criteria and provided long-term funding for long-term solutions.  With these goals in mind, the FDEP is developing a long-range Strategic Beach Management Plan to address beach erosion control, restoration and storm protection.  The components of this Plan include statewide strategies for critical erosion areas, implementation of the Inlet Management Plan and development of a long-range financial plan.  Ideally, the Strategic Beach Management Plan will take a coastal system approach to identify critical erosion areas and inventory sediment resources and will employ regional approaches and innovative technologies where appropriate.  All of this must be done in a cost-effective manner, as well.  Although the pieces of the Plan are coming together, Ms. Dow noted that there is always the uncertainty of the next storm to deal with.

Environmental sensitivity is a prime objective of the Plan and environmental concerns obviously must be part of the planning process from the very beginning.  Inter- and intra-agency coordination is another factor which must be addressed from the start; within the FDEP itself there are at least five separate offices which must coordinate their efforts.  The State has committed to long-term funding for 15 years to develop, implement and administer the Plan.  In addition, the state has numerous partners at the local, regional and Federal levels.  Long-range funding will enable the Plan to focus on projects such as sand bypassing, feeder beaches, restoring critically eroding beaches and providing regional linkages while reducing costs and resolving obstacles to its implementation.  Ms. Dow concluded her presentation by providing the web site for FDEP’s Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems (http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beach/).

IV.
Workshop Goal and Process


Mr. Dale Brown, of the Planning and Management Consultants, Ltd. (PMCL) facilitation team, explained the goal of the workshop to the audience, as well as the procedures by which the workshop participants would reach the desired goal.  The goal of the workshop was as follows:

To identify and brainstorm actions required to implement demonstration projects under the framework of the USACE missions and the FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan.   

Mr. Brown’s presentation is provided in Attachment C.  Three previous workshops have been held to identify potential demonstration projects and hear the perspectives of various interested parties.  Now that six PDPs have been selected, the participants at this workshop were asked to identify and evaluate the next steps required to actually implement the PDPs.  Mr. Brown described the workshop format which was comprised of the following four sections: 1) presentations of the USACE and the FDEP perspectives, 2) brief overviews of the PDPs, 3) breakout sessions to brainstorm action areas for each PDP and 4) the development of strategies to implement these PDPs.  

V.
Potential Demonstration Projects


Mr. Mike Beezhold, also of the PMCL facilitation team, began by briefly introducing the six PDPs through which the USACE and the FDEP hope to demonstrate the viability of sediment replenishment projects along severely eroded beaches.  The summary presentations of the PDPs were intended to provide baseline information in order for the participants to deliberate more effectively.  Mr. Beezhold also introduced the panelists from USACE and the FDEP who would explain each PDP in more detail.  A copy of Mr. Beezhold’s presentation is provided in Attachment D.  Mr. Beezhold explained that these PDPs aim to enhance regional sediment budgets, reduce project costs and restore essential environmental habitat.  

Mr. Beezhold provided the PDP name, its location (if applicable) and an outline of the presentation format for each PDP.  Each of the six presentations includes a description of the PDP, as well as an explanation of how the PDP fits within the USACE mission and the FDEP’s Strategic Beach Management Plan.  Also included in each presentation are the “action areas” which were to be addressed later in the workshop by all of the participants, a summary of the benefits of each project and a brief discussion of the schedule for each PDP.  The focus of the this workshop would be to define the economic and environmental benefits of each PDP, as well as an examination of the four “action areas” for each PDP: 1) engineering design, 2) economic feasibility, 3) environmental concerns and 4) policy/funding considerations.  If time allowed, the group would also address PDP scheduling.  There are four phases within each PDP’s schedule: 1) planning and reporting, 2) design and contracting, 3) construction supervision and administration and 4) monitoring, operation and maintenance.

A panel of experts from the USACE and the FDEP/OBCS was organized before the workshop with the goal of summarizing and discussing salient features of the PDPs.  Following Mr. Beezhold’s overview, six presentations were made by panel members, one for each PDP.

1.  Bypass Sand Across St. Marys River Entrance

Mr. Mark Leadon, FDEP/OBCS, introduced the first PDP presentation provided in Attachment E.  The entrance to St. Marys River forms the boundary between Georgia and Florida and separates the undeveloped Cumberland Island to the north from the more developed Amelia Island to the south.  It is an important navigational channel for commercial and military traffic, but the inlet is a barrier to longshore sediment transport.  The purpose of this PDP is to transfer sand from the southern spit of Cumberland Island to the beaches on Amelia Island.  This PDP meets the requirements of the USACE mission to protect the shoreline of Nassau County, which is particularly vulnerable to storm damage and will also help to protect historic Fort Clinch.  The FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan includes a strategy for the St. Marys Inlet and this PDP will be an important demonstration of that strategy.  Among other things, the Plan calls for bypassing between 554,000 and 779,000 cubic yards of sediment annually to the Nassau County beaches to mitigate the effect of the inlet.  Action areas for this PDP include:

· identifying suitable sand bypass borrow areas;

· conducting a study of channel wideners;

· conducting historic and environmental studies of the Cumberland Island spits; and

· investigating establishment of a permanent dredge pipeline at Fort Clinch. 

The benefits of this PDP include reducing channel maintenance costs, protecting upland development and reducing the amount of sediment lost from the littoral system.

2.  Bypass Sand Across St. Johns River Entrance

Mr. Charlie Stevens, USACE, introduced the second PDP.  Mr. Steven’s presentation is provided in Attachment F.  The purpose of this PDP is to bypass beach quality material across the St. Johns River entrance to the Duval County beaches south of the river and identify the optimum location for placement of the bypass material. The FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan has identified a 10 mile segment of critical erosion which extends from the St. Johns River entrance to the Duval-St. Johns County line.  The Plan also calls for continued beach nourishment in Duval County and further study of the St. Johns River entrance.  As part of its mission to protect these beaches, the USACE has identified Buck Island as a borrow source for renourishment of the Duval County shore.  Suitable material may also be obtained from the Jacksonville Harbor deepening project.  In addition, alternative off-shore borrow sites must be identified and permitted for future use.  Mr. Stevens noted, however, that the latest renourishment survey conducted by the USACE determined that only one-third of the originally estimated one million cubic yards of sediment may be needed at this time.  The USACE missions are considered to be linked in that sediment dredged from one project may be utilized to the benefit of another (given appropriate cost sharing of any incremental cost).  The USACE missions in this area include the Duval County shore protection project, deepening and maintaining Jacksonville Harbor for navigation and maintaining the Intracoastal Waterway.  The action areas developed for this PDP included:

· finalizing the Buck Island excavation plan;

· developing offshore borrow areas;

· quantifying the extra cost of placing navigation dredge material on beaches;

· securing environmental permits; and

· locating the littoral transport node south of the St. Johns entrance.

The benefits of this PDP include reduced beach nourishment costs, increased disposal area capacity and improved sea turtles habitat.

3.  Bypass Sand Across St. Augustine Inlet

Mr. Rick McMillen, USACE, presented the third PDP.  Mr. McMillen’s presentation is provided in Attachment G.  The purpose of this PDP is to supplement the natural sand bypassing around St. Augustine Inlet thereby stabilizing the beaches south of the Inlet.  In order to accomplish this, the USACE St. Augustine Harbor maintenance work would be linked to the initial construction of the St. Johns County Shore Protection Project.  Mr. McMillen noted that the Federal government would pay for 80 percent of the cost of this project, as the impact to the beaches south of the Inlet is largely attributable to the St. Augustine Federal Navigation Project.  The FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan addresses the St. Augustine Inlet by calling for annual bypassing of 510,000 cubic yards of sand across the inlet, modifications to the inlet structures to improve natural sediment bypass and a dune management program on the beaches south of the inlet.  Numerous action areas are required for this PDP, including:

· engineering design changes to mitigate harbor impacts to adjacent beaches;

· quantifying economic benefit of reducing renourishment costs through placement of navigation project maintenance material onto beach;

· eliminating need to acquire permits for every dredging cycle; and

· investigating low priority of Federal shallow draft navigation and shore protection projects.  

The benefits of this PDP include reduction in future renourishment and dredging costs, increased recreational opportunities, protection of upland development, and protection of beach and dune habitat.

4.  Stabilize South End of Amelia Island

Mr. Russell Snyder, FDEP/OBCS, presented the fourth PDP.  Mr. Snyder’s presentation is provided in Attachment H.  While the immediate goal of the PDP is to maximize the placement of suitable maintenance material from the Intracoastal Waterway onto South Amelia Island, the ultimate goal is to establish long-term solutions to the erosion problems on the south part of the island.  The FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan has identified a 3.1 mile segment of critical erosion along the ocean shoreline of South Amelia Island which needs to be renourished.  The Plan also calls for a feasibility study of shore protection structures.  In order to undertake the PDP, the action areas which must be addressed include:

· evaluating the existing monitoring data;

· determining the economic feasibility of increasing placement of maintenance material from the Intracoastal Waterway;

· water quality certification; and

· policy issues involving stabilization of park lands.

The benefits of the PDP include reducing future channel maintenance costs, providing sand to the littoral system, and protecting wetlands and coastal forest habitat.

5.  Offload/Intercept Material from Disposal Areas

Mr. Donald Fore, USACE, presented the fifth PDP using the materials provided in Attachment I.  Many current sediment disposal sites are full or nearing capacity, so the purpose of this PDP is to reclaim beach quality material from these disposal areas, thus nourishing beaches and restoring the capacity of dredge disposal areas at the same time.  The Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) has provided approximately $13 million to the USACE over the past two years for contracting the offloading of beach quality sand from their disposal areas.  This PDP would offload approximately 765,000 cubic yards of beach quality material from FIND Disposal Area SJ-1 onto Summer Haven Beach near Matanzas Inlet, which has been identified in the FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan as a critical erosion area.  This PDP also would offload additional disposal areas and intercept beach quality material prior to upland disposal.  Action areas for this PDP include:

· identifying a pipeline corridor and site access;

· developing an excavation plan;

· quantifying material separation and segregation costs;

· acquiring water quality certification; and

· investigation the constraints of the USACE least cost and environmentally acceptable disposal option policy.

Benefits from this PDP include restoration of disposal site capacity, placement of sediment in the littoral system and habitat restoration.

6.  Demonstrate Innovative Technologies

Mr. Bob Brantly, FDEP/OBCS, presented the final PDP.  A copy of Mr. Brantly’s presentation is provided in Attachment J.  The purpose of exploring innovative technologies is to find new, cost-effective ways to minimize the amount of sediment leaving the littoral system as well as to maximize the addition of sediment to the system.  Four technological approaches in particular have been identified: (1) separation and/or cleaning of non-beach quality material; (2) overflow dredge hoppers and scows to improve the quality of dredge material; (3) modify existing environmental standards to maximize sand recovery; and (4) issue long-term water quality permits.  Each of these approaches can be integrated into the USACE missions as they relate to navigation, shore protection and ecosystem restoration projects.  While the FDEP Strategic Beach Management Plan has not identified specific innovative technologies for implementation in Northeast Florida, the Plan specifically recognizes that innovative technologies should be pursued when it has been demonstrated that they will result in improved project performance or lower costs.  Further study is needed prior to relaxing existing regulatory standards on beach quality material, because issues such as turbidity and compaction are not yet fully understood.  

Some examples of technological approaches include structures such as staggered groins, the Punaise system (which is most effective where the sediment layer is more than 30 feet thick) and the “Stabeach System.”  The specific action areas which must be addressed include evaluating the overflowing of hoppers with a higher percent of “fines” (i.e., silt) at suitable locations and evaluating hydrocycloning of marginal quality material at existing upland disposal sites.  These innovative approaches have the potential to reduce beach fill construction and nourishment costs and increase the capacity of dredge material disposal areas while improving the quality of wildlife habitat.

Mr. Brantly answered two questions from the audience after his presentation.  First, would the state of Florida consider that any material taken from a beach is suitable to put back on another beach without extensive environmental testing?  Mr. Brantly responded that some type of testing or sampling will always be required to meet environmental standards and to assist engineers with their planning.  For example, sand from different beaches may be of different color.  Any sampling must be done down to the full depth of dredging.  Second, will the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) require permits for some of the PDPs being discussed?  Mr. Brantly responded that USFWS will always be involved to some extent in the permit review and oversight process for beaches.  They actually set the standards and it is the role of the FDEP to determine whether the standards have been met by the permit applicant.

VI.
Potential Demonstration Project Strategies Discussion


After the audience had been briefed on each of the six PDPs, the work participants were assigned to breakout groups to deliberate further on selected PDPs.  Individuals were assigned to PDPs according to their preference and/or experience.  Members of the panel were assigned to the breakout sessions for which they made presentations.  After a period of clarifying discussion within the breakout groups to sort out the issues and points raised during the presentations, the participants were asked to identify action areas that needed to be addressed for the subject PDP.  These action areas were organized into four categories: 1) engineering, 2) environmental, 3) economic and 4) policy.  To this end, strategies were discussed to address each action area, recalling the goal of the workshop being to seek out ways to make these PDPs a reality.

The worksheet found at Table VI-1 was used to frame the input from the breakout discussions.  The information was compiled and presented in a plenary session by the PDP panelist.  Once the panelist for each of the six discussion sections had summarized for the entire workshop audience the thought processes and recommendations of their respective group, the audience members were provided the opportunity to discuss and validate the results and offer suggestions for refinement as necessary.  The suggestions for each PDP developed during the breakout sessions and later by the entire audience are presented in tables in each respective section.

1.  Bypass Sand Across St. Marys River Entrance  

This PDP would involve a one-time effort to monitor and determine the effects of transferring sediment past the St. Marys Inlet and apply the results to future decisions.  A summary of the recommendations and issues discussed is found in Table VI-2 and is described below.  

TABLE VI-1

WORKSHEET

Northeast Florida Regional Sediment Management Workshop

Potential Demonstration Project



Action Area Category

Engineering Design
Economic Feasibility

Environmental Permits
Policy Coordination

(Circle One)

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

​


May 25, 2000






Name/Phone (Optional): ________________________________________________

TABLE VI-2

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BYPASS ST. MARY’S 

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Engineering Design Summary

Spit

Dredging Method
Prototype program – hydraulic pipeline dredge; protected wates

Fill Disposal Location
Nassau Cty SPP (higher); Fernandina Beach (disposal site); Ft. Clinch

Sand Quality Determination
Geotechnology study high priority:  issue:  quality/quantity

Hydrologic Benefits to Ft. Clinch
Hydro modeling required

Navigation Program Benefits
Maintenance benefits; flow characteristics; dredging interval

N. of N. jetty 

Sand Borrowing
Separation issue (Engr; policy, etc.)

· Engineering is possible

· May require jetty tightening

· Access to site more difficult (shallow water)

· Lowest priority for prototype effort

· Susceptible to weather

Environmental Permits Summary

Conduct Historic/Environmental Studies
NEPA – EA/EIS coordinated effort/joint prep or 3rd party non-biased; EA – for limited sand transfer; $savings

Mining Ebb Shoal Delta
Options in meantime

Shore Birds/ Turtles
Pre and post monitoring/Existing resources

Groundwater
Existing information available/Post studies

Sediment Analysis
Little discussion but would be addressed in NEPA

Timing
Outside season for endangered species/Avoid hoppers (seasonal)

Economic Feasibility Summary

Optimize Design
Re-evaluate Nassau county shore protection project to include Cumberland spit as borrow source

· Optimize channel widener – O&M maintenance (Budy 22 – immediate economic impact to navy)

· Reduces need for fill projects/costs at Ft. Clinch

Federal Participation
Determine jurisdiction of spit, i.e., COBRA site, national seashore, federal channel…?

Project Timing
After removal of spit, study/monitor to see if maintenance DRFDhih interval is lengthened (less often than annual) (pre/post)

Payment for Sand
Request waiver of sand fee from State of Georgia if applicable

Project Costs
Optimize cost/benefits through project choice

Policy Coordination Summary

Jurisdiction
Determine boundaries of demonstration project vs. channel maintenance project

Sand Criteria
Determine if there could be a variance to sand acceptability criteria (90%)

Water Quality
Dredge on an outgoing tide

COBRA (coordinate with USFWS)
Have an initial meeting with these agencies to determine/understand what is acceptable.

National Seashore (coordinate with National Park Service)
Develop a preliminary design that complies with their policies.

Meet with these agencies to discuss the proposed design and obtain their preliminary approval.

Continue with NEPA, public and agency review/approval process.

a.  Engineering Design  

There are two separate locations from which sand can be bypassed around the inlet.  The first is the Cumberland Island spit and the second is the area of sand accumulation north of the north jetty.  With respect to the spit, several areas must be addressed.  The preferred dredging method would be a hydraulic pipeline dredge.  The priority of fill locations would be the Nassau County Shore Protection Project, then Fernandina Beach, then Fort Clinch.  A geotechnical study should be a high priority, as finding material of suitable quality and quantity is the goal, rather than achieving navigable depths.  Hydrodynamic modeling would also be required to evaluate inlet hydraulics, particularly as they affect Fort Clinch.  Taking material from the spit would result in maintenance benefits, particularly in the form of increased navigation O&M dredging intervals.  With respect to the north jetty of the Inlet, borrowing material from the north side of the jetty is possible, but jetty sand tightening is also a consideration.  Also, access to the area north of the north jetty may difficult due to shallow water depths.  This location should be a lower priority than the Cumberland Island south spit.

b.  Economic Analysis  

Optimizing the design is the first item to consider.  The USACE must re-evaluate its Nassau County shore protection project to include Cumberland Island spit as a borrow source.  Federal participation will first require a determination of who has jurisdiction over the Cumberland Island spit itself.  Also, the USACE should consider widening the channel itself.  A waiver of sand fees may be required from the state of Georgia.  Finally, once sand is borrowed from the spit, the spit and the navigation channel should be monitored to determine whether the maintenance dredging interval can be increased.

c.  Environmental Concerns  

Historic and environmental assessments should first be conducted, possibly as a joint undertaking between all affected parties, or by an unbiased third party.  Mining the ebb shoal delta may be an option in the meantime.  Shore bird populations will require a survey of habitat resources as well as pre- and post-PDP monitoring.  The timing of the PDP will also be critical, so as not to disturb the shore birds during their nesting season.  In addition, groundwater concerns and sediment analysis must be addressed before the PDP begins.

d.  Policy Considerations  

Policy concerns related to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) and the National Seashore designation, under the jurisdiction of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service respectively, must be addressed.  It is recommended that the PDP proponents first meet with these two agencies to determine what is acceptable, then create a preliminary design that complies with their policies.  It will then be necessary to meet again with these agencies to discuss the proposed design and obtain their preliminary approval.  At the same time, continue as planned with the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), public and agency review/approval process.  Other policy considerations include determining the boundaries of the spit for dredging purposes and PDP purposes, determining if there could be a variance to the 90 percent sand acceptability criteria and the timing of the dredging (i.e., it is preferable to dredge on an outgoing tide).

e.  Benefits  

Economic benefits include reducing the frequency of maintenance dredging for the USACE and the Navy; placement of sand on Amelia Island and realization of a Florida Legislature mandate.  Environmental benefits include protecting nesting habitats and creating a more natural ecosystem, protecting historic Fort Clinch, enhanced recreation opportunities and re-establishing natural littoral transport pathways.

2.  Bypass Sand Across St. Johns River Entrance  

This PDP seeks to economically bypass sand around the St. Johns River to the beaches to the south.  Bypassing sand from Wards Bank (north of the north jetty) will cost less than utilizing an offshore sand (which is approximately $7 per cubic yard) for the Duval County Shore Protection Project.  A summary of the recommendations and issues discussed is found in Table VI-3 and is described below.

a.  Engineering Design  

Work toward finalizing plans and specifications for the next renourishment of the Duval County Shore Protection Project (with Buck Island identified as the primary borrow source) is well underway.  Further coordination is recommended between the PDP proponents and the City of Jacksonville as to the timing of offloading operations at Buck Island.

TABLE IV-3

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BYPASS ST. JOHNS

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Engineering Design & Economic Considerations Summary

Finalize Buck Island Excavation Plan
Work mostly done.

Coordinate with City and Port as to their desires for Buck Island Sed.

Proper disposal area management 1) use 2) capacity 3) quality

This will continue until it is clear that the navigation project will be able to supply sand to shore protection project.

Develop and Acquire Permits for Other Sand
Coordinate with MMS to develop new offshore borrow sources … do geotech and prepare permit apps.

Regional sand source inventory

This is currently ongoing.

Use of Ward’s Bank
Identify and develop spit inside entrance (at north jetty) as sand source.

Initiate studies for Ward’s Band & Ft. George Inlet relocation as a sand source for shore protection project.

Canaveral style sand bypassing

This could add another potential source.  Modeling required.

How to Place?
Hydraulically…break-pt between direct pipeline and hopper pump out.

Project Specific study

Delta Cost
Alt. Bids and options

Cost estimate for Navigation Project is required.

Environmental Permits Summary

Water Quality
Min. % fines/coarse material comply with waste containments

Endangered Species
Early initiation of consultation est. working group – interagency

Systems Approach
Conduct feasibility study of Ward’s bank as alternative borrow source

b.  Economic Analysis  

The USACE should continue to develop other offshore borrow sources of sediment, including obtaining the necessary permits.  Ideally, the USACE should develop a regional inventory of sediment sources to rely on.  Wards Bank and Fort George Inlet were suggested as potential sources of sediment for beaches directly south of St. Johns Entrance; however, these areas are beyond the scope of the USACE authorization and explicit authorization would be required before the USACE could even study these locations.  Placement of the sediment by hydraulic means would be the most cost effective, but there is a cost breakpoint between using a direct pipeline compared with a hopper pump out.  The USACE should rely on the dredging industry itself to recommend cost-effective ways to move sand.

c.  Environmental Concerns  

As with other projects, the quality of the required fill must be examined.  Studies will be required for all potential borrow sources, such as Wards Bank.  Interagency coordination will be required regarding any endangered or threatened species.

d.  Policy Considerations

Overcoming opposition to a truck haul of sediment may be necessary if hydraulic placement is not possible (i.e., beaches needing sediment may be up to ten miles away from source).  An overall study of how sand is trapped by jetties would be desirable.

e.  Benefits  

Economic benefits include better long-range planning through establishing alternative borrow sources, reduced maintenance dredging and protection of property.  Environmental benefits include protecting nesting habitat and returning sand to the littoral system.

3.  Bypass Sand Across St. Augustine Inlet  

This PDP involves removing sediment from the ebb shoal and St. Augustine navigation channel to nourish the beaches to the south of the St. Augustine Inlet.  Navigation maintenance dredging will be linked with the shore protection project in the future when possible.  Beach renourishment is expected to require 1.65 million cubic yards of beach quality material every five years and the ebb shoal accretes at a rate of about 500,000 cubic yards per year.  A summary of the recommendations and issues discussed is found in Table VI-4 and is described below.

a.  Engineering Design  

Conventional dredging is currently the best bypassing option, although a sand bypassing plant may be a possibility in the future.  A detailed study of the hydraulics of the Inlet by the USACE would be helpful, but must first be requested by the local sponsor.  The USACE should also study the possible realignment of the jetties to promote more natural sand bypassing.  This beach nourishment project might also consider the creation of a dune system with dune walkovers at each street where there is excessive foot traffic, or some other measure to control access.  Sea oats could be planted to help stabilize the dunes.

b.  Economic Analysis  

A future study should compare the higher costs of a stationary bypass facility against the reduction of maintenance costs.  The actual project performance should also be monitored and compared with the projected performance.  Sand must be 

TABLE VI-4

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BYPASS ST. AUGUSTINE INLET

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Engineering Design

Mitigation of harbor impacts
Nourish downdrift beaches

Protection for upland development
Create/vegetate dune system

Maintain longshore integrity

Control pedestrian access

Decrease inlet sand trapping
Engineering and environmental investigations of inlet realignment to promote more natural sand bypassing

Local sponsor should request recon. study

Widen channel
Engineering analyses of site-specific relationships/impacts among flows, sed. transport, geometry

Realign jetties/harbor
Maybe future consideration; doesn’t seem practicable economically at this time

Environmental Permits

Reacquisition of Permits
More manpower in Corps and DEP; co-locate DEP person with Corps (like Eric Burk)

Species Issues
Better inter-agency coordination timing order or work

Potential impact of realignment
Avoid downdrift erosion 

Avoid upland impacts

LRR/GRR study

Wave Action/Flooding
What does this mean?

Dune Management
Maximize dune stability

Potential Corps study CAP or Feasibility

Economic Feasibility

Define jurisdiction
Analysis complete.  Conduct  project performance monitoring.

Justification for realignment
Future Corps studies – inland mgmt plan and shore protection.

Sand bypass
Comparing reduced maintenance to higher cost of sand by-pass – future studies.

Policy Coordination

Federal Funding
Lobby Congress for permanent source of beach funds.

Highlight economic value/gains.

Focus on restoration (language) rather than fill…shore protection.

Local funding
Expand taxing boundaries (re-evaluate).

Initiate long term review for jetty/harbor reconfiguration
Attempt to evaluate priority for reconfig.



Remove constraints on area from federal authorization
Permit larger areas.

Get contributed funds agreement before needed.

Other
Analyze all sand sources (e.g., flood shoal)

Better coordination of projects (AIWW, inlets, fills).

Benefits Summary

Economic
Environmental

Reduction in future renourishment costs of shore protection project

Reduction in future maint. dredging events for navigation project

Increase recreation usage

Maintenance protection to upland development

Regional economic development- commercial and public
Maintain nesting habitat (e.g. birds and turtles)

Reestablishment and stabilization of dune

Healthier ecosystem

Increase viability of mouse population

Public land benefit

delivered in a cost-effective manner, as the north end of the shore protection project is 2.5 miles south of the Inlet and the south end is 5 miles from the Inlet.

c.  Environmental Concerns  

The environmental concerns have largely been addressed prior to the workshop, but it is recommended that future projects allocate more manpower, possibly by having someone from the FDEP assigned to work with the USACE on the project.  PDP timing and interagency cooperation could also be improved in the future.  If the inlet is to be realigned, concerns about upland impacts and further downdrift erosion must be addressed.

d.  Policy Considerations  

Congress should be lobbied to provide a permanent source of funding for beach stabilization projects.  Re-evaluate expansion of taxing boundaries and attempt to elevate priority for reconfiguration study.  Other recommendations include expanding the permit area for the USACE to work within and securing contributed funds agreements before they are needed.

e.  Benefits  

Economic benefits include reducing future renourishment costs and future dredging costs, increased recreational usage and protection of upland development.  Environmental benefits include re-establishment of dune ecosystem, protection of nesting habitat, increased viability of mouse populations and overall improvement of public lands.

4.  Stabilize South End of Amelia Island  

This PDP is intended to stabilize the southern end of Amelia Island and should not impact the offshore shoals south of the Island, nor should the PDP result in a net change in the land immediately to the south of the Island. A summary of the recommendations and issues discussed is found in Table VI-5 and is described below.

TABLE VI-5

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO STABILIZE SOUTH AMELIA ISLAND

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Engineering Design

Evaluate Existing Monitoring Data
Ongoing

Structure at S. End. Vs. Beach Fill
Beach fill insufficient to hold line unless frequent and a large amount

Strux preformed

Groin vs. Revetment
Revetment has to recreational value

Groin can retain beach

Either would work

Borrow Source
AIWW and SAISSA borrow site  know inlet shoals dubious

Environmental Permits

Water Quality concerns
Look for “soft” solution before using a hard structure

Biological Solution
Needs to initiate consultation, seek to minimize impacts

Turtle take (fill and structures)

Wetlands and Maritime Hammock
No net loss, assess value of wetlands, value of maritime hammock

Loss of Critical Wildlife Area
Develop regional Gopher tortoise management plan.  Restore quality of CWA.

Migratory Birds
Evaluate historic nesting as related to shoal size and distribution

Economic Feasibility

Park Revenue
Evaluate impact of erosion vs. stabilization on revenue-generating activities at park

ICW Placement at S. Amelia
Incorporate dredge disposal with fill placement aspects together (Fall 200 w/possible groin field)

Cost of monitoring
Evaluate consolidating monitoring (State, Federal, SAISSA)

Incorporate into S. Amelia Shore Protection Project
Consider consolidation with SAI project to improve project design and to reduce overall project costs.  Consider/calculate cost-sharing for financial partners.

Policy Coordination

Stabilization of Park Lands
Determine if park would allow structure and of what type.

Trade-offs action vs. no-action $.  Wildlife habitat (aquatic, terrestrial, and marine).  Recreation and fishing, horses threat to inlet beaches and bridges.

Potential trade-offs downdrift of Amelia
Model effects on Bird Islands and Talbots.

Monitor effects of temporary structures on Bird Island and Talbot Island if installed.

Benefits Summary

Economic
Environmental

Reduce Future Channel Maintenance Costs

Value of Land Lost at Park
Provide Sand in Literal Zone

Protect Coastal Ecosystem

Beneficial Use of Dredge Material

a.  Engineering Design  

The first recommendation was to continue evaluation of existing monitoring data.  A beach fill program is likely to be insufficient to keep the shoreline stable, so a stabilization structure would be preferable.  With respect to the type of structure, a groin would be sufficient to hold the beach in place and would not have the negative impact on recreation that a revetment would.  Borrow sites have been identified, but inlet shoals are dubious sources.

b.  Economic Analysis  

A study must be conducted to evaluate the impact of erosion against the costs of stabilization and how each would affect revenue-generating activities at the park (e.g., horseback riding concession).  Economic efficiencies could be achieved by combining Intracoastal Waterway dredge projects with fill placement projects.  Monitoring activities by the different agencies could also be consolidated to save money.  Cost sharing should be evaluated depending upon the limits of the study area.

c.  Environmental Concerns

It is recommended to look for a “soft” solution to the erosion problem before using a “hard” structure.  Consultation with the appropriate agencies must be initiated to determine acceptable turtle takes for fill placement and construction of coastal structures.  The impacts of such actions should be minimized wherever possible.  A regional gopher tortoise management plan should be formulated.  Evaluate the historic nesting of migratory birds as related to shoal size and distribution.

d.  Policy Considerations  

Before park lands can be stabilized, the USACE will need to determine if the park would allow a structure to be built and of what type.  The threat to the inlet, beaches and bridges would need to be compared with the effect on wildlife habitat and marine and terrestrial recreational opportunities.  Stabilization of Amelia Island may result in potential tradeoffs down drift of the Island into the Nassau Sound area.  This will necessitate modeling the effects on Bird and Talbot Islands if a structure is to be installed.

e.  Benefits  

Economic benefits include reducing future channel maintenance, reducing need for bridge maintenance and protecting Park Service land.  Environmental benefits include providing sand to the littoral system, protecting the coastal ecosystem and providing beneficial uses of dredged material.

5.  Offload/Intercept Material from Disposal Areas

Three sites have been identified in connection with this PDP (M5 in Martin County, SJ-1 in Matanzas and M434 site at Ponce De Leon Inlet).  Unloading these sites will be a joint project between the USACE and FIND.  The participants in this PDP discussion group chose to organize and examine the action areas in a different format than the previous four groups. A summary of the recommendations and issues discussed is found in Table VI-6 and is described below.

TABLE VI-6

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO OFFLOAD DREDGE MATERIAL

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Engineering Design & Environmental Permits

Repair Dunes – Extend Fill South
Coordinate w/Marine land and PBS & J funding?

Redesign placement area

Modify permit

Inventory “Hot Spots” on Ocean Side
FDEP has identified “Critical Erosion Areas”

Case-by-case basis

Alternative Delivery Methods
Case-by-case basis

Navigation Consideration
Analyze hydrodynamics (modeling) of adding widener

Economic Feasibility & Agency Participation

Reestablishment of Dunes
County through F.I.N.D. for O&M activities (not dunes)

Who are Agencies Policies, Time Constraints
Contact SJRWMD, DOT, DEP, and other agencies, DCA

Funding Sources
Current- F.I.N.D. , COE, DCA

Potential-St. Johns Co, SJRWMD, DEP, DCA

Future Offload Sites

Sites of Opportunity
Identify other sites relative to environmental engineering & recreational requirements.

Mitigation opportunities such as scraping down.

Site Specific Problems
Populated area- no work at night

Access & methods

Material quality- will processing be necessary

Distance

Competing Uses
Identify & evaluate competing uses

Used for road fill or construction

Benefits Summary

Economic
Environmental

Reduced Groundings Intra Coastal

Enhanced Protection Evacuation Route

Increased Disposal area Capacity

Property values and taxation

Upland storm protection

Recreation

No re-engineering
Habitat Protection

New Disp/A sites not needed

Recycling of sediment

Beneficial use of dredge mate

a.  Engineering Design and Environmental Concerns  

This discussion examines both issues concurrently.  Several recommendations were made with respect to different areas.  In order to extend the fill area so as to protect parts of Route A1A and Marineland, coordinate of efforts is needed between FIND, Marineland, the USACE and the FDEP to, redesign the placement area, address funding and seek to modify the proper permits.  The USACE should also model the hydrodynamics of adding a channel widener.  The FDEP has identified “critical erosion areas” for future action; these could be pre-permitted to speed the process.  Alternative delivery methods and innovative cleaning techniques for marginal quality dredged material should be investigated.

b.  Economic Analysis and Agency Participation  

Sand Dunes are currently being re-established and sustained through county efforts.  Sources of funding include FIND, the USACE and the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA).  Potential funding sources may include St. Johns County, FDEP and St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD).  Activities must be coordinated between SJRWMD, FDEP, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the Florida Division of Emergency Management among others.

c.  Future Offloading Sites  

Other sites must be identified relative to environmental, engineering and recreation requirements and mitigation opportunities should also be identified.  Several site-specific concerns will need to be addressed.  Among them are site access, methods of material processing, quality of material to be processed, distance and sensitivity to local population (e.g., no work performed at night).  Competing uses for the material must be evaluated, such as using the material for road fill or construction.

d.  Benefits  

Economic benefits of this PDP may include reduced groundings in the Intracoastal Waterway, enhanced protection of evacuation routes, increased disposal area capacity, enhanced property values, upland storm protection, enhanced recreation and eliminating re-engineering.  Environmental benefits include habitat protection, beneficial use of a resource and reduced need for disposal areas.

6.  Demonstrate Innovative Technologies  

The aim of this final PDP is to identify and recommend innovative technologies or processes that should be evaluated as to their usefulness in RSM.  The participants in this group identified four innovations and developed recommendations for each.  Each innovation was evaluated in terms of the four action areas (Engineering, Economics, Environment and Policy) and each is therefore presented separately as follows and in Table VI-7.  A separate discussion of the benefits of these technologies was not conducted.

a.  Separation and/or Cleaning of Non-Beach Quality Sand  

Engineering recommendations include developing standards for mining from an upland disposal facility or from a channel; designing a floating plant for off-shore separation (much like the oil industry) for use in winter weather; advertising in trade publications for parties capable of performing mass/density separation at different flow rates, possibly involving the development of proprietary technology; selectively dredging and operation of hydrocyclones.  Economic considerations include using a competitive process to develop separation technology, avoid double-handling material, development of a cost comparison model to look at the cost of purchasing upland disposal areas and examining the economics of running several hydrocyclones simultaneously (i.e., how does high volume/production affect fees?)  Hydrocyclones have a low production rate compared with traditional dredging, but may be economical if used continuously.  Environmental considerations include handling of waste material from the separation process, prevention of turbidity in cleansing operations and disposal upland or offshore of non-beach quality material.   Finally, the policy considerations of this approach include sole-source constraints, requirement for market research and the fact that this approach may be an expensive alternative.

b.  Overflow of Dredges to Clean Fill Material  

The major engineering recommendations include developing a test plan and sampling protocol to measure performance, identifying through geotechnical studies disposal areas containing greater than 10 percent silt content and assessment of where overwash material will reside.  Economic recommendations include determining the feasibility of overflowing based on test protocols, examining the differential costs of operating a hopper dredge or transferring material to the beach and estimating cost savings from extending the life of disposal areas.  Hopper overflow is the most economical method of cleaning sand, but it also results in much turbidity, which is not acceptable in all areas.  Environmental considerations include mapping benthic resources and identifying the impacts of turbidity and sedimentation on benthic and pelagic species.  A permit variance may be required at the dredge site due to the 

TABLE VI-7

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES

Action Item
Suggested Strategy

Overflow of Dredges And Hoppers

Engineering
Test plan/sampling protocol

Identify areas >10% silt content – geotechnology studies

Model expected sediment and turbidity

Environmental Permits
Sedimentation impact on benthic resources (lit. exists)

Variance for turbidity

Economics
Increase yield on borrow site

Differential cost, washing and transfer

Policy
Contractual specs re:  performance

Linkage of maintenance dredging with beach renourishment

Separation/Cleaning of Non-Beach Quality Sand

Engineering Design
Winter weather offshore plant. dredge and separator.

Market survey for mass density separation.

Selective dredging.

Economics
Hydrocyclone low production compared to dredge

Increased cost of selective dredging

Hopper overflow economic dredging

Modify Existing Standards to Allow for Use of More Silt

Engineering
Silt Barriers

What is range of % det cligs handling

Participate cetac

Expand cetac offshore

Beneficial use/remainder

Environmental
Turbidity limits (local) borrow/disposal/beach

Identify contams

Impact offsets 

Aesthetics

Economics
Benefits?

Mitigation options

$ value of SED

Marginal utility

Policy
Ask regulatory for new definition based on data

Experimental projects

Punaise Dredging

Engineering
Technology (proven) 90-100% sand

Environmental
Aesthetics (unseen) – not affected by SEA condition

Locate in areas of low importance envir.

Economics
Minimum  labor costs

Frees hoppers to mine sand elsewhere

Efficient use of equipment

Policy
Needs demonstration project

turbidity plume.  Look to environmental studies performed elsewhere on this issue (e.g., United Kingdom).  Finally, policy recommendations once again include linking the USACE maintenance dredging with beach nourishment policies, developing contractual specifications and the feasibility of obtaining a permit modification or variance.

c.  Modify Existing Standards to Allow for Higher Percentage of Silt  

While this is a policy issue rather than a specific “technological innovation,” this issue was included because the percentage of silt (or “fines”) in the available dredge material greatly affects each PDP.  With respect to engineering considerations, the participants suggest defining an appropriate range of “percent fines,” defining a local percentage criteria for each individual beach and identifying beneficial uses for remainder material.  The main economic recommendation involves weighing the cost savings of using higher percentage fines against the possible costs to the environment.  Environmental recommendations include determining if the disposal area is sensitive to a higher fines content and identifying acceptable contaminant and turbidity limits.  Lastly, the policy recommendation is to ask regulatory authorities (i.e., FDEP) for less stringent silt limits based on the data.  The primary concern of the FDEP’s percentage fines limits is turbidity, so the parties interested in modifying the limits must address this concern.  Specific means of reducing turbidity include reducing the fines criteria gradually as distance from the beach increases, washing the material on the beach and till the beach to decrease compaction (if beach hardness is a concern).

e.  Punaise Dredging  

This system employs a nozzle which sucks sediment from the bottom and pumps it out the other end of the pipe onto a hopper or a beach.  The engineering considerations are that the technology is cost-effective only if the sediment layer is 30 feet or greater.  The technology itself has been proven reliable in other parts of the world with 90-100 percent sand, but the sediment in Florida may contain too many shells for the technology to be effective.  Economic justifications for this technology include freeing hopper dredges for use elsewhere and the technology has a much lower labor cost than conventional dredging.  Also, it can be utilized in higher wave energy environments than conventional dredges.  No specific environmental problems were identified and the technology has a minimal visual impact on the environment.  The only policy recommendation is that the technology be utilized in a demonstration project in order to prove its value to RSM.  The FDEP has money earmarked for a Punaise demonstration.

VII.
Closing Remarks


On behalf of the FDEP, Mr. Bob Brantly thanked Mr. Smith of USACE for organizing and leading the workshop.  Mr. Brantly expressed the hope that the suggestions and ideas generated at this workshop would lead to institutional change, in the form of increased cooperation among the various entities involved in RSM along the Florida coast.  Mr. Brantly recognized that while the USACE wants to implement these PDPs, they need the cooperation, assistance and in some cases, the permission of other agencies in order to do so.  Therefore, the USACE needs a show of support from these agencies, as well as from the public.

Mr. Thomas Smith thanked the group leaders, the facilitators and most importantly, the audience members for attending and participating in the workshop.  The ideas and recommendations generated by the workshop participants would be invaluable as the USACE makes preparations to begin implementing these PDPs.  In order for RSM to work, the USACE will require the continued cooperation and support of all stakeholders.  Finally, Mr. Smith noted that the workshop notes would be posted on the project web site as soon as possible.  The workshop was then adjourned.
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