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Final Independent External Peer Review Report
North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir
Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A
Reservoir Feasibility Study

Executive Summary

Project Background and Purpose

The south Florida ecosystem includes the Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from
Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades National Park (the largest national park east of the
Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World
Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a Wetland of International Importance. The
Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by many factors such as competing demands
for recreation, development, and natural and commercial resources and include 68 federally listed
threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948, expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD), was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999, and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions.
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Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment Area projects. Congressional authorization has
been received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-
Phase 1, Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal
Western Project, which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water
Preserve Areas project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project
(CEPP) was authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in
February 2023. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and
specific regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made
through the previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are
needed to achieve CERP goals.

CERP Component A. The Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir (LOCAR) Feasibility Study (FS),
or Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was approved by Congress as a
framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68
components. The purpose of Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage
reservoir during wet periods for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage
capacity, north of Lake Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water
levels in Lake Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges
from the lake that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.

Section 203 Feasibility Study. SFWMD, as local sponsor to CERP, has prepared this LOCAR FS and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The SFWMD initiated the LOCAR FS in 2023 as the non-federal
interest in response to Florida Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct
Component A of CERP. Similar aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south,
and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this FS pursuant to Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986, as amended, for
submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District,
USACE is the federal agency, acting on the SFWMD’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500
through 1508) EIS to support the ASA(CW) review of the FS. Section 203 authorizes non-federal interests
to undertake FSs of proposed water resources development projects for submission to the ASA(CW).
Upon approval of the SFWMD LOCAR FS by the Governing Board of the SFWMD and the ASA(CW), the
recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.
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LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands Counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation. The study area
includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.

Independent External Peer Review Process

Independent, objective peer review is regarded as a critical element in ensuring the reliability of scientific
analysis. SFWMD is conducting an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake
Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study LOCAR FS (hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR)
which is being prepared for the USACE under the authority granted by Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986
(P.L. 99-662). As a 501(c)(3) non-profit science and technology organization, Battelle is independent, free
from conflicts of interest (COls), and meets the requirements for an Outside Eligible Organization (OEO)
described in USACE (2021). Battelle has experience in establishing and administering peer review panels
for USACE and was engaged to coordinate this SFWMD LOCAR IEPR. The IEPR was conducted
following USACE and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance described in USACE (2021)
and OMB (2004). This final report presents the Final Panel Comments of the IEPR Panel (the Panel).
Details regarding the IEPR (including the process for selecting panel members, the panel members’
biographical information and expertise, and the charge submitted to the Panel to guide its review) are
presented in appendices.

Based on the technical content of the decision documents and the overall scope of the project, Battelle
identified potential candidates for the Panel in the following key technical areas: Civil Works planning/
economics, environmental/ecological evaluation, hydraulic engineering, and geotechnical engineering.
Battelle screened the candidates to identify those most closely meeting the selection criteria and
evaluated them for COls and availability. SFWMD was given the list of final candidates to independently
confirm that they had no COls, and Battelle made the final selection of the four-person Panel.

The Panel received electronic versions of the decision documents (2,244 pages in total), along with a
charge that solicited comments on specific sections of the documents to be reviewed. Following guidance
provided in USACE (2021) and OMB (2004), SFWMD provided the charge questions, which were
included in the draft and final Work Plans.

The SFWMD Project Delivery Team (PDT) briefed the Panel and Battelle during a kick-off meeting held
via teleconference at the start of the review to provide the Panel an opportunity to ask questions of
SFWMD and clarify uncertainties. Other than Battelle-facilitated teleconferences, there was no direct
communication between the Panel and SFWMD during the peer review process. The Panel produced
individual comments in response to the charge questions.

IEPR panel members reviewed the decision documents individually and produced individual comments in
response to the charge questions. The panel members then met via teleconference with Battelle to review
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key technical comments and reach agreement on the Final Panel Comments to be provided to SFWMD.
Each Final Panel Comment was documented using a four-part format consisting of (1) a comment
statement; (2) the basis for the comment; (3) the significance of the comment (high, medium/high,
medium, medium/low, or low); and (4) recommendations on how to resolve the comment.

Overall, 14 Final Panel Comments were identified and documented. Of these, one has been identified as
medium/high significance, seven have medium significance, five have medium/low significance, and one
has low significance.

Results of the Independent External Peer Review

The panel members agreed on their “assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the economic,
engineering, and environmental methods, models, and analyses used” (USACE, 2021) in the SFWMD
LOCAR FS review documents. Table ES-1 lists the Final Panel Comment statements by level of
significance. The full text of the Final Panel Comments is presented in Section 4.2 of this report. The
following summarizes the Panel’s findings.

Based on the Panel’s review, the report is well-written, comprehensive, and presents well supported
engineering and environmental analysis and plan formulation. The report provided a balanced
assessment of the economic, engineering, and environmental issues of the overall project; however, the
Panel identified several elements of the project where additional analysis is warranted and places where
clarification of project findings, objectives, and assumptions need to be documented or revised.

Plan Formulation/Economics: While the plan formulation process generally followed normal procedures
of identifying a variety of alternatives and assessing them against the project objectives, the Panel is
concerned whether the Recommended Plan will actually be actionable. Throughout the FS and Appendix
E, there are repeated statements that SFWMD sought willing sellers for the purchase of the required
acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. However, Appendix D indicates that there is a single
corporate landowner who has indicated that they are not willing to sell. Without the property to build the
reservoir on, the Recommended Plan will not be actionable as currently proposed. Given the time and
cost it takes to go through other actions such as legal condemnation, the Panel is concerned about the
ability of this plan to move forward.

Although stated as being a part of Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, the cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA) was not provided in the document. Therefore, the Panel could not
assess the CE/ICA for risk, uncertainty, or accuracy during this review.

Environmental: The positive and negative effects of implementing LOCAR on the natural resources in
Lake Okeechobee were thoroughly detailed, well documented, and consistent with the analyses used in
other CERP projects. The Panel noted that the conversion of uplands to aquatic environment in each of
the Alternatives represents a significant land use change that has not been accounted for during selection
of the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan. The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir
sites should be expressed in terms of habitat units (HUs) lost or gained and should be added to the
values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net HUs created from each alternative.

The Panel is also concerned about how the HUs are currently calculated. Appendix G states the
combined performance measure (PM) score is multiplied “by 450,000 acres, as lake state conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9). However, when discussing the benefits of LOCAR to
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Lake Okeechobee within the FS, the discussion focuses on lake stages and how that impacts the
vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. What is unclear is if changes to
lake levels really impact the entire lake, therefore supporting the use of the entire 450,000 acres in the
calculation of HUs or whether only the littoral zone should be used in that calculation.

Two additional topics that the Panel believes need further discussion in the EIS are environmental justice
(EJ) and planning for identification and cleanup of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW).
Appendix C states the project does not adversely affect any minority or low-income population. However,
the EJ analysis does not appear to be based on currently accepted methodology for determining if an EJ
population is present. The Panel also noted that activities conducted over the past 100 years in this area
will likely have resulted in HTRWSs being present in at least some of this land. Based on regional
limitations on fish consumption, if left in the soil there is a likelihood of these chemicals ending up
bioaccumulating in species targeted by recreational fishermen as has been experienced in other local
areas including Lake Okeechobee.

Engineering: The hydraulic analysis and modeling done for the preliminary conceptual design of the
perimeter and interior dams used the latest science, guidance, and state-of-the-art models. The Panel
also noted that the seepage and stability analysis modeling is comprehensive. However, there were
several instances where the Panel was concerned that assumptions used in the analysis of alternatives
could be incorrect and potentially will result in an underestimation of costs or an inability to meet the
expected benefits.

The Panel is concerned that some of the construction costs are underestimated. For example, based on
real world experiences over the past several years, the fuel costs are underestimated. In another
instance, bridge construction costs from 10 to 20 years ago have been presented but it is unclear how
they have been used or adjusted to reflect current market costs. If not properly escalated, these costs
could be a lot lower than incurred.

When reviewing the Regional Simulation Model BASINS (RSMBN) modeling the Panel identified that
approximately 58% of the data used were from dry years while the more recent wet conditions
represented only 42% of the data. As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is
possible that large Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St.
Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may
have been overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives.

The Panel also noted that additional analyses of the constructability of the Recommended Plan should be
conducted that are focused on the intermediate stages during construction. These intermediate stages
often create greater stress conditions than the final design and generate unsafe situations. Therefore, it is
important to analyze and address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments Identified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel

m Final Panel Comment

Significance — Medium/High

The FS is unclear whether the Recommended Plan is actionable given that the acreage needed
1 for this project is owned by a single corporate landowner who has indicated they are not willing
to sell.

Significance — Medium

The effects of changes to the habitats at the proposed project and alternative sites were not

2 included in calculating the alternative's contribution to the NER plan.

3 Construction-associated costs related to sheetpile dewatering and bridge construction are
underestimated.

4 Evidence that supports multiplying the PM score by the acreage of the entire lake was not
provided.

5 The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not identify if there are any minority or low-income

populations present in the study area.

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not provide a plan for remediating the LOCAR Feature
6 (reservoir) soils to reduce HTRW from entering the water column once the reservoir is
constructed.

Use of the 1965 to 2016 period of record in the RSMBN modeling potentially biased the results
towards drier weather conditions than what is likely to occur in the LOCAR project life.

8 The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed.

Significance — Medium/Low

The cumulative effects analysis for listed species impacted by the construction of the reservoir,
as described in Annex A, is not sufficiently developed.

It is unclear whether the Recommended Plan meets the project objective of “increasing the
10 availability of the water supply to existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate
with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology.”
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments ldentified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel
(continued)

m Final Panel Comment

An evaluation of the performance of reservoir geometry, dam geometry, and reservoir water

" levels against risk and uncertainty from seiche has not been assessed.

12 Documentation that the proposed 12-inch thick soil cement layer on the water side and crest of
the dam embankment will withstand 10-foot wave heights was not provided.

13 No explanation of the application of USACE Institute for Water Resources (IWR) Planning Suite

CE/ICA is provided in the study documents.

Significance — Low

It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis of a previous version of the Recommended Plan is being
14  used to evaluate the effects of changing pool elevation and the top of embankment elevation
rather than the current version.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The south Florida ecosystem includes the Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from
Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades National Park (the largest national park east of the
Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World
Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a Wetland of International Importance. The
Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by many factors such as competing demands
for recreation, development, and natural and commercial resources and include 68 federally listed
threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948, expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD), was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999, and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions.

Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment Area projects. Congressional authorization has
been received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-
Phase 1, Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal
Western Project, which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water
Preserve Areas project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project
(CEPP) was authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in
February 2023. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and
specific regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made
through the previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are
needed to achieve CERP goals.

BATTELLE | September 13, 2023 1



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Final IEPR Report

CERP Component A. The Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study (LOCAR FS), or
Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was approved by Congress as a framework
for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of Water Resources Development Act (WRDA)
of 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68 components. The purpose of
Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage reservoir during wet periods
for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage capacity, north of Lake
Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water levels in Lake
Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges from the lake
that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.

Section 203 Feasibility Study. SFWMD, as local sponsor to CERP, has prepared this LOCAR FS and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The SFWMD initiated the LOCAR FS in 2023 as the non-federal
interest in response to Florida Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct
Component A of CERP. Similar aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south,
and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this FS pursuant to Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986, as amended, for
submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District,
USACE is the federal agency, acting on the SFWMD’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500
through 1508) EIS to support the ASA(CW) review of the FS. Section 203 authorizes non-federal interests
to undertake feasibility studies of proposed water resources development projects for submission to the
ASA(CW). Upon approval of the SFWMD LOCAR FS by the Governing Board of the SFWMD and the
ASA(CW), the recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.

LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands Counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation. The study area
includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.
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Independent, objective peer review is regarded as a critical element in ensuring the reliability of scientific
analysis. The objective of the work described here was to conduct an Independent External Peer Review
(IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study LOCAR FS (hereinafter:
SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR) in accordance with procedures described in the Department of the Army,
USACE, Engineer Regulation (ER) Civil Works Review Policy (ER 1165-2-217) (USACE, 2021) and the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (OMB,
2004). Supplemental guidance on evaluation for conflicts of interest (COls) was obtained from the Policy
on Committee Composition and Balance and Conflicts of Interest for Committees Used in the
Development of Reports (The National Academies, 2003).

This final report presents the Final Panel Comments of the IEPR Panel (the Panel) on the existing
engineering, economic, environmental, and plan formulation analyses contained in the SFWMD LOCAR
FS review documents (Section 4). Appendix A describes in detail how the IEPR was planned and
conducted, including the schedule followed in executing the IEPR. Appendix B provides biographical
information on the IEPR panel members and describes the method Battelle followed to select them.
Appendix C presents the final charge to the IEPR panel members for their use during the review; the final
charge was submitted to SFWMD in the final Work Plan according to the schedule listed in Table A-1.

2. PURPOSE OF THE IEPR

To ensure that documents USACE relies upon to make decisions are supported by the best scientific and
technical information, USACE has implemented a peer review process that uses IEPR to complement the
Agency Technical Review, as described in USACE (2021). This process is also required to be
implemented to project documents prepared under authorization of Section 203 of the WRDA.

In general, the purpose of peer review is to strengthen the quality and credibility of the SFWMD-
developed decision documents for water resource projects in support of the USACE Civil Works program.
IEPR provides an independent assessment of the engineering, economic, environmental, and plan
formulation analyses of a project study. In particular, IEPR addresses the technical soundness of the
project study’s assumptions, methods, analyses, and calculations and identifies the need for additional
data or analyses to make a good decision regarding implementation of alternatives and
recommendations.

In this case, the IEPR of the SFWMD LOCAR FS was conducted and managed using contract support
from Battelle, which is an Outside Eligible Organization (OEO) (as defined by ER 1165-2-217). Battelle, a
501(c)(3) organization under the U.S. Internal Revenue Code, has experience conducting IEPRs for
USACE, for state and local agencies, and for industrial clients. Prior to contracting for the SFWMD
LOCAR IEPR, Battelle completed an internal organizational COI screening to ensure that Battelle was
free from COls before conducting the IEPR.

3. METHODS FOR CONDUCTING THE IEPR

The methods used to conduct the IEPR are briefly described in this section; a detailed description can be
found in Appendix A. The IEPR was completed in accordance with established due dates for milestones
and deliverables as part of the final Work Plan; the due dates are based on the award/effective date and
the receipt of review documents.
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Battelle identified, screened, and selected four panel members to participate in the IEPR based on their
expertise in the following disciplines: Civil Works planning/economics, environmental/ecological
evaluation, hydraulic engineering, and geotechnical engineering. The Panel reviewed the SFWMD
LOCAR FS documents and produced 14 Final Panel Comments in response to 12 charge questions
provided by SFWMD for the review. This charge also included two overview questions added by Battelle,
for a total of 14 questions. Battelle instructed the Panel to develop the Final Panel Comments using a
standardized four-part structure:

Comment Statement (succinct summary statement of concern)
2. Basis for Comment (details regarding the concern)

3. Significance (high, medium/high, medium, medium/low, or low; in accordance with specific criteria
for determining level of significance)

4. Recommendation(s) for Resolution (at least one implementable action that could be taken to
address the Final Panel Comment).

Battelle reviewed all Final Panel Comments for accuracy, adherence to USACE regulations (ER 1165-2-
217), and completeness prior to determining that they were final and suitable for inclusion in the Final
IEPR Report. There was no direct communication between the Panel and SFWMD during the preparation
of the Final Panel Comments. The Panel’s findings are summarized in Section 4.1; the Final Panel
Comments are presented in full in Section 4.2.

4. RESULTS OF THE IEPR

This section presents the results of the IEPR. A summary of the Panel’s findings and the full text of the
Final Panel Comments are provided.

4.1 Summary of Final Panel Comments

The panel members agreed on their “assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the economic,
engineering, and environmental methods, models, and analyses used” (USACE, 2021) in the SFWMD
LOCAR FS review documents. The following summarizes the Panel’s findings.

Based on the Panel’s review, the report is well-written, comprehensive, and presents well supported
engineering and environmental analysis and plan formulation. The report provided a balanced
assessment of the economic, engineering, and environmental issues of the overall project; however, the
Panel identified several elements of the project where additional analysis is warranted and places where
clarification of project findings, objectives, and assumptions need to be documented or revised.

Plan Formulation/Economics: While the plan formulation process generally followed normal procedures of
identifying a variety of alternatives and assessing them against the project objectives, the Panel is
concerned whether the Recommended Plan will actually be actionable. Throughout the FS and Appendix
E, there are repeated statements that SFWMD sought willing sellers for the purchase of the required
acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. However, Appendix D indicates that there is a single
corporate landowner who has indicated that they are not willing to sell. Without the property to build the
reservoir on, the Recommended Plan will not be actionable as currently proposed. Given the time and
cost it takes to go through other actions such as legal condemnation, the Panel is concerned about the
ability of this plan to move forward.
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Although stated as being a part of Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, the cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA) was not provided in the document. Therefore the Panel could not
assess the CE/ICA for risk, uncertainty, or accuracy during this review.

Environmental: The positive and negative effects of implementing LOCAR on the natural resources in
Lake Okeechobee were thoroughly detailed, well documented, and consistent with the analyses used in
other CERP projects. The Panel noted that the conversion of uplands to aquatic environment in each of
the Alternatives represents a significant land use change that has not been accounted for during selection
of the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan. The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir
sites should be expressed in terms of habitat units (HUs) lost or gained and should be added to the
values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net HUs created from each alternative.

The Panel is also concerned about how the HUs are currently calculated. Appendix G states the
combined performance measure (PM) score is multiplied “by 450,000 acres, as lake state conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9). However, when discussing the benefits of LOCAR to
Lake Okeechobee within the FS, the discussion focuses on lake stages and how that impacts the
vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. What is unclear is if changes to
lake levels really impact the entire lake therefore supporting the use of the entire 450,000 acres in the
calculation of HUs or whether only the littoral zone should be used in that calculation.

Two additional topics that the Panel believes need further discussion in the EIS are environmental justice
(EJ) and planning for identification and cleanup of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW).
Appendix C states the project does not adversely affect any minority or low-income population. However,
the EJ analysis does not appear to be based on currently accepted methodology for determining if an EJ
population is present. The Panel also noted that activities conducted over the past 100 years in this area
will likely have resulted in HTRWs being present in at least some of this land. Based on regional
limitations on fish consumption, if left in the soil there is a likelihood of these chemicals ending up
bioaccumulating in species targeted by recreational fishermen as has been experienced in other local
areas including Lake Okeechobee.

Engineering: The hydraulic analysis and modeling done for the preliminary conceptual design of the
perimeter and interior dams used the latest science, guidance, and state-of-the-art models. The Panel
also noted that the seepage and stability analysis modeling is comprehensive. However, there were
several instances where the Panel was concerned that assumptions used in the analysis of alternatives
could be incorrect and potentially will result in an underestimation of costs or an inability to meet the
expected benefits.

The Panel is concerned that some of the construction costs are underestimated. For example, based on
real world experiences over the past several years, the fuel costs are underestimated. In another
instance, bridge construction costs from 10 to 20 years ago have been presented but it is unclear how
they have been used or adjusted to reflect current market costs. If not properly escalated, these costs
could be a lot lower than incurred.

When reviewing the Regional Simulation Model BASINS (RSMBN) modeling the Panel identified that
approximately 58% of the data used were from dry years while the more recent wet conditions
represented only 42% of the data. As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is
possible that large Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St.
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Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may
have been overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives.

The Panel also noted that additional analyses of the constructability of the Recommended Plan should be

conducted that are focused on the intermediate stages during construction. These intermediate stages

often create greater stress conditions than the final design and generate unsafe situations. Therefore, it is

important to analyze and address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.
4.2 Final Panel Comments

This section presents the full text of the Final Panel Comments prepared by the IEPR panel members.
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Final Panel Comment 1

The FS is unclear whether the Recommended Plan is actionable given that the acreage needed
for this project is owned by a single corporate landowner that has indicated they are not willing
to sell.

Basis for Comment

The FS and Appendix E Plan Formulation Screening repeatedly state that SFWMD sought willing
sellers for the purchase of the required acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. These
statements can be found in FS Sections 4.1.2 Acceptability, 4.3.4 Other Social Effects Table 4-26, and
Section 7.4 Compliance with Florida Statutes. In Appendix E Section E.4.2.7 Private Property, it states
“The presence of privately owned land was not a reservoir siting constraint. However, public scoping
response did highlight concerns about private property ownership. The SFWMD identified willing
landowners for potential reservoir locations to minimize concerns” (page E-14).

However, Appendix D Real Estate Section D.22 Attitude of Landowners states

As the single landowner of the acreage needed for this project, the corporate owner has
indicated that they are not willing to sell this portion of their much larger contiguous land
holdings at market value. Therefore, condemnation proceedings will likely be required to
acquire the lands.

The statements throughout the FS and Appendix E contradict the statement within Appendix D and
raise concerns as to whether the Recommended Plan is actionable as currently proposed.

Significance — Medium/High

A single landowner holding all of the acreage required for the project not being willing to sell is a major
issue that has a strong probability of influencing the ability to implement the Recommended Plan.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Please clarify throughout the FS and Appendices whether the Recommended Plan relies solely on
property that will not be sold willingly by landowners.

2. Initiate legal condemnation proceedings to determine cost and schedule impacts to the project.
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Final Panel Comment 2

The effects of changes to the habitats at the proposed project and alternative sites were not
included in calculating the alternative's contribution to the NER plan.

Basis for Comment

As stated in ER 1105-2-100, the USACE uses NER benefits to compare alternatives and select plans
for ecosystem restoration projects. Using HUs to demonstrate the benefits of taking no action and the
three alternatives, the FS provides a detailed description and justification for selecting the NER Plan.
However, the effect of converting uplands to an aquatic environment at the sites of the proposed
reservoir described in the alternatives should be a factor in selecting the NER Plan.

The conversion of 13,000 acres (Alternative 1), 20,500 acres of land (Alternative 2), or 14,900 acres
(Alternative 3) from uplands to an aquatic environment represents a significant land use change. The
importance of this change is due, in part, to the loss of habitat for federal- and state-listed species that
will result from implementing any of the LOCAR alternatives. Neither the FS nor Appendix G
addressed the effect of converting such a large area of uplands to an aquatic environment when
selecting a NER Plan.

The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir sites can be expressed in terms of HUs. The
HUs lost or gained can be added to the values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net
HUs created from each alternative.

Significance — Medium

The results of including the HUs gained/lost from constructing the reservoir could result in a different
alternative being selected and/or determining that additional alternatives should be considered.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Calculate the HUs lost/gained at the proposed project site for each alternative and update the FS,
Annexes, and Appendices.

2. Reevaluate the alternatives to determine if Alternative 1 should remain the NER Plan.

Literature Cited

USACE (2000). Planning — Planning Guidance Notebook. Engineer Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100.
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C. April 22.
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Final Panel Comment 3

Construction associated costs related to sheetpile dewatering and bridge construction are
underestimated.

Basis for Comment

Appendix B presents the cost estimates for the Recommended Plan. As stated in Section B.1, the
primary goal is to present a total project cost (i.e., construction and non-construction cost) for the
Recommended Plan, in today’s dollars, for project justification/authorization. Additionally, the total
project cost summary sheet calculates a fully funded estimate (escalated for inflation through project
completion) for budgeting purposes. The intent of these costing efforts is to produce a final product
(i.e., cost estimate) that is reliable and accurate and that supports the definition of the government’s
and the non-federal sponsor’s obligations based on the current design plan.

Appendix B.2.4 presents the contracting plan which breaks down the project into 8 separate
construction contracts (Contract 1 through 8). Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs includes
quantity calculations currently developed for use in the estimate for all the contracts, sorted by
proposed feature. These quantities include assumptions and sources of data used for the cost
development (MCACES Summary Printout in Attachment 3 which includes all the unit costs). Under
Structure PS-1: 1,500 CFS Diesel Electric Pump Station, the sheetpile dewatering assumes 20 ft deep
for dewatering and 40 ft deep for the sheetpile. The number of dewatering pumps for the sheetpile
dewatering is stated as TBD (interpreted as “to be determined”). The fuel unit cost used for off-road
supply is $3.89/gal. Based on our recent experience with Orlando International Airport and Brightline
Highspeed Rail construction projects in 2019-2020 and Patrick Space Force Base in 2023, the above
cited fuel unit cost is underestimated. Item 01 09 01 01 01 on Page 3 of Attachment 3 indicates a
dewatering duration of 500 days, which translates into using 4-6” pumps for dewatering pumping and a
fuel burn rate of approximately 0.5 gal/hr/pump, which is an underestimation of fuel consumption and
thus the estimated fuel cost. The pump and hose rental cost of $660/day may be fair but the estimate
does not include any installation cost which is likely to be a significant factor. The above dewatering
cost estimate is repeated for all other applicable Contracts. Therefore, the dewatering cost for the
Recommended Plan is underestimated. This may be compounded with the long duration of the
tentative project schedule spanning over 7 years (2024 to 2031).

In Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs under Feature of Work: Bridges SFWMD has
included what appears to be pages from a document titled Structures Design Guidelines Topic No.
625-020-018, Chapter 9 — BDR Cost Estimating from January 2023. This appears to be a Florida
Department of Transportation document. Sections 9.3.1 through 9.3.5 within these pages present the
unit cost for various types of bridges and slabs based on historical projects in the general geographical
area. As listed in the tables in these sections, the letting dates of these projects vary from 1997 to
2012 with at least half of the projects’ letting dates being more than 20 years old (1997 to 2002) and
the other half having letting dates more than 10 years old (2007 to 2012). Even the cast-in-place flat
slab projects in Section 9.3.5 had letting dates more than 10 years old. Currently, there is no
explanation as to how this information was used or whether any sort of escalation due to inflation, etc.
has been applied. Considering the age of these projects, the prepared estimated cost may be
underestimated.
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Final Panel Comment 3

Significance — Medium

Some of the assumptions in planning level cost estimates for the construction phase are based on old
data and likely underestimate the actual needs of the project during construction.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Adjust the fuel and operation cost upwards considering the extraneous conditions
experienced in the recent past. Revisit the quantity takeoff for dewatering and quantify (to the
best possible) more realistic dewatering cost.

2. Consider using unit costs from more recent projects and adjust for the extraneous conditions
that were experienced in the recent past.
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Final Panel Comment 4

Evidence that supports multiplying the PM score by the acreage of the entire lake was not
provided.

Basis for Comment

Appendix G Benefit Model, Section G.3.2 describes the Lake Okeechobee HU calculation stating "3)
Calculate HUs—multiply the combined PM score by 450,000 acres, as lake stage conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9).

When discussing the benefits of LOCAR to Lake Okeechobee, the discussion focuses on lake stages
and how that impacts the vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. Other
CERP projects that impact the lake also focus on changes in vegetation along the shoreline and how
this affects wildlife. It is the lake’s stage that is the primary factor related to the ecological functioning of
the lake.

Calculating the PM score is based on lake stage, and lake stage is of most concern in the littoral zone.
This is the habitat that matters when calculating HUs for the lake. To understand if changes to lake
level in the open water portion have an impact on the species found in this area, some data and
analysis of the data are needed. Appendix G does not provide evidence to support how lake stages
are considered to impact the entire lake when calculating HUs.

Significance — Medium

If justification for using the entire lake area when calculating HUs is not provided, the HUs generated
for the alternatives will need to be revised and potentially would result in significantly different
outcomes.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Provide evidence that lake stage conditions are considered to impact the entire lake, thus
supporting using the lake’s entire acreage when calculating HUs.

OR

2. Recalculate HUs for the lake based on using the acreage in the littoral zone.
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Final Panel Comment 5

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not identify if there are any minority or low-income
populations present in the study area.

Basis for Comment

By not defining if there are recognized minority or low-income populations, the EJ analysis is
incomplete. The FS states, “As displayed in Figure 4-3 and listed in Table 4-20 through Table 4-24,
communities with people of color and low-income populations are in the Study Area.” These tables
provide information on the percentage of minority and low-income populations but never state if any
Block Groups or Highlands County have minority or low-income populations based on the accepted
definition of a minority or low-income population for an EJ analysis.

Two reports provide the best guidance on defining a minority and low-income population for an EJ
analysis and how to determine if a minority or low-income population is present in a designated area.
The 1997 Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (EJ Guidance,
CEQ, 1997) report from the CEQ describes procedures for assessing if a minority or low-income
population is present.

Guidance in the 1997 EJ report specifies that low-income populations are to be identified using the
annual statistical poverty threshold from USCB Current Population Reports Series P-60 on Income and
Poverty. Many agencies define a low-income population as twice the poverty rate using the poverty
threshold. The FS does not articulate the difference between a low-income population and those living
in poverty.

The 2016 report, Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (Promising Practices),
prepared by the Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee
(Working Group), recommends using multiple methods to determine if minority or low-income
populations are present in the area being studied (Working Group, 2016). The report also provides
specific guidance on how to conduct the analyses. Numerous federal agencies support using these
reports when determining if minority or low-income populations are present in a project area.

Last, the text in Appendix C suggests that EPA’s tool, EJScreen, was used in the EJ analysis.
However, no explanation or details are provided in the text that explains the EJScreen or how it was
used to identify minority or low-income populations. The only mention of EJScreen is as a reference in
Appendix C.

Significance — Medium

Analysis of EJ issues is a requirement of NEPA that must be met for every project. A lack of an EJ
assessment can result in an incomplete report determination.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Implement the analyses described in the Promising Practices report to identify if there are any
minority or low-income populations present that would require an EJ analysis.
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Final Panel Comment 5

2. To demonstrate that the proper methods were used to identify minority and low-income
populations, include a discussion of EJScreen, how it was used in the EJ analysis, and the results
of the EJScreen report.

Literature Cited

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). (1997). Environmental Justice. Guidance Under the National
Environmental Policy Act. https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-
02/documents/ej guidance nepa ceq1297.pdf

Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee. (Working Group).
(2016). Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA reviews.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-

08/documents/nepa_promising_practices document 2016.pdf
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Final Panel Comment 6

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not provide a plan for remediating the LOCAR Feature
(reservoir) soils to reduce HTRW from entering the water column once the reservoir is
constructed.

Basis for Comment

Table 2-7 of the FS recognizes that “Lands potentially used for this Project are likely to have a past or
present agricultural land use. Activities conducted over the past 100 years will likely have resulted in
HTRWs being present on some of this land. State and federal databases include information on known
HTRW contamination sites.” The FS project team confirmed that a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes,
"Phase | and Il environmental site assessments will be used to identify unknown HTRW sites and test
cultivated areas for the presence of residual agricultural chemicals.” While this is the appropriate step
before the LOCAR Feature is constructed, the FS and related documents do not describe how the
project site will be remediated or what alternative plans may exist if the preferred site is too
contaminated to use.

If the LOCAR feature is constructed and the contaminants in the soil are not removed before
construction, these chemicals could become suspended in the water, where they could become
available for organisms in the reservoir and possibly accumulate in species occupying higher trophic
levels of the food web.

Significance — Medium

High levels of HTRWs could accumulate in species targeted by recreational fishermen and women,
resulting in adverse health issues for some people and causing the issuance of “do not consume”
warnings. Also, some federally listed species could accumulate elevated levels of HTRWs from
feeding on species living in the reservoir.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Conduct studies to identify the levels of HTRWs in the soil at the proposed project site and their
potential to become suspended in the reservoir's water.

2. Determine the effort needed to remediate the soils to reduce HTRWs to a level that will not create
potential health hazards for people or species.

3. Develop an alternative to the project site if it is unusable due to excessively high levels of HTRWs.
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Final Panel Comment 7

Use of the 1965 to 2016 period of record in the RSMBN modeling potentially biased the results
towards drier weather conditions than what is likely to occur in the LOCAR project life.

Basis for Comment

The SFWMD RSMBN used a 52-year period (1965 to 2016) of climatological inputs (rainfall and
evapotranspiration) to simulate in a regional setting the inflows to, outflows from, and operations of the
LOCAR reservoir. The FS states “the period of simulation (i.e., 1965 to 2016) used for the LOCAR
hydrologic modeling encompasses a wide range of historical climatologic and meteorologic conditions
that are representative of central and south Florida hydrology” (FS, Page 5-19). However, the period of
record from 1965 to 2016 contains a hydrologically much drier first 30 years from 1965 to 1994, than the
next 22 years from 1995 to 2016. This later period had more precipitation, more tropical storms, and
many more high-runoff years into Lake Okeechobee. In addition, FS Appendix H Annex H states that
Florida experienced generally wetter normal conditions since the early 1990s (page H-26).

As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is possible that large Lake
Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St. Lucie and
Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may have been
overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives. The FS does not provide how the 58% dry
and 42% wet characteristics of the period of record affected benefits and cost estimates for the
Recommended Plan. Also, the FS does not provide how a more evenly distributed period of record
between dry and wet years would have affected flood control and water supply benefits for the
alternatives. It might be possible that a RSMBN modeling using a period of record that evenly has dry
and wet years will provide larger flood control and water supply benefits than the period 1965 to 2016.

The modeled period of record likely does not represent the future and long-term dry and wet year
conditions during the life of the LOCAR reservoir project.

Significance — Medium

Using a model biased towards drier years than have been experienced in the last 25 years or more is a
potential risk of the Recommended Plan not meeting the stated benefits.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Document in the FS the potential effects of wetter years than modeled using the period of record
(1965 to 2016) on:

a) Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir
b) releases to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries
c) water shortage cutbacks

d) flood control.
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Final Panel Comment 7

2. State in the FS how benefits for the Recommended Plan would change if a more evenly distributed
period of record between dry and wet years was used instead of the period 1965 to 2016.
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Final Panel Comment 8

The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed.

Basis for Comment

Appendices A.7 through A.9 present the geotechnical considerations for construction including
preliminary design parameters for LOCAR construction and seepage and stability analyses of the
Recommended Plan. Sections A.8.3.2, A.8.4.2, A.8.4.3, and A.9 appropriately use the final design
conditions which are essential to the analysis. However, an analysis of the intermediate conditions
reaching the construction of the final design is missing.

In other words, constructability or practicality of constructing the design structures for the project is not
presented. The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed for
each of the eight contracts documented in the LOCAR FS. It needs a detailed discussion on the safety
factors during the intermediate stages of the construction phase for each contract. This will provide not
only credibility of the project design but also critical information to the potential contractors to better
control the construction cost and implementation strategy.

It is important to note that intermediate stages during construction often create greater stress
conditions and generate unsafe situations than the final design. It is therefore important to analyze and
address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.

Significance — Medium

Understanding the stress conditions and unsafe situations that may occur during the intermediate
stages of construction will determine if there are any unexpected risks to final project completion.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. List the critical stages of the construction phase for each contract (sub-project) and perform
engineering analyses of each stage of each contract.

2. Document the analyses and associated results demonstrating the constructability of the project.

3. Provide the constructability analyses results to each potential contractor during the construction
bid process.
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Final Panel Comment 9

The cumulative effects analysis for listed species impacted by the construction of the
reservoir, as described in Annex A, is not sufficiently developed.

Basis for Comment

Annex A describes the “Harm Resulting from Habitat Loss” for each listed species that is or may be
found within the area for the proposed reservoir. This section of the Annex lists large tracts of habitat
loss for several species (e.g., 7,567 acres for the caracara, 7,534 acres for the Florida grasshopper
sparrow, and 9,502 acres for the Eastern indigo snake).

The cumulative effects analysis concludes that the cumulative effects will result in populations of listed
species being maintained in the future and, for some species, increasing their habitat. While this may
be correct, the cumulative effects analysis does not provide sufficient quantitative details to support the
conclusions. Details of the acres of habitat lost/gained for listed species from past and present projects
and predictions of habitat gained/lost for future projects listed in Annex A should be available.

Summarizing these acreages in a table would provide a realistic estimate of the cumulative habitat
changes for listed species that the proposed action and past, present, and future projects will impact.
This additional analysis could reveal currently unknown impacts (positive and negative) on the acres of
habitat for the listed species.

Significance — Medium/Low

Additional details are needed to increase confidence about the conclusion of the cumulative effects
analysis.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Collect, analyze, and summarize quantitative data about the habitat lost/gained from the past,
present, and known future projects.

2. Add additional discussion describing the net result of the past, present, and known future projects
on the long-term impact on the listed species and, if necessary, revise the conclusions.
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Final Panel Comment 10

It is unclear whether the Recommended Plan meets the project objective of “increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate
with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology.”

Basis for Comment

The FS states one of the objectives of the LOCAR is to “increase the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate with improving Lake Okeechobee
ecology” (FS, page 1-9). The FS Abstract states “The Recommended Plan creates additional water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee to facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and distribution of water.
Water can be drawn from Lake Okeechobee and stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake
stages and later be released back to the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times.”

The water supply benefits come from LOCAR’s contribution in keeping the Lake Okeechobee water
levels within the ecologically preferred band. Thus, LOCAR provides the extra volume to store water
when lake levels rise above water levels desirable for lake ecology. This stored water can be used for
water supply, if needed.

However, throughout the FS, there are statements of Alternative 1 having negligible effects on water
supply indicating that it only “maintains pre-Project levels of service” (FS Section 5.13.1, 5-19 and 5-20).
This FS section also states “the effects from both increased volumes of water available and water
shortages are influenced by the timing and routing of other projects. Therefore, the effects to water
supply from Alternative 1 would be negligible.”

The Recommended Plan is basically Alternative 1 with refinements for a reduced footprint to avoid
environmentally sensitive uplands. However, based on the statement in Section 5.13.1, it appears that
the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users. The FS should be clarified as to whether the Recommended Plan meets the
objective noted above or not.

Significance — Medium/Low

Whether the Recommended Plan meets all of the project objectives needs to be clear throughout the

Recommendation for Resolution

T
‘

1. Clarify in the FS if the Recommended Plan meets or does not meet the objective of increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users.

2. If the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water
supply to existing legal water users, please explain how the application of the period of record that
is biased towards drier weather conditions contributed to the Recommended Plan not meeting its
objective related to water supply.
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Final Panel Comment 11

An evaluation of the performance of reservoir geometry, dam geometry, and reservoir water
levels against risk and uncertainty from seiche has not been assessed.

Basis for Comment

Seiche—a standing wave or oscillating water level in an enclosed or partially enclosed water body—can
occur at the LOCAR during changes in atmospheric pressures, wind setup, or earthquakes. The Panel
notes that seiche from changes in atmospheric pressure is unlikely to occur because the LOCAR is not
large enough to experience substantial changes in atmospheric pressure. Appendix H Annex A-1
presents extensive evaluation of wind setup and the dam design already accounts for wind-induced
water overtopping. Seiche from wind setup will likely not oscillate higher than the highwater elevation
estimated for wind setup. Thus, wind-induced seiche will likely not cause overtopping of the dam.
However, a seiche can occur in the reservoir compartments during earthquakes if the earthquake
frequency is near the natural frequency of the reservoir compartment.

The FS Appendix A (Engineering Appendix) Section A.7.5 (Seismicity) states that although southern
Florida is a low seismicity region, the possibility exists for earthquake imposed seismic loads on Project
structures. Section A.8.4.4 states that pseudo-static analyses that simulate earthquake activity will be
performed in the future pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the Project. Thus,
although very rare, earthquakes can occur in the LOCAR project area and the PED acknowledges the
possibility of earthquake occurrence. An earthquake with a frequency near the natural frequency of any
of the two LOCAR compartments when LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level (i.e., at a time when
the freeboard before dam overtopping occurs is smallest) can cause seiche-induced oscillations of the
LOCAR water surface.

Significance — Medium/Low

If seiche occurs when the LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level, the water oscillations from a seiche
can increase such that it can overtop the perimeter and/or internal dams. The dam overtopping can
cause erosion and damage to the dam structure.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Estimate the highwater in each LOCAR compartment due to seiche-induced water surface
oscillations during an earthquake.

2. Evaluate if dam overtopping can occur from water surface oscillations from seiche. If so, evaluate if
there is a need to design the perimeter and internal dams to protect these from possible
erosion/damage from seiche-induced water overtopping.
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Final Panel Comment 12

Documentation that the proposed 12-inch thick soil cement layer on the water side and crest of
the dam embankment will withstand 10-foot wave heights was not provided.

Basis for Comment

In Appendix A of the FS, Section A.8.10.2 describes a 12-inch thick soil cement layer as an appropriate
erosion protection for the embankments. The proposed option includes shrinkage and crack control
mechanisms along with a drainage layer beneath the soil cement to remove water from behind the
system.

The 12-inch thick soil cement may provide adequate protection against wave erosion on the water side
and crest of the dam embankment. However, the Panel did not see an investigation of the wave erosion
and erosion protection design in the FS or the associated appendices. The proposed design may be
conceptually sound but needs supporting analyses for design verification and acceptability.

Significance — Medium/Low

Providing the details of the soil cement design allows understanding and confirmation of the adequacy
of the design of the 12-inch thick soil cement against wave-induced erosion.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Include the details of the soil cement design analyses to improve confidence in the conceptual design
of the dam erosion protection.

2. Describe in the FS the maintenance of the soil cement to minimize cracking over time.
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Final Panel Comment 13

No explanation of the application of IWR Planning Suite CE/ICA is provided in the study
documents.

Basis for Comment

The Panel is not able to assess the adequacy and acceptability of the study analyses used to identify
Best Buy alternatives or select the Recommended Plan. Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, Section
G.3.3 Lake Okeechobee Alternative Performance, page G-16 states: “The AAHUs for Lake
Okeechobee will be combined with the Northern Estuaries HUs for the storage cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA). The CE/ICA is evaluated in Section G.5.4.” There is no Section
G.54.

Section G.5 Summary of Alternative Performance, page G-28 presents Table G-13. Total Storage HUs
for Each Storage Alternative and Table G-14. Cost-effectiveness and Incremental Cost Analysis Inputs
along with Figure G-17. Annual average habitat units and Figure G-18. Annual average habitat units
but no explanation of what they mean or how they are used to select the Recommended Plan is
provided.

Significance — Medium/Low

This missing or incomplete technical information affects the understanding and completeness of the
study documents, and there is uncertainty whether the missing information will affect the
Recommended Plan.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Include a narrative description of the CE/ICA analysis in Appendix G with references to support
interpretation of the model output and selection of the Recommended Plan.
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Final Panel Comment 14

It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis of a previous version of the Recommended Plan is
being used to evaluate the effects of changing pool elevation and the top of embankment
elevation rather than the current version.

Basis for Comment

Appendix A Section A.8.9 presents a sensitivity analysis for various scenarios of the design alternative
but does not present a sensitivity analysis of the proposed Recommended Plan. The section states “A
sensitivity analysis was performed on a previous version of the analyses to evaluate the effects of
changing pool elevation and the top of embankment elevation” (Appendix A, page A.8-12).

Without information on how the previous version differs from the proposed version, it is not possible to
determine if the sensitivity analysis that was conducted accurately represents the effects of changing
pool elevations and top of embankment elevations for the proposed Recommended Plan. Information
on how the previous version differs from the current version should be included along with an
explanation of why the PDT believes the sensitivity analysis accurately represents the proposed
version of the Recommended Plan.

Significance — Low

Clarifying the differences between the previous version and the proposed version of the
Recommended Plan and documenting why the reported version accurately represents the current
version allows for a complete understanding of why the previous version analysis was used.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Provide a detailed discussion clarifying the difference between the two versions of the
Recommended Plan (previous and current) and any explanations as to why the previous version
accurately represents the current version.
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APPENDIX A

IEPR Process for the SFWMD LOCAR FS Project
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A.1  Planning and Conduct of the Independent External Peer Review (IEPR)

Table A-1 presents the major milestones and deliverables of the Independent External Peer Review
(IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee
Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study (hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR). Due dates for
milestones and deliverables are based on the award/effective date listed in Table A-1. The review
documents were provided by South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) on August 18 and 21,
2023. Note that the actions listed under Task 6 occur after the submission of this report. Battelle
anticipates submitting the final deliverable) on October 9, 2023. The actual date for contract end will
depend on the date that all activities for this IEPR are conducted and subsequently completed.

Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR

Milestones and Deliverables Corg;;ltcztlon

Award/Effective Date 6/14/2023
Review documents available 8/21/2023
1 Battelle submits draft Work Plan? 6/22/2023
SFWMD provides comments on draft Work Plan 6/23/2023
Battelle submits final Work Plan? 7/6/2023
c?jétsesilgnrﬁgi?:sts input from SFWMD on the conflict of interest (COIl) 6/19/2023
SFWMD provides comments on COIl questionnaire 6/19/2023
2 Battelle submits list of selected panel members? 6/28/2023
SFWMD confirms the panel members have no COI 6/29/2023
Battelle completes subcontracts for panel members 7/17/2023
Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD 6/20/2023
Battelle sends review documents to panel members 8/21/2023
3 Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 8/17/2023
Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 8/18/2023
Batt.ell_e convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 8/28/2023
clarifying questions of SFWMD
Panel members complete their review of the documents 8/30/2023
?Z\ltéecléi g:)evri]cégs talking points to panel members for Panel Review 8/31/2023
Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/31/2023
4 ait:stljlgrgrovides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to panel 8/31/2023
Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 9/5/2023
Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel 9/06/2023 -
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 9/07/2023
Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments 9/8/2023
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Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR (continued)

Milestones and Deliverables Corgr;ltcztlon

Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 9/8/2023
5 Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 9/12/2023
Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD? 9/13/2023
Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD 9/13/2023
E{aetéggi :gr;\;gggsssteleconference with SFWMD to review Comment 9/14/2023
Efotéeelgi convenes teleconference with Panel to review Comment Response 9/14/2023
SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle 9/20/2023
Battelle provides draft Evaluator Responses to panel members 9/20/2023
Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle 9/21/2023
6P Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 9/22/2023
BackCheck Responses
aaet:sggrcszo:r\]/grée':s V\ﬁagment Response Teleconference with panel 9/25/2023
SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses 9/26/2023
Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members 9/27/2023
Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle 9/29/2023
Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses 10/6/2023
Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD? 10/9/2023
Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023

@ Deliverable.
b Task 6 occurs after the submission of this report.

At the beginning of the Period of Performance for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR, Battelle held a kick-off
meeting with SFWMD to review the preliminary/suggested schedule, discuss the IEPR process, and
address any questions regarding the scope (e.g., terminology to use etc.). Any revisions to the schedule
were submitted as part of the final Work Plan. The final charge consisted of 12 charge questions provided
by SFWMD, and two overview questions added by Battelle (all questions were included in the draft and
final Work Plans), and general guidance for the Panel on the conduct of the peer review (provided in
Appendix C of this final report).

Prior to beginning their review and after their subcontracts were finalized, all the members of the Panel
attended a kick-off meeting via teleconference planned and facilitated by Battelle in order to review the
IEPR process, the schedule, communication procedures, and other pertinent information for the Panel.
Battelle planned and facilitated a second kick-off meeting via teleconference during which SFWMD
presented project details to the Panel. Before the meetings, the IEPR Panel received an electronic
version of the final charge, as well as the review documents and reference/supplemental materials listed
in Table A-2.
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Table A-2. Documents to Be Reviewed and Provided as Reference/Supplemental Information

Preliminary Draft EIS Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section
203 Study

Draft Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Feasibility
Study and Report

Appendix A: Engineering Appendix

Appendix A Annex A-1 Hydraulic Design

Appendix B: Cost Engineering and Risk Analysis

Appendix C: Environmental & Cultural Resources

Appendix C Annex A: FWCA & ESA Compliance

Appendix C Annex B — Part 1: Analyses Required by WRDA
Appendix C Annex B — Part 2: State Compliance Report

Appendix C Annex C: Draft Project Operations Manual

Appendix C Annex D: Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plans

Appendix C Annex E: RECOVER Review

Appendix C Annex F: Invasive and Nuisance Species Management
Plan

Appendix C Annex G: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste
Appendix C Annex H: Climate Change Assessment

Appendix C Annex |: PLSM Alternatives

Appendix D: Real Estate

Appendix E: Plan Formulation

Appendix F: Recreation

Appendix G: Benefit Model

2023_SFWMD Section 203 Study Prime Farmland Form AD-1006

Total # of pages to be reviewed

210

212

202
291
320
251
123
28
74
28
65
3

36

169
64

14
52
17
70

2244

In addition to the materials provided in Table A-2, the panel members were provided the following USACE

guidance documents.

o Civil Works Review Policy (ER 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021)

o Office of Management and Budget’'s Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review

(December 16, 2004)
e Foundations of SMART Planning

o Feasibility Study Milestones (PB 2018-01, September 30, 2018 and PB 2018-01(S), June 20,

2019)
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e SMART - Planning Overview
e Planning Modernization Fact Sheet
e USACE Climate Change Adaptation Plan (2015)

e Procedures to Evaluate SLR Change Impacts Responses Adaptation (ETL 1100-2-1 — June 30,
2014)

e Incorporating SLR Change in CW Programs (ER 1100-2-8162 — December 31, 2013).

Throughout the review, the Panel developed 11 questions for SFWMD. These were provided to SFWMD
by Battelle through email. SFWMD was able to provide responses to all of the questions prior to the end
of the review.

In addition, throughout the review period, SFWMD provided documents at the request of panel members.
These documents were provided to Battelle and then sent to the Panel as additional information only and
were not part of the official review. A list of these additional documents requested by the Panel is
provided below.

e 00_Appendix A Annex LOCAR_MDR_20230725.pdf

20230811_LOCAR_AIt1_PMF_HECRASmodelfiles.zip
e 20230811 _LOCAR_PMP_HECMetVue modelfiles.zip
e LOCAR-Typical_Cross_Sections_Alt-1_Aug_updt_modtoe.gsz

e 20230814 LOCAR _3D_Seepage Model_Files.zip.

A.2 Review of Individual Comments

The Panel was instructed to address the charge questions/discussion points within a charge question
response form provided by Battelle. At the end of the review period, the Panel produced individual
comments in response to the charge questions/discussion points. Battelle reviewed the comments to
identify overall recurring themes, areas of potential conflict, and other overall impressions. At the end of
the review, Battelle summarized the individual comments into a preliminary list of overall comments and
discussion points. Each panel member’s individual comments were shared with the full Panel.

A.3 IEPR Panel Teleconference

Battelle facilitated a teleconference with the Panel so that the panel members could exchange technical
information. The main goal of the teleconference was to identify which issues should be carried forward
as Final Panel Comments in the Final IEPR Report and decide which panel member should serve as the
lead author for the development of each Final Panel Comment. This information exchange ensured that
the Final IEPR Report would accurately represent the Panel’s assessment of the project, including any
conflicting opinions. The Panel engaged in a thorough discussion of the overall positive and negative
comments, added any missing issues of significant importance to the findings, and merged any related
individual comments. At the conclusion of the teleconference, Battelle reviewed each Final Panel
Comment with the Panel, including the associated level of significance, and confirmed the lead author for
each comment.

BATTELLE | September 13, 2023 A-4



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Final IEPR Report

A.4

Preparation of Final Panel Comments

Following the teleconference, Battelle distributed a summary memorandum for the Panel documenting
each Final Panel Comment (organized by level of significance). The memorandum provided the following
detailed guidance on the approach and format to be used to develop the Final Panel Comments for the
SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR:

Lead Responsibility: For each Final Panel Comment, one panel member was identified as the
lead author responsible for coordinating the development of the Final Panel Comment and
submitting it to Battelle. Battelle modified lead assignments at the direction of the Panel. To assist
each lead in the development of the Final Panel Comments, Battelle distributed a summary email
detailing each draft final comment statement, an example Final Panel Comment following the
four-part structure described below, and templates for the preparation of each Final Panel
Comment.

Directive to the Lead: Each lead was encouraged to communicate directly with the other panel
members as needed and to contribute to a particular Final Panel Comment. If a significant
comment was identified that was not covered by one of the original Final Panel Comments, the
appropriate lead was instructed to draft a new Final Panel Comment.

Format for Final Panel Comments: Each Final Panel Comment was presented as part of a four-
part structure:

1. Comment Statement (succinct summary statement of concern)
2. Basis for Comment (details regarding the concern)
3. Significance (high, medium/high, medium, medium/low, and low; see description below)

4. Recommendation(s) for Resolution (see description below).

Criteria for Significance: The following were used as criteria for assigning a significance level to
each Final Panel Comment:

1. High: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that will influence the
technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of, or ability to implement the
recommended plan.

2. Medium/High: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that has a
strong probability of influencing the technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of,
or ability to implement the recommended plan.

3. Medium: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that has a low
probability of influencing the technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of, or
ability to implement the recommended plan.

4. Medium/Low: There is missing, incomplete, or inconsistent technical or scientific information
that affects the clarity, understanding, or completeness of the study documents, and there is
uncertainty whether the missing information will affect the selection of, justification of, or
ability to implement the recommended plan.
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5. Low: There is a minor technical or scientific discrepancy or inconsistency that affects the
clarity, understanding, or completeness of the study documents but does not influence the
selection of, justification of, or ability to implement the recommended plan.

e Guidelines for Developing Recommendations: The recommendation section was to include
specific actions that USACE should consider to resolve the Final Panel Comment (e.g.,
suggestions on how and where to incorporate data into the analysis, how and where to address
insufficiencies, areas where additional documentation is needed).

Battelle reviewed and edited the Final Panel Comments for clarity, consistency with the comment
statement, and adherence to guidance on the Panel’s overall charge, which included ensuring that there
were no comments regarding either the appropriateness of the selected alternative or USACE policy. At
the end of this process, 14 Final Panel Comments were prepared and assembled. There was no direct
communication between the Panel and USACE during the preparation of the Final Panel Comments. The
full text of the Final Panel Comments is presented in Section 4.2 of the main report.

A.5 Final IEPR Report

After concluding the review and preparation of the Final Panel Comments, Battelle prepared a final IEPR
report (this document) on the overall IEPR process and the IEPR panel members’ findings. Each panel
member and Battelle technical and editorial reviewers reviewed the IEPR report prior to submission to
USACE for acceptance.

A.6 Comment Response Process

SFWMD will provide responses (Evaluator Responses) to the Final Panel Comments, and the Panel will
respond (BackCheck Responses) to the Evaluator Responses. All SFWMD and Panel responses will be
documented by Battelle. Battelle will provide SFWMD and the Panel with a pdf printout of all responses,
as a final deliverable and record of the IEPR results.
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APPENDIX B

Identification and Selection of IEPR Panel Members for the SFWMD
LOCAR FS Project
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B.1 Panel Identification

The candidates for the Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study
(hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR) Panel were evaluated based on their technical expertise in the
following key areas: Civil Works planning/ economics, environmental/ecological evaluation, hydraulic
engineering, and geotechnical engineering. These areas correspond to the technical content of the review
documents and overall scope of the SFWMD LOCAR FS project.

To identify candidate panel members, Battelle reviewed the credentials of the experts in Battelle’s Peer
Reviewer Database, sought recommendations from colleagues, contacted former panel members, and
conducted targeted Internet searches. Battelle evaluated these candidate panel members in terms of their
technical expertise and potential conflicts of interest (COls). Of these candidates, Battelle chose the most
qualified individuals, confirmed their interest and availability, and ultimately selected four experts for the
final Panel. The remaining candidates were not proposed for a variety of reasons, including lack of
availability, disclosed COls, or lack of the precise technical expertise required.

Candidates were screened for the following potential exclusion criteria or COls. These COIl questions
were intended to serve as a means of disclosure in order to better characterize a candidate’s employment
history and background. Battelle evaluated whether scientists in universities and consulting firms that are
receiving USACE-funding have sufficient independence from USACE to be appropriate peer reviewers.
Guidance in OMB (2004, p. 18) states,

“...when a scientist is awarded a government research grant through an investigator-initiated,
peer-reviewed competition, there generally should be no question as to that scientist's ability to
offer independent scientific advice to the agency on other projects. This contrasts, for example, to
a situation in which a scientist has a consulting or contractual arrangement with the agency or
office sponsoring a peer review. Likewise, when the agency and a researcher work together (e.g.,
through a cooperative agreement) to design or implement a study, there is less independence
from the agency. Furthermore, if a scientist has repeatedly served as a reviewer for the same
agency, some may question whether that scientist is sufficiently independent from the agency to
be employed as a peer reviewer on agency-sponsored projects.”

The term “firm” in a screening question referred to any joint venture in which a firm was involved. It
applied to any firm that serves in a joint venture, either as a prime or as a subcontractor to a prime.
Candidates were asked to clarify the relationship in the screening questions.

Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

1. Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility
Study (hereinafter: LOCAR FS) and related projects.

2. Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in water storage projects in the central
Everglades region.
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Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

10.

11.

Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in the conceptual or actual design,
construction, or operation and maintenance (O&M) of any projects related to the LOCAR FS.

Current employment by the SFWMD.

Previous and/or current involvement with paid or unpaid expert testimony related to the LOCAR
FS or central Everglades region.

Previous and/or current employment or affiliation with the non-Federal sponsors or any of the
following cooperating Federal, State, County, local and regional agencies, environmental
organizations, and interested groups (for pay or pro bono):

e South Florida Water Management District

o Everglades National Park

o Florida Department of Environmental Protection

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e U.S. Geological Survey

¢ Florida Department of Agricultural and Consumer Services

o Florida Wildlife Conservation Commission

e Any Florida Counties or Municipalities around Lake Okeechobee

e USACE

e members of RECOVER.

Past, current, or future interests or involvements (financial or otherwise) by you, your spouse, or
your children related to Lake Okeechobee or the central Everglades.

Current personal involvement with other USACE projects, including whether involvement was to
author any manuals or guidance documents for USACE. If yes, provide titles of documents or
description of project, dates, and location (USACE district, division, Headquarters, Engineer
Research and Development Center [ERDC], etc.), and position/role. Please highlight and
discuss in greater detail any projects that are specifically with the Jacksonville District.

Previous or current involvement with the development or testing of models that were used for, or
in support of, the LOCAR FS project.
a. RSMBN (Regional Simulation Model BASINS)

Current firm involvement with other USACE projects, specifically those projects/contracts that
are with the Jacksonville District. If yes, provide title/description, dates, and location (USACE
district, division, Headquarters, ERDC, etc.), and position/role. Please also clearly delineate the
percentage of work you personally are currently conducting for the Jacksonville District. Please
explain.

Any previous employment by SFWMD or USACE Jacksonville District. If yes, provide
title/description, dates employed, and place of employment (district, division, Headquarters,
ERDC, etc.), and position/role.

BATTELLE | September 13, 2023 B-2



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Final IEPR Report

Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

12. Any previous employment by SFWMD as a contractor (either as an individual or through your
firm) within the last 10 years. If yes, provide title/description, dates employed, and place of
employment (district, division, Headquarters, ERDC, etc.), and position/role.

13. Previous experience conducting technical peer reviews. If yes, please highlight and discuss any
technical reviews concerning the central Everglades region, and include the client/agency and
duration of review (approximate dates).

14. Pending, current, or future financial interests in contracts/awards from SFWMD related to the
LOCAR FS project.

15. Significant portion of your personal or office’s revenues within the last three years came from
SFWMD contracts.

16. Significant portion of your personal or office’s revenues within the last three years came from
USACE Jacksonville contracts.

17. Any publicly documented statement (including, for example, advocating for or discouraging
against) related to the LOCAR FS project.

18. Participation in relevant prior and/or current Federal studies related to the LOCAR FS project.

19. Previous and/or current participation in prior non-Federal studies related to the LOCAR FS
project.

20. Has your research or analysis been evaluated as part of the LOCAR FS project?

21. Is there any past, present, or future activity, relationship, or interest (financial or otherwise) that
could make it appear that you would be unable to provide unbiased services on this project? If
so, please describe.

Providing a positive response to a COI screening question did not automatically preclude a candidate
from serving on the Panel. For example, participation in previous USACE technical peer review
committees and other technical review panel experience was included as a COl screening question. A
positive response to this question could be considered a benefit.

B.2 Panel Selection

In selecting the final members of the Panel, Battelle chose experts who best fit the expertise areas and
had no COls. Table B-1 provides information on each panel member’s affiliation, location, education, and
overall years of experience. Battelle established subcontracts with the panel members when they
indicated their willingness to participate and confirmed the absence of COls through a signed COI form.
USACE was given the list of candidate panel members, but Battelle selected the final Panel.
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Table B-1. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Summary of Panel Members

Affiliation Location Education .E. | Exp. (yrs)

Civil Works Planning / Economics (Dual Role)

M.S., Economics and
Baton Rouge, Agriculture Economics; M.B.A.,
LA Concentration in Finance and
Accounting

Don Ator Independent Consultant N/A 40+

Environmental/Ecological Evaluation

Daytona

Kris Thoemke Eolas Consultants, LLC Beach, FL

Ph.D., Biology No 44

Hydraulic Engineering

Jacksonville, Ph.D., Hydraulics and Coastal

Michael Kabiling Taylor Engineering, Inc. FL Engineering

Geotechnical Engineering

Bijay K. Panigrahi AMCON, Inc. Orlando, FL Ph.D., Civil Engineering Yes 40

Table B-2 presents an overview of the credentials of the final four members of the Panel and their
qualifications in relation to the technical evaluation criteria. More detailed biographical information on the
panel members and their areas of technical expertise is given in Section B.3.
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise
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Technical Criterion

Civil Works Planning / Economist (Dual Role)

Minimum 10 years of demonstrated experience in public works planning X
Very familiar with USACE plan formulation process, procedures, and standards X
Familiar with evaluation of alternative plans for ecosystem restoration projects X
Experience with high public and interagency interests and may have nearby project X
impacted sensitive habitats

Familiarity with USACE standards and procedures is required X
At Ifeast ten years of experience directly related to water resource economic evaluation or X
review

Minimum M.S. degree or higher in economics X

Familiar with the USACE planning process, guidance, and economic evaluation
techniques including cost-effectiveness-incremental cost analyses and procedures X
associated with identifying the National Ecosystem Restoration plan

Environmental/ Ecological Evaluation

At least 10 years of experience directly related to water resource environmental

evaluation or review and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance X
Minimum M.S. degree or higher in a related field X
Extensive experience working with wetlands and estuarine ecosystems X
Familiar with USACE calculation and application of environmental impacts and benefits X
Experience in the South Florida region is preferred but not required X

Hydraulic Engineer

Registered professional engineer X

Minimum of 10 years of experience in hydrologic and hydraulic engineering or as
professors from academia with extensive background in hydrologic and hydraulic theory X
and practice

Knowledge of south Florida hydrology and water management X
Minimum M.S. degree in engineering X

Familiar with the application of integrated surface water and groundwater models,
including the capability to review typical data output from hydrologic models
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise (continued)

Q
4
£
[
o
=
s

Technical Criterion

Prior experience with some of the hydrologic modeling tools selected for project
application, including the RESOPS, LOOPS, RSMBN, SFWMM, RSMGL, DMSTA and X
HEC-RAS, is preferred but not required

Active participation in related professional societies is encouraged X
Geotechnical Engineer

At least 10 years of experience directly related to geologic processes in coastal X
environments

Minimum M.S. degree in a related field X
Extensive experience working with geomorphic processes in wetlands and coastal X
ecosystems

Experience in the South Florida region is preferred but not required X

B.3 Panel Member Qualifications

Detailed biographical information on each panel members’ credentials, qualifications and areas of
technical expertise is provided in the following paragraphs.

Name Don Ator
Role Civil Works Planning/Economist (Dual Role)

Affiliation Independent Consultant

Mr. Ator is an independent consultant and serves as Research Associate, Professor, and Undergraduate
Advisor in the Department of Agriculture Economics and Agribusiness at Louisiana State University. He
earned his M.S. in economics and agriculture economics and his M.B.A. with a concentration in finance
and accounting from Louisiana State University. His current research is in financial resiliency analysis and
planning for local governments in Louisiana, Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
and Nebraska.

Mr. Ator has 44 years of specialized experience conducting public works planning and water resource
economic evaluations and technical reviews of USACE Civil Works Projects throughout the nation. His
expertise includes planning, data assembly, analysis, and formulating and evaluating the economic
feasibility of alternatives to identify a tentatively selected plan. Mr. Ator has performed technical analysis
and reviews of project cost analyses, financial documentation for cost-sharing agreements, and risk and
uncertainty analyses on hundreds of Civil Works projects. He has developed economic net benefits and
benefit-cost ratios of alternatives for decision documents that authorize Congressional funding for civil
works projects.
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Mr. Ator’s familiarity with the USACE plan formulation process is evidenced by his service as a team
leader for the USACE New Orleans District while embedded in the Plan Formulation Branch. His
responsibilities included directing the plan formulation activities of three plan formulators by providing
project oversight and review to ensure compliance with USACE procedures and guidelines as set forth in
ER 1105-2-100. Mr. Ator has experience directly dealing with the USACE SMART planning process as
outlined in the Planning Manual Part II: Risk-Informed Planning and has worked closely with USACE
since its implementation in 2015. Selected USACE project summaries are provided below.

. Caio Martin Pefia (CMP) Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and Integrated Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in San Juan, Puerto Rico, USACE, Jacksonville District. Mr. Ator
prepared the following sections of this report: recreation plan; the plan formulation; real estate
plan; and economic analysis. He used the USACE IWR Planning Suite investment decision
support tool to formulate and evaluate the monetary and non-monetary cost and benefits of the
alternative plans to identify the Tentatively Selected Plan using Cost-Effectiveness and
Incremental Cost Analysis (CE/ICA). In addition, he prepared the responses to comments from
the District Quality Control, Agency Technical Review (ATR) and Independent External Peer
Review (IEPR) comments for the report documents.

. Licking River Watershed and Dillon Lake Ecosystem Restoration Project, OH (Huntington District,
USACE). For this project Mr. Ator was responsible for developing, evaluating, and recommending
alternatives to restore the aquatic ecosystem of the Licking River Watershed and Dillon Lake.
Trends in economic growth in the watershed had critically impaired the aquatic and riparian
ecosystem and resulted in excessive sediment deposition in the reservoir. The IWR Planning
Suite investment decision support tool was employed to formulate and evaluate the ecosystem
restoration alternative plans involving monetary and non-monetary cost and benefits using
CE/ICA.

. Grand and White Lakes Water Management Study, Southwest LA (New Orleans District,
USACE). This project was conducted to assess the economic impacts of the quantity and quality
of water under different management plans in the Grand and White Lakes system in the
southwestern coastal area of Louisiana. The different management plans under consideration
would affect water levels in the lakes and have economic impacts on coastal and shoreline
erosion, commercial fisheries, wildlife (trapping industry), the quality of irrigation water (rice
industry), and water levels in the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (shipping industry). Over 160
surveys of farmers, navigation interests, irrigation companies, commercial fishers, hunters,
trappers, and federal, state, and local government officials were conducted to collect information
to assess the economic impacts of land loss due to erosion, factors causing erosion and water
quality impacts (primarily salinity levels). Results of the project informed decision makers of the
economic impacts of the alternative management plans under consideration for the lake system
in identifying the Tentatively Selected Plan.

Mr. Ator has participated in the review of over two dozen water resource decision documents justifying
construction efforts including Internal Technical Reviews, ATRs and IEPRs. Mr. Ator is actively involved in
professional engineering and scientific societies, including the Society of American Military Engineers
(SAME) and the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE).

Name Kris Thoemke, Ph.D.
Role Environmental/ Ecological Evaluation

Affiliation Eolas Consultants, LLC

Dr. Thoemke is an independent consultant and part-time American Public University System faculty
member. He received his Ph.D. in biology from the University of South Florida in 1979 and is a Certified
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Environmental Professional. He has 44 years of experience as a professional ecologist in South Florida
and has been a researcher and land manager for the State of Florida, a private ecological consultant, an
environmental and outdoor communicator, and an Everglades project manager for a non-profit
organization. He also teaches undergraduate- and graduate-level courses for the American Public
University System.

His familiarity with water resource environmental evaluation is evident in his work with wetlands and
estuarine ecosystems in South Florida and coastal Louisiana. Since 2005, Dr. Thoemke has been an
environmental consultant working on freshwater, estuarine, and nearshore marine resources in
Southwest Florida, emphasizing Lee, Collier, Charlotte, and Manatee Counties. His research focuses on
evaluating the ecological performance of seagrasses and oyster communities from disturbances such as
sedimentation, physical changes, and the impacts of excessive freshwater input.

Dr. Thoemke has assessed construction impacts on the marine and terrestrial ecology of coastal regions
with emphasis on benthic invertebrates, seagrasses, shorebirds, and dune plant communities at Stump
Pass, Big Carlos Pass, and Blind Pass, Florida. Dr. Thoemke has experience permitting and mitigating
construction impacts resulting from coastal and upland development on seagrasses, beach and dune
systems, nesting sea turtles, shorebirds, and upland species found in the coastal and beach/dune
habitats. In addition, he has conducted post-storm analyses of beach and dune systems, completed
Section 7 assessments for listed species under National Marine Fisheries Service jurisdiction,
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on Biological Opinions, and conducted
essential fish habitat (EFH) consultation for projects along the Gulf Coast in southwest and south central
Florida.

He has experience with wetlands and estuarine ecosystems which are hydrologically connected to the
Everglades. He was a member of the IEPR teams that reviewed the Lake Okeechobee System Operating
Manual IEPR and Loxahatchee River Watershed Restoration Project, Draft Integrated Project
Implementation Report and EIS. Dr. Thoemke also has 40 years of experience as an active recreational
user of Lake Okeechobee, the Everglades and Big Cypress Swamp, and the coastal zone of Southwest
Florida.

Dr. Thoemke is familiar with large, complex Civil Works projects with high public and interagency
interests. His direct experience includes his work as a wetland scientist on the Florida Everglades
restoration program, ongoing involvement as the environmental scientist for the Charlotte County Florida
Erosion Control Project for Stump Pass, and participation on a team working on large Civil Works coastal
restoration projects for the State of Louisiana in the Mississippi Delta region.

Before entering the consulting field, he was a professor and Program Chair of the Environmental
Management MS program at Hodges University. For the past 11 years, he has taught undergraduate-
and graduate-level courses in Environmental Policy, Regulation and Law, Conservation Biology, and
Restoration Ecology. He instructs students on methods for evaluating ecological performance in various
environments in these classes. The course material discusses temporal, spatial, and spatial-dynamic
ecological models. Through teaching these classes, he has become conversant with the methods for
evaluating ecological performance in upland, riverine, wetland, and estuarine ecosystems.

Dr. Thoemke is an active NEPA practitioner. He began preparing Environmental Assessments (EA) and
EISs and assessing large, complex projects in 2012. Dr. Thoemke was the project manager on the Port
Everglades Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site EA, which included addressing Marine Mammals
Protection Act listed species, preparing sections of the EIS for the Terrebonne Basin Barrier Island
Shoreline Restoration Project, Louisiana, including the Endangered Species Act and EFH sections, and
was the primary author of the West Grande Terre Beach Nourishment and Stabilization Project EA. He
has also reviewed EISs and EAs for other coastal storm risk management projects in the Mississippi
Delta and along the Gulf and Atlantic coasts.
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He is familiar with all NEPA EA and EIS requirements. For the past 11 years, he has taught graduate-
level classes in Environmental Impact Assessment, Environmental Policy, Regulation and Law, and
NEPA. Through teaching these classes, he has read hundreds of EAs and EISs while working with
students and reads extensively about NEPA in professional journals.

Specific to the LOCAR project, he is familiar with the Regional Simulation Model Basins (RSMBN) used
on this project to calculate Habitat Units (HUs) based on performance measures for Lake Okeechobee
and the Northern Estuaries. This model was used in the Lake Okeechobee System Operating Manual EIS
that he reviewed as an IEPR member in 2022. He also has experience reviewing how HUs were
developed and applied in the Loxahatchee River Watershed Restoration Project, Draft Integrated Project
Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement; Central and Southern Florida Project,
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project; and
Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) Draft Project Implementation Report and Environmental
Impact Statement.

Dr. Thoemke is a member of the National Association of Environmental Professionals (NAEP) and the
Academy of Board Certified Environmental Professionals. He presented papers on NEPA topics with his
master’s degree students at past annual NAEP conferences and, in 2019, was co-author of the paper,
Implementing EO 13807 — Coordinating NEPA and Compliance with Other Federal Laws (Environmental
Practice, 21:4, 159-170).

Name Michael Kabiling, Ph.D., P.E., CFM
Role Hydraulic Engineer

Affiliation Taylor Engineering, Inc.

Dr. Kabiling is a senior engineer with Taylor Engineering, Inc. in Jacksonville, Florida, an engineering
consulting firm that specializes in hydrology, hydraulic, and coastal engineering. Dr. Kabiling has more
than 30 years of experience with advanced expertise in water resources engineering, coastal
engineering, numerical modeling, and climate change resiliency. He earned his Ph.D. in hydraulic and
coastal engineering from the Yokohama National University, Japan, in 1994, is a professional engineer
(PE) licensed in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and Washington; and is a Certified Floodplain
Manager. Specifically, he has over 15 years of experience in hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) engineering,
flood risk management, and H&H modeling. Dr. Kabiling has a good knowledge of south Florida
hydrology and water management; understands the water storage and conveyance in south Florida; is
knowledgeable of associated H&H model applications related to wetland restoration; and is familiar with
the application of integrated surface water and groundwater models, including the capability to review
typical data output from hydrologic models through his (a) IEPR work on USACE’s Modified Water
Deliveries to Everglades National Park and Canal 111 South Dade Projects Combined Operational Plan
in Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties, (b) IEPR work on USACE’s Lake Okeechobee System
Operating Manual (LOSOM), and (c) flood risk engineering work in USACE’s Lake Okeechobee/Herbert
Hoover Dam Breach/Dam-Break Analysis project. As a steering committee member in the Federal
Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) coastal surge flood studies along coastal Georgia and
northeast Florida, east central Florida, and south Florida; and as IEPR hydraulic engineer reviewer in
various central and south Florida studies, Dr. Kabiling is experienced in evaluating project effects in
accordance with various assessments and guidance from FEMA, USACE, SFWMD, and other agencies.
As the consulting flood engineer and IEPR reviewer in the three projects mentioned above, he has prior
experience/knowledge in the application of hydrologic modeling tools including the LOOPS, RSMBN,
RSMGL, DMSTA, and HEC-RAS.
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As the consulting flood engineer in the Herbert Hoover Dam Breach Dam-Break Analysis project, he has
knowledge in the application of risk analysis specific to design of high hazard impoundments and dam
safety design criteria for high hazard impoundments. As part of the Jordan Creek Feasibility Study Report
and Environmental Assessment, Springfield Greene County, MO peer review panel, Dr. Kabiling applied
the USACE’s evaluation of H&H modeling completed under SMART planning and principles in the review
process.

In 2011, Dr. Kabiling was a water resources engineer, reviewed previous water supply studies and data,
conducted field reconnaissance to inspect existing reservoir levees and dam structures, and evaluated
different reservoir development schemes for the Wolf-Pennywash Creek Reservoir Water Supply
Permitting Project, Osceola County, Florida. Dr. Kabiling is a member of the ASCE, Association of State
Floodplain Managers, Association of State Dam Safety Officials, and International Association for Hydro-
Environmental Engineering and Research.

Name Bijay K. Panigrahi, Ph.D., P.E., P.G., D.WRE, BCEE, CUC
Role Geotechnical Engineer

Affiliation AMCON, Inc.

Dr. Bijay K. Panigrahi is a Principal Engineer and President of AMCON, Inc. (formerly BPC Group). Dr
Panigrahi is a licensed Professional Geologist (P.G.) in Florida and North Carolina, Certified Underground
Utility and Excavation Contractor (CUC) in Florida, Board Certified Environmental Engineer (BCEE),
Diplomate, Water Resources Engineering (D.WRE), and a registered Professional Engineer (P.E.) in
Florida, Virginia, and Michigan. He received his Ph.D. in Civil Engineering from Drexel University in 1985
and an M.S. in Civil Engineering and Geology from Oklahoma State University in 1981.

He has more than 35 years of experience in projects involving civil infrastructures including design,
evaluation and management of diversified geotechnical and geohydrological projects involving site
investigations, feasibility studies, seepage evaluations, foundation analyses, slope stability analyses, soll
stabilization, and construction specifications. His geotechnical experience includes soil suitability studies,
slope stability analyses, foundation and settlement analyses including bridge foundations, sinkhole
evaluation and mitigation, construction dewatering, sheet pile design, slurry wall design, and pavement
and drainage system design. He has designed a number of roadways and flow control structures that
include bridges, culverts, weirs, pump stations, stormwater retention ponds, infiltration basin, gypsum
stacks, seepage control measures, canals, and levees/dikes. He has used statistical and geostatistical
analyses in numerous modeling projects as a tool for accuracy assessments and data verification and
validation.

Dr. Panigrahi has assessed and designed several canal conveyance systems and water resources
control structures such as levees/dikes, culverts, reservoirs, and treatment systems. He has completed
civil engineering infrastructure projects (Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and non-
CERP) in Florida involving modeling and design of hydraulic structures (reservoirs/impoundments, canals,
culverts, and pump stations) and hydraulic measurements and rating analyses.

He has also completed wave run analyses and scour evaluation for extreme hurricane conditions on Big
Sand Lake to assist in the design of the Westgate Lakes resort in Orlando, Florida, developed high-level
hydrologic restoration plan for a 92 sg-mi Yuca Pens watershed for SFWMD, and completed simulation of
natural systems (pre-1950 conditions) and future conditions (2050 land use) for the Southwest Florida
Feasibility Study area (> 5000 sq mi) for the SFWMD/USACE.

Dr. Panigrahi has worked on numerous planning, design, permitting, and construction projects. Most
notably, they include gravity bypass, earthen cofferdam, dewatering and shoring, traffic control, erosion
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control, environmental protection for C-44 Reservoir/STA System Discharge Project, SFWMD; feasibility
study (hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, environmental and permitting issues, seepage and stability
analyses, and retrofit alternatives) for replacement and/or retrofit of the coastal gated spillway structure S-
46, SFWMD; and engineering services for design and construction of an 840 ft long temporary outer wall
system in the ocean with more than 25 ft tidal head differential consisting of steel sheet pile cofferdam,
shoring, and dewatering/rewatering system for WRA Land/Water Interface, Kings Bay Navy Submarine
Base, US Navy.

His projects also include designs, plans, and permits for earthen cofferdams, sheet pile and shoring
systems, dewatering, traffic control, erosion control, environmental protection for STA1W Expansion #2
project, SFWMD; design of seepage canal and reservoir impact evaluation on the surrounding community
for the Site 1 Impoundment (Frein Reich Preserve) BODR project, SFWMD,; civil and geotechnical
engineering services (scour analysis, bank stabilization, erosion control, sheet piling and bridge
foundations) for the Riverside Acres S/D Arch Pipe Replacement project for Orange County; and design
of an optimal ground water recovery system and impact evaluation of the recovery system on Cone
Ranch wellfield and the surrounding wetlands for the Plant City Phosphate Complex, CFI Industries (1200
ft deep, 282 sq mi).

Dr. Panigrahi has served on the Florida Board of Professional Engineers (Gubernatorial Appointment)

from 2008 to 2012, and has authored more than 50 technical manuals, monographs, and peer-reviewed
papers.
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APPENDIX C

Final Charge for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR
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Charge Questions and Guidance to the Panel Members for the

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir
Feasibility Study

This is the final Charge to the Panel for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR. This final Charge was
submitted to USACE as part of the final Work Plan, originally submitted on July 6, 2023. The dates
and page counts in this document have not been updated to match actual changes made
throughout the project.

BACKGROUND

Overview of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. The south Florida ecosystem includes the
Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades
National Park (the largest national park east of the Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of
the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a
Wetland of International Importance. The Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by
many factors such as competing demands for recreation, development, and natural and commercial
resources and include 68 federally listed threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948 expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD) was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999 and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Pre-drainage, current and restored flows to illustrate CERP restoration
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Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment projects. Congressional authorization has been
received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-Phase 1,
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project,
which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water Preserve Areas
project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) was
authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in February
2023. All these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and specific
regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made through the
previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are needed to
achieve CERP goals.

CERP Component A. The LOCAR, or Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was
approved by Congress as a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of
WRDA 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68 components. The purpose of
Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage reservoir during wet periods
for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage capacity, north of Lake
Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water levels in Lake
Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges from the lake
that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.
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Section 203 Feasibility Study. South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD), as local sponsor to
CERRP, has prepared this LOCAR Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement. The SFWMD
initiated the LOCAR Feasibility Study in 2023 as the non-federal interest in response to Florida
Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct Component A of CERP. Similar
aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south, and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this Feasibility Study pursuant to Section 203 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, as amended, for submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is the federal
agency, acting on the District’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500 through 1508) Environmental
Impact Statement to support the ASA(CW) review of the Feasibility Study. Section 203 authorizes non-
federal interests to undertake feasibility studies of proposed water resources development projects for
submission to the ASA(CW). Upon approval of the LOCAR Feasibility Study by the Governing Board of
the SFWMD and the ASA(CW), the recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.

LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation (Figure 2). The study
area includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.
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Figure 2. Project and study areas.
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OBJECTIVES

The objective of this work is to conduct an independent external peer review (IEPR) of the North of Lake
Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility
Study (hereinafter: LOCAR FS IEPR) in accordance with the Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), Water Resources Policies and Authorities’ Review Policy for Civil Works (Engineer
Circular [EC] 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021), and the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB’s) Final
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16, 2004). Peer review is one of the important
procedures used to ensure that the quality of published information meets the standards of the scientific
and technical community. Peer review typically evaluates the clarity of hypotheses, validity of the
research design, quality of data collection procedures, robustness of the methods employed,
appropriateness of the methods for the hypotheses being tested, extent to which the conclusions follow
from the analysis, and strengths and limitations of the overall product.

The purpose of the IEPR is to “assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic and environmental
assumptions and projections, project evaluation data, economic analyses, environmental analyses,
engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and uncertainty,
models used in evaluation of economic or environmental impacts, and any biological opinions” (EC 1165-
2-217; p. 39) for the decision documents. The IEPR will be limited to technical review and will not involve
policy review. The IEPR will be conducted by subject matter experts (i.e., IEPR panel members) who
meet the technical criteria and areas of expertise required for and relevant to the project.

The Panel will be “charged” with responding to specific technical questions as well as providing a broad
technical evaluation of the overall project. Per EC 1165-2-217 (p.41), review panels should identify,
explain, and comment upon assumptions that underlie all the analyses, as well as evaluate the
soundness of models, surveys, investigations, and methods. Review panels should be able to evaluate
whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are reasonable. Reviews
should focus on assumptions, data, methods, and models. The panel members may offer their opinions
as to whether there are sufficient analyses upon which to base a recommendation.

DOCUMENTS PROVIDED

The following is a list of documents, supporting information, and reference materials that will be provided
for the review. The review assignments for the panel members may vary slightly according to discipline.
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Subject Matter Experts

Civil
Works
Planner/
Economics

No. of
Review Documents Review
Pages

Environmental
[Ecological
Evaluation

Hydraulic Geotechnical
Engineer Engineering

Feasibility Study 300 300 300 300 300
Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendix 100 100

Engineering Appendix 200 200

Geotechnical Appendix 200 200
Cost Engineering Appendix 50 50
Real Estate Appendix 30 30

Recreation Appendix 30 30 30

Enwronmental, Cultural, and NEPA 300 300

Appendix

Plan Formulation Appendix 90 90 90 90 90
HTRW gnd Agricultural Chemicals 170 170

Appendix

Adaptlvc.a Management and Monitoring 190 190

Appendix

Enwronmental Benefits Model 140 140

Appendix

Invaswe. Species Management Plan 40 40

Appendix

Total Number of Review Pages 1,840 450 1260 690 640

Documents for Reference

e USACE, Water Resources Policies and Authorities’ Review Policy for Civil Works (Engineer Circular
[EC] 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021)

e Office of Management and Budget'’s Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16,
2004)

SCHEDULE & DELIVERABLES

This schedule is based on the receipt date of the final review documents and may be revised if review
document availability changes. This schedule may also change due to circumstances out of Battelle’s
control such as changes to SFWMD’s project schedule and unforeseen changes to panel member and
SFWMD availability. As part of each task, the panel member will prepare deliverables by the dates
indicated in the table (or as directed by Battelle). All deliverables will be submitted in an electronic format
compatible with Microsoft® Word (Office 2003).
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| Te e DueDae

Meetings

Review

Final Report

Comment
Response
Process

Battelle sends review documents to panel members

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members

Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask

clarifying questions of SFWMD

Panel members complete their individual reviews

Battelle provides talking points for Panel Review Teleconference to panel

members
Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to
panel members

Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle

Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments

Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review
Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report
*Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD

Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review the Comment
Response process

SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle

Battelle provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to panel members

Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle

Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft
BackCheck Responses

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel
members and SFWMD

SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses

Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members
Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle
Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses

Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD*
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7/21/2023

7/18/2023

7/21/2023

7/28/2023

8/1/2023

8/2/2023

8/2/2023

8/2/2023

8/4/2023

8/05/2023 -
8/08/2023

8/9/2023

8/11/2023

8/14/2023

8/15/2023

8/17/2023

8/18/2023

8/21/2023

8/21/2023

8/22/2023

8/23/2023

8/24/2023

8/25/2023

8/28/2023

8/30/2023

9/7/2023

9/8/2023
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T e DueDae

Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023

* Deliverables

CHARGE FOR PEER REVIEW

Members of this IEPR Panel are asked to determine whether the technical approach and scientific
rationale presented in the decision documents are credible and whether the conclusions are valid. The
Panel is asked to determine whether the technical work is adequate, competently performed, and
properly documented; satisfies established quality requirements; and yields scientifically credible
conclusions. The Panel is being asked to provide feedback on the economic, engineering, environmental
resources, and plan formulation. The panel members are not being asked whether they would have
conducted the work in a similar manner.

Specific questions for the Panel (by report section or appendix) are included in the general charge
guidance, which is provided below.

General Charge Guidance

Please answer the scientific and technical questions listed below and conduct a broad overview of the
decision documents. Please focus your review on the review materials assigned to your discipline/area of
expertise and technical knowledge. Some sections have no questions associated with them; however,
you may still comment on them. Please feel free to make any relevant and appropriate comment on any
of the sections and appendices you were asked to review. In addition, please note that the Panel will be
asked to provide an overall statement related to 2 and 3 below per USACE guidance (EC 1165-2-217).

1. Your response to the charge questions should not be limited to a “yes” or “no.” Please provide
complete answers to fully explain your response.

2. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic and environmental assumptions and
projections, project evaluation data, and any biological opinions of the project study.

3. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic analyses, environmental analyses,
engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and
uncertainty, and models used in evaluating economic or environmental impacts of the proposed
project.

4. If appropriate, offer opinions as to whether there are sufficient analyses upon which to base a
recommendation.

5. ldentify, explain, and comment upon assumptions that underlie all the analyses, as well as
evaluate the soundness of models, surveys, investigations, and methods.

6. Evaluate whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are
reasonable.

7. Please focus the review on assumptions, data, methods, and models.
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Please do not make recommendations on whether a particular alternative should be implemented, or
whether you would have conducted the work in a similar manner. Also, please do not comment on or
make recommendations on policy issues and decision making. Comments should be provided based on
your professional judgment, not the legality of the document.

1. If desired, panel members can contact one another. However, panel members should not
contact anyone who is or was involved in the project, or prepared the subject documents.

2. Please contact the Battelle Project Manager Lynn McLeod (mcleod@battelle.org) for requests or
additional information.

3. In case of media contact, notify the Battelle Project Manager, Lynn McLeod
(mcleod@battelle.org) immediately.

4. Your name will appear as one of the panel members in the peer review. Your comments will be
included in the Final IEPR Report but will remain anonymous.

Please submit your comments in electronic form to the Project Manager, no later than 10 pm ET by the
date listed in the schedule above.
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Independent External Peer Review of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage
Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir
Feasibility Study

Charge Questions and Relevant Sections as Supplied by SFWMD

The following Review Charge to Reviewers outlines the objectives of the Independent External Peer
Review (IEPR) for the subject study and identifies specific items for consideration for the IEPR Panel.

The objective of the IEPR is to obtain an independent evaluation of whether the interpretations of
analysis and conclusions based on analysis are reasonable for the subject study. The IEPR Panel is
requested to offer a broad evaluation of the overall study decision document in addition to addressing
the specific technical and scientific questions included in the Review Charge. The Panel has the
flexibility to bring important issues to the attention of decision makers, including positive feedback or
issues outside those specific areas outlined in the Review Charge. The Panel can use all available
information to determine what scientific and technical issues related to the decision document may be
important to raise to decision makers.

The Panel review is to focus on scientific and technical matters, leaving policy determinations for the
SFWMD, and subsequently to USACE and the Army, following submittal of the report to the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) in accordance with section 203 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986, as amended. The Panel should not make recommendations on whether a
particular alternative should be implemented or present findings that become “directives” in that they
call for modifications or additional studies or suggest new conclusions and recommendations. In such
circumstances, the Panel would have assumed the role of advisors as well as reviewers, thus
introducing bias and potential conflict in their ability to provide objective review.

Panel review comments are to be structured to fully communicate the Panel’s intent by including the
comment, why it is important, any potential consequences of failure to address, and suggestions on
how to address the comment.

The Panel is asked to consider the following items as part of its review of the decision document and
supporting materials.

Broad Evaluation Review Charge Questions

1. Is the need for, and intent of, the decision document clear?

2. Does the decision document adequately address the stated need and intent relative to
scientific and technical issues?

3. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the project evaluation data used in the study
analyses.
4, Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic, environmental, and engineering

assumptions that underlie the study analyses.

5. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic, environmental, and engineering
methodologies, analyses, and projections.
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10.

11.

12.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the models used in the evaluation of existing and
future without-project conditions and of economic or environmental impacts of alternatives.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the methods for integrating risk and uncertainty.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the formulation of alternative plans and the range
of alternative plans considered.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the quality and quantity of the surveys,
investigations, and engineering sufficient for conceptual design of alternative plans.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the overall assessment of significant environmental
impacts and any biological analyses.

Evaluate whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are
reasonable.

Assess the considered and tentatively selected alternatives from the perspective of systems,
including systemic aspects being considered from a temporal perspective, including the
potential effects of climate change.

Battelle Summary Charge Questions to the Panel Members'

Summary Questions

13.

14.

Please identify the most critical concerns (up to five) you have with the project and/or review
documents. These concerns can be (but do not need to be) new ideas or issues that have not
been raised previously.

Please provide positive feedback on the project and/or review documents.

" Questions 13 and 14 are Battelle-supplied questions and should not be construed or considered part of the list of USACE-supplied
questions. These questions were delineated in a separate appendix in the final Work Plan submitted to USACE.
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Final Panel Comment 1

The FS is unclear whether the Recommended Plan is actionable given that the acreage needed
for this project is owned by a single corporate landowner that has indicated they are not willing
to sell.

Basis for Comment

The FS and Appendix E Plan Formulation Screening repeatedly state that SFWMD sought willing
sellers for the purchase of the required acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. These
statements can be found in FS Sections 4.1.2 Acceptability, 4.3.4 Other Social Effects Table 4-26, and
Section 7.4 Compliance with Florida Statutes. In Appendix E Section E.4.2.7 Private Property, it states
“The presence of privately owned land was not a reservoir siting constraint. However, public scoping
response did highlight concerns about private property ownership. The SFWMD identified willing
landowners for potential reservoir locations to minimize concerns” (page E-14).

However, Appendix D Real Estate Section D.22 Attitude of Landowners states

As the single landowner of the acreage needed for this project, the corporate owner has
indicated that they are not willing to sell this portion of their much larger contiguous land
holdings at market value. Therefore, condemnation proceedings will likely be required to
acquire the lands.

The statements throughout the FS and Appendix E contradict the statement within Appendix D and
raise concerns as to whether the Recommended Plan is actionable as currently proposed.

Significance — Medium/High

A single landowner holding all of the acreage required for the project not being willing to sell is a major
issue that has a strong probability of influencing the ability to implement the Recommended Plan.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Please clarify throughout the FS and Appendices whether the Recommended Plan relies solely on
property that will not be sold willingly by landowners.

2. Initiate legal condemnation proceedings to determine cost and schedule impacts to the project.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #1)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: The District considers this comment non-concur because the single owner has indicated
they are willing to see the planning process through and is interested in exploring options that may
result in the land acquisition being higher than market value. It is not that they are not a willing seller,
we are in negotiations with them. It is possible that the landowner may be willing to sell at a significant
premium over market value to avoid a lengthy legal process of condemnation by the non-federal
sponsor. South Florida Water Management District policy as the non-federal sponsor is to wait until the
project receives congressional authorization. Once the project has been authorized, we begin land
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #1)

acquisition proceedings. This policy is to reduce the risk the District would acquire land for a project
that may not be realized if for some reason it is not congressionally authorized.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: Additional language has been added to Appendix D Real Estate Section D.22 Attitude of
Landowners to clarify the position of the landowner and to more clearly articulate the SFWMD policy
position of waiting for a project to be congressionally authorized prior to proceeding with land
acquisition. Given the land ownership and location of the project, it is expected that the existing
landowner would not be a willing seller at the appraised value because the project would bifurcate their
property with a large reservoir. Therefore, an additional 30 percent incremental cost factor to resolve a
condemnation proceeding for the acquisition cost of the real estate interest is added to the estimate of
value for the Project lands.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Upon receiving congressional authorization, we would begin with land acquisition. In the
event the landowner remains an unwilling seller, SFWMD has condemnation authority that is outlined
in Florida Statute that we would invoke and go down the condemnation route. As a SFWMD policy for
CERRP projects we typically wait until the project receives congressional authorization before
proceeding with land acquisition to reduce the risk on expending funds on lands for a project that has
not been federally authorized.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #1)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: While the scenario where a single landowner owning the required acreage for the project
might be open to selling at a substantial premium above market value, to circumvent the protracted
legal process of condemnation by the non-federal sponsor, is a significant obstacle to implementing for
the Recommended Plan, the Panel’s charge does not include making recommendations on policy
issues and decision making.
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Final Panel Comment 2

The effects of changes to the habitats at the proposed project and alternative sites were not
included in calculating the alternative's contribution to the NER plan.

Basis for Comment

As stated in ER 1105-2-100, the USACE uses NER benefits to compare alternatives and select plans
for ecosystem restoration projects. Using HUs to demonstrate the benefits of taking no action and the
three alternatives, the FS provides a detailed description and justification for selecting the NER Plan.
However, the effect of converting uplands to an aquatic environment at the sites of the proposed
reservoir described in the alternatives should be a factor in selecting the NER Plan.

The conversion of 13,000 acres (Alternative 1), 20,500 acres of land (Alternative 2), or 14,900 acres
(Alternative 3) from uplands to an aquatic environment represents a significant land use change. The
importance of this change is due, in part, to the loss of habitat for federal- and state-listed species that
will result from implementing any of the LOCAR alternatives. Neither the FS nor Appendix G
addressed the effect of converting such a large area of uplands to an aquatic environment when
selecting a NER Plan.

The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir sites can be expressed in terms of HUs. The
HUs lost or gained can be added to the values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net
HUs created from each alternative.

Significance — Medium

The results of including the HUs gained/lost from constructing the reservoir could result in a different
alternative being selected and/or determining that additional alternatives should be considered.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Calculate the HUs lost/gained at the proposed project site for each alternative and update the FS,
Annexes, and Appendices.

2. Reevaluate the alternatives to determine if Alternative 1 should remain the NER Plan.

Literature Cited

USACE (2000). Planning — Planning Guidance Notebook. Engineer Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100.
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C. April 22.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #2)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: The NER Plan requires consideration of the plan that meets planning objectives and
constraints and maximizes environmental benefits while also being cost effective, and meeting the
criteria for acceptability, completeness, efficiency, and effectiveness. The HUs are a metric to predict
environmental benefits that are calculated based on the project performance measures and are used to
compare alternatives, not determine the NER Plan. Overall, the alternatives performed similarly with
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #2)

comparable benefits and Habitat Units (See Table 4.7). However, Alternative 1 was the most cost
effective due to a smaller footprint requiring less land acquisition and infrastructure. The selected
alternative impacts the lowest number of acres in a mosaic of habitats in the region, therefore the
lowest conversion of acres to aquatic habitat.

Typically, when a wetland feature is under consideration, the upland conversation to an aquatic habitat
is accounted for, but this is not the case for a reservoir or impoundment. For example, with UMAM you
would include a risk factor and greater time lag. It is unlikely the HUs would change for the alternatives
since they are based on performance measures and not acreages lost/gained.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Habitat units are calculated based on the project performance measures and are not
shown as a loss or anything less than zero. Zero represents a fully degraded ecosystem.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The NER Plan is based on a selection criterion outlined in Table 4-26. All of the
alternatives were compared, and no further analysis is recommended.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #2)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: Additional information provided by the SFWMD resolves the panel’s concerns.
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Final Panel Comment 3

Construction associated costs related to sheetpile dewatering and bridge construction are
underestimated.

Basis for Comment

Appendix B presents the cost estimates for the Recommended Plan. As stated in Section B.1, the
primary goal is to present a total project cost (i.e., construction and non-construction cost) for the
Recommended Plan, in today’s dollars, for project justification/authorization. Additionally, the total
project cost summary sheet calculates a fully funded estimate (escalated for inflation through project
completion) for budgeting purposes. The intent of these costing efforts is to produce a final product
(i.e., cost estimate) that is reliable and accurate and that supports the definition of the government’s
and the non-federal sponsor’s obligations based on the current design plan.

Appendix B.2.4 presents the contracting plan which breaks down the project into 8 separate
construction contracts (Contract 1 through 8). Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs includes
quantity calculations currently developed for use in the estimate for all the contracts, sorted by
proposed feature. These quantities include assumptions and sources of data used for the cost
development (MCACES Summary Printout in Attachment 3 which includes all the unit costs). Under
Structure PS-1: 1,500 CFS Diesel Electric Pump Station, the sheetpile dewatering assumes 20 ft deep
for dewatering and 40 ft deep for the sheetpile. The number of dewatering pumps for the sheetpile
dewatering is stated as TBD (interpreted as “to be determined”). The fuel unit cost used for off-road
supply is $3.89/gal. Based on our recent experience with Orlando International Airport and Brightline
Highspeed Rail construction projects in 2019-2020 and Patrick Space Force Base in 2023, the above
cited fuel unit cost is underestimated. Item 01 09 01 01 01 on Page 3 of Attachment 3 indicates a
dewatering duration of 500 days, which translates into using 4-6” pumps for dewatering pumping and a
fuel burn rate of approximately 0.5 gal/hr/pump, which is an underestimation of fuel consumption and
thus the estimated fuel cost. The pump and hose rental cost of $660/day may be fair but the estimate
does not include any installation cost which is likely to be a significant factor. The above dewatering
cost estimate is repeated for all other applicable Contracts. Therefore, the dewatering cost for the
Recommended Plan is underestimated. This may be compounded with the long duration of the
tentative project schedule spanning over 7 years (2024 to 2031).

In Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs under Feature of Work: Bridges SFWMD has
included what appears to be pages from a document titled Structures Design Guidelines Topic No.
625-020-018, Chapter 9 — BDR Cost Estimating from January 2023. This appears to be a Florida
Department of Transportation document. Sections 9.3.1 through 9.3.5 within these pages present the
unit cost for various types of bridges and slabs based on historical projects in the general geographical
area. As listed in the tables in these sections, the letting dates of these projects vary from 1997 to
2012 with at least half of the projects’ letting dates being more than 20 years old (1997 to 2002) and
the other half having letting dates more than 10 years old (2007 to 2012). Even the cast-in-place flat
slab projects in Section 9.3.5 had letting dates more than 10 years old. Currently, there is no
explanation as to how this information was used or whether any sort of escalation due to inflation, etc.
has been applied. Considering the age of these projects, the prepared estimated cost may be
underestimated.

Significance — Medium

)]
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Final Panel Comment 3

Some of the assumptions in planning level cost estimates for the construction phase are based on old
data and likely underestimate the actual needs of the project during construction.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Adjust the fuel and operation cost upwards considering the extraneous conditions
experienced in the recent past. Revisit the quantity takeoff for dewatering and quantify (to the
best possible) more realistic dewatering cost.

2. Consider using unit costs from more recent projects and adjust for the extraneous conditions
that were experienced in the recent past.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #3)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: Appendix B will be updated between the Draft and Final FS Report to address cost of
sheet pile wall, dewatering, and quantity take offs are being checked. Cost estimates were prepared
using the most recent project information from ongoing large scale water resource and CERP projects
in Florida.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: The fuel and operations costs, sheet pile wall, dewatering, and quantity take offs will be
re-checked. Annex B will be updated between draft and final FS report based on this check.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Re-affirming cost estimates were prepared using the most recent project information for
CERRP projects and other larger regional water resource projects in Florida.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #3)

X Concur Non-Concur
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Final Panel Comment 4

Evidence that supports multiplying the PM score by the acreage of the entire lake was not
provided.

Basis for Comment

Appendix G Benefit Model, Section G.3.2 describes the Lake Okeechobee HU calculation stating "3)
Calculate HUs—multiply the combined PM score by 450,000 acres, as lake stage conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9).

When discussing the benefits of LOCAR to Lake Okeechobee, the discussion focuses on lake stages
and how that impacts the vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. Other
CERP projects that impact the lake also focus on changes in vegetation along the shoreline and how
this affects wildlife. It is the lake’s stage that is the primary factor related to the ecological functioning of
the lake.

Calculating the PM score is based on lake stage, and lake stage is of most concern in the littoral zone.
This is the habitat that matters when calculating HUs for the lake. To understand if changes to lake
level in the open water portion have an impact on the species found in this area, some data and
analysis of the data are needed. Appendix G does not provide evidence to support how lake stages
are considered to impact the entire lake when calculating HUs.

Significance — Medium

If justification for using the entire lake area when calculating HUs is not provided, the HUs generated
for the alternatives will need to be revised and potentially would result in significantly different
outcomes.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Provide evidence that lake stage conditions are considered to impact the entire lake, thus
supporting using the lake’s entire acreage when calculating HUs.

OR

2. Recalculate HUs for the lake based on using the acreage in the littoral zone.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #4)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: Appendix G has been revised with additional citations and a paragraph clarifying how lake
stages impact the entirety of the lake and not just the littoral zone. The most recent version of the
performance metric graphics for Lake Okeechobee were used in the FS study for the benefits analysis
which includes how lake stage conditions affect the entire lake. Pasted here is the new text:

While the littoral shelf occupies roughly only 100,000 acres, there is a transitional area between the
center limnetic portion of the lake and the littoral shelf, which is often referred to as the “nearshore
zone” (also approximately 100,000 acres). Water quality in either offshore region (nearshore or

~
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #4)

limnetic) can be affected by lake stage, either through changes in things like horizontal transport of
nutrients and suspended material (Maceina 1993; Havens and Gawlik 2005) or through wind-induced
resuspension or thermal stratification effects on sediment (Havens 1997, James and Havens 2005). In
addition, fish distribution offshore can be profoundly affected by lake stage, as the 2006 FFWCC report
showed a nearly 200 percent increase in biomass when lake stages dropped (FFWCC 2007), and
important limnetic species of game fish like black crappie depend on littoral areas for reproduction.
Because lake stage affects all portions of the lake, from the deepwater mud sediments to the highest
elevation communities near the levee, SFWMD used the entire 450,000-acre footprint of the lake to
calculate HUs.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The revised performance metric was done in collaboration with the science group of
CERP called RECOVER. The new revised PM considers various lake stage conditions and how this
affects the entire lake ecology.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The HU calculation was done correctly and is the same performance metric that will be
and is used in other CERP projects.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #4)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The revision to Appendix G addresses the panel’s concerns.

(o0}
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Final Panel Comment 5

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not identify if there are any minority or low-income
populations present in the study area.

Basis for Comment

By not defining if there are recognized minority or low-income populations, the EJ analysis is
incomplete. The FS states, “As displayed in Figure 4-3 and listed in Table 4-20 through Table 4-24,
communities with people of color and low-income populations are in the Study Area.” These tables
provide information on the percentage of minority and low-income populations but never state if any
Block Groups or Highlands County have minority or low-income populations based on the accepted
definition of a minority or low-income population for an EJ analysis.

Two reports provide the best guidance on defining a minority and low-income population for an EJ
analysis and how to determine if a minority or low-income population is present in a designated area.
The 1997 Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (EJ Guidance,
CEQ, 1997) report from the CEQ describes procedures for assessing if a minority or low-income
population is present.

Guidance in the 1997 EJ report specifies that low-income populations are to be identified using the
annual statistical poverty threshold from USCB Current Population Reports Series P-60 on Income and
Poverty. Many agencies define a low-income population as twice the poverty rate using the poverty
threshold. The FS does not articulate the difference between a low-income population and those living
in poverty.

The 2016 report, Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (Promising Practices),
prepared by the Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee
(Working Group), recommends using multiple methods to determine if minority or low-income
populations are present in the area being studied (Working Group, 2016). The report also provides
specific guidance on how to conduct the analyses. Numerous federal agencies support using these
reports when determining if minority or low-income populations are present in a project area.

Last, the text in Appendix C suggests that EPA’s tool, EJScreen, was used in the EJ analysis.
However, no explanation or details are provided in the text that explains the EJScreen or how it was
used to identify minority or low-income populations. The only mention of EJScreen is as a reference in
Appendix C.

Significance — Medium

Analysis of EJ issues is a requirement of NEPA that must be met for every project. A lack of an EJ
assessment can result in an incomplete report determination.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Implement the analyses described in the Promising Practices report to identify if there are any
minority or low-income populations present that would require an EJ analysis.
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Final Panel Comment 5

2. To demonstrate that the proper methods were used to identify minority and low-income
populations, include a discussion of EJScreen, how it was used in the EJ analysis, and the results
of the EJScreen report.

Literature Cited

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). (1997). Environmental Justice. Guidance Under the National
Environmental Policy Act. https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-
02/documents/ej guidance nepa ceq1297.pdf

Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee. (Working Group).
(2016). Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA reviews.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-

08/documents/nepa_promising_practices document 2016.pdf

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #5)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: All EJ sections in the FS will be edited to explicitly state if there are recognized minority or
low-income populations. The edits will state that we used accepted definitions of minority and low-
income populations contained in CEQ’s Environmental Justice Guidance under the National
Environmental Policy Act document. Where appropriate, EJ sections will also be edited to describe EJ
Screen, discuss how it was used, and to identify EJ Screen results.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: All EJ sections in the FS will be revised as described above.

Recommendation 2: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: All EJ sections in the FS will be revised as described above.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #5)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: Conducting the additional work addresses the panel’s concerns.
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Final Panel Comment 6

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not provide a plan for remediating the LOCAR Feature
(reservoir) soils to reduce HTRW from entering the water column once the reservoir is
constructed.

Basis for Comment

Table 2-7 of the FS recognizes that “Lands potentially used for this Project are likely to have a past or
present agricultural land use. Activities conducted over the past 100 years will likely have resulted in
HTRWs being present on some of this land. State and federal databases include information on known
HTRW contamination sites.” The FS project team confirmed that a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes,
"Phase | and Il environmental site assessments will be used to identify unknown HTRW sites and test
cultivated areas for the presence of residual agricultural chemicals.” While this is the appropriate step
before the LOCAR Feature is constructed, the FS and related documents do not describe how the
project site will be remediated or what alternative plans may exist if the preferred site is too
contaminated to use.

If the LOCAR feature is constructed and the contaminants in the soil are not removed before
construction, these chemicals could become suspended in the water, where they could become
available for organisms in the reservoir and possibly accumulate in species occupying higher trophic
levels of the food web.

Significance — Medium

High levels of HTRWs could accumulate in species targeted by recreational fishermen and women,
resulting in adverse health issues for some people and causing the issuance of “do not consume”
warnings. Also, some federally listed species could accumulate elevated levels of HTRWs from
feeding on species living in the reservoir.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Conduct studies to identify the levels of HTRWs in the soil at the proposed project site and their
potential to become suspended in the reservoir's water.

2. Determine the effort needed to remediate the soils to reduce HTRWs to a level that will not create
potential health hazards for people or species.

3. Develop an alternative to the project site if it is unusable due to excessively high levels of HTRWs.
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #6)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The property will be assessed and remediated in accordance with the “Protocol for
Assessment, Remediation and Post-Remediation Monitoring for Environmental Contaminants on
Everglades Restoration Projects” (Protocol). Based on the historical environmental assessment
completed and a desktop survey of the area, there are no reported contaminated sites or Formerly
Used Defense Sites within %2 mile of the project. The level of HTRW is expected to be consistent with
the historical agricultural use of the property and will be addressed using the Protocol.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: A phase Il assessment would need to be performed prior to the District committing to a
sediment study. There may not be any environmental impacts.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: A phase Il assessment would provide baseline data for soils within the project footprint.
The District cannot determine the effort to remediate soils since there may not be any environmental
impacts. This would be determined at a later stage during the project.

Recommendation 3: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: On other comparable ecosystem restoration projects, the District mitigates or remediates
environmental impacts prior to implementing construction activities.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #6)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The additional work proposed in the response will address the panel’s concerns.

September 27, 2023 12



Final Panel Comment 7

Use of the 1965 to 2016 period of record in the RSMBN modeling potentially biased the results
towards drier weather conditions than what is likely to occur in the LOCAR project life.

Basis for Comment

The SFWMD RSMBN used a 52-year period (1965 to 2016) of climatological inputs (rainfall and
evapotranspiration) to simulate in a regional setting the inflows to, outflows from, and operations of the
LOCAR reservoir. The FS states “the period of simulation (i.e., 1965 to 2016) used for the LOCAR
hydrologic modeling encompasses a wide range of historical climatologic and meteorologic conditions
that are representative of central and south Florida hydrology” (FS, Page 5-19). However, the period of
record from 1965 to 2016 contains a hydrologically much drier first 30 years from 1965 to 1994, than the
next 22 years from 1995 to 2016. This later period had more precipitation, more tropical storms, and
many more high-runoff years into Lake Okeechobee. In addition, FS Appendix H Annex H states that
Florida experienced generally wetter normal conditions since the early 1990s (page H-26).

As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is possible that large Lake
Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St. Lucie and
Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may have been
overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives. The FS does not provide how the 58% dry
and 42% wet characteristics of the period of record affected benefits and cost estimates for the
Recommended Plan. Also, the FS does not provide how a more evenly distributed period of record
between dry and wet years would have affected flood control and water supply benefits for the
alternatives. It might be possible that a RSMBN modeling using a period of record that evenly has dry
and wet years will provide larger flood control and water supply benefits than the period 1965 to 2016.

The modeled period of record likely does not represent the future and long-term dry and wet year
conditions during the life of the LOCAR reservoir project.

Significance — Medium

Using a model biased towards drier years than have been experienced in the last 25 years or more is a
potential risk of the Recommended Plan not meeting the stated benefits.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Document in the FS the potential effects of wetter years than modeled using the period of record
(1965 to 2016) on:

a) Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir
b) releases to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries

c) water shortage cutbacks

d) flood control.

2. State in the FS how benefits for the Recommended Plan would change if a more evenly distributed
period of record between dry and wet years was used instead of the period 1965 to 2016.
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #7)
Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: The long-term period of climate data encompasses almost an equal number of “wet
regime” years (~1965-1969 & ~1995 to 2016 representing 27 years) to “dry regime” years (~1970-1994
representing 25 years) as categorized by sea surface temperature indicators (e.g. Atlantic Multi-
decadal Oscillation). Furthermore, the general regime does not preclude extreme conditions as
indicated by the realized drought periods of 2001, 2007 & 2011 occurring within the “wetter regime”.
The use of long-term climate scenario modeling in CERP is well-established (every CERP plan to date
has used a similar long-term regional simulation approach) and the RSM application for this project is
appropriate given that the model has been scientifically peer reviewed (twice) and certified as
“approved for use” by the USACE for CERP decision making.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The report will not be modified based on the explanation provided above.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The report will not be modified based on the explanation provided above.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #7)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The SFWMD indicated that the period 1965 to 2016 has 27 wet and 25 dry regime
years—an almost equal number of dry and wet years. Considering the drought periods of 2001, 2007,
and 2011 in the wet year regime provides a more equal number of dry and wet years in the period
1965 to 2016.
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Final Panel Comment 8

The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed.

Basis for Comment

Appendices A.7 through A.9 present the geotechnical considerations for construction including
preliminary design parameters for LOCAR construction and seepage and stability analyses of the
Recommended Plan. Sections A.8.3.2, A.8.4.2, A.8.4.3, and A.9 appropriately use the final design
conditions which are essential to the analysis. However, an analysis of the intermediate conditions
reaching the construction of the final design is missing.

In other words, constructability or practicality of constructing the design structures for the project is not
presented. The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed for
each of the eight contracts documented in the LOCAR FS. It needs a detailed discussion on the safety
factors during the intermediate stages of the construction phase for each contract. This will provide not
only credibility of the project design but also critical information to the potential contractors to better
control the construction cost and implementation strategy.

It is important to note that intermediate stages during construction often create greater stress
conditions and generate unsafe situations than the final design. It is therefore important to analyze and
address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.

Significance — Medium

Understanding the stress conditions and unsafe situations that may occur during the intermediate
stages of construction will determine if there are any unexpected risks to final project completion.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. List the critical stages of the construction phase for each contract (sub-project) and perform
engineering analyses of each stage of each contract.

2. Document the analyses and associated results demonstrating the constructability of the project.

3. Provide the constructability analyses results to each potential contractor during the construction
bid process.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #8)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: Based on experience with the construction of the C-43 Reservoir, the LOCAR Reservoir
project has very similar soil materials, weather conditions, agricultural land setting and associated
water control structures. Lessons learned from construction related issues from C-43 Reservoir were
applied in the development of the LOCAR Recommended Plan and will be carried through the PED
phase of the LOCAR project.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

&)
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #8)

Explanation: Additional constructability analysis and details will be applied in the PED phase of the
project.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Additional constructability analysis and details will be applied in the PED phase of the
project.

Recommendation 3: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Additional constructability analysis and details will be applied in the PED phase of the
project.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #8)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The explanation to Non-Concur states that the constructability issues “will be carried
through the PED phase of the LOCAR project.” This is an acceptable practice to perform the
constructability analyses during engineering design phase (PED phase) prior to preparation of the bid
document. Similar responses to all three recommendations.
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Final Panel Comment 9

The cumulative effects analysis for listed species impacted by the construction of the
reservoir, as described in Annex A, is not sufficiently developed.

Basis for Comment

Annex A describes the “Harm Resulting from Habitat Loss” for each listed species that is or may be
found within the area for the proposed reservoir. This section of the Annex lists large tracts of habitat
loss for several species (e.g., 7,567 acres for the caracara, 7,534 acres for the Florida grasshopper
sparrow, and 9,502 acres for the Eastern indigo snake).

The cumulative effects analysis concludes that the cumulative effects will result in populations of listed
species being maintained in the future and, for some species, increasing their habitat. While this may
be correct, the cumulative effects analysis does not provide sufficient quantitative details to support the
conclusions. Details of the acres of habitat lost/gained for listed species from past and present projects
and predictions of habitat gained/lost for future projects listed in Annex A should be available.

Summarizing these acreages in a table would provide a realistic estimate of the cumulative habitat
changes for listed species that the proposed action and past, present, and future projects will impact.
This additional analysis could reveal currently unknown impacts (positive and negative) on the acres of
habitat for the listed species.

Significance — Medium/Low

Additional details are needed to increase confidence about the conclusion of the cumulative effects
analysis.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Collect, analyze, and summarize quantitative data about the habitat lost/gained from the past,
present, and known future projects.

2. Add additional discussion describing the net result of the past, present, and known future projects
on the long-term impact on the listed species and, if necessary, revise the conclusions.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #9)
Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: The draft BA was submitted to the USACE and USFWS and all comments incorporated.
The final BA has been submitted to the USFWS with all their comments addressed which is the basis
for the draft Coordination Act Report recently received. Section 8 of the Final BA (page 46) includes a
detailed cumulative effects analysis. Any comments to the cumulative effects analysis from USACE or
USFWS have been addressed. At the present time no additional language beyond what has already
been written or revised is planned to be included. Additionally, Section 6.3.3 of the EIS includes a
cumulative effects write-up and a Table summarizing the effects for multiple resources including
vegetation, T&E species, and Fish/Wildlife.
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #9)

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: From the draft CAR received from the USFWS the cumulative effects analysis seems to
be sufficient.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: From the draft CAR received from the USFWS the cumulative effects analysis seems to
be sufficient.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #9)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, provides information that resolves
this concern.
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Final Panel Comment 10

It is unclear whether the Recommended Plan meets the project objective of “increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate
with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology.”

Basis for Comment

The FS states one of the objectives of the LOCAR is to “increase the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate with improving Lake Okeechobee
ecology” (FS, page 1-9). The FS Abstract states “The Recommended Plan creates additional water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee to facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and distribution of water.
Water can be drawn from Lake Okeechobee and stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake
stages and later be released back to the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times.”

The water supply benefits come from LOCAR’s contribution in keeping the Lake Okeechobee water
levels within the ecologically preferred band. Thus, LOCAR provides the extra volume to store water
when lake levels rise above water levels desirable for lake ecology. This stored water can be used for
water supply, if needed.

However, throughout the FS, there are statements of Alternative 1 having negligible effects on water
supply indicating that it only “maintains pre-Project levels of service” (FS Section 5.13.1, 5-19 and 5-20).
This FS section also states “the effects from both increased volumes of water available and water
shortages are influenced by the timing and routing of other projects. Therefore, the effects to water
supply from Alternative 1 would be negligible.”

The Recommended Plan is basically Alternative 1 with refinements for a reduced footprint to avoid
environmentally sensitive uplands. However, based on the statement in Section 5.13.1, it appears that
the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users. The FS should be clarified as to whether the Recommended Plan meets the
objective noted above or not.

Significance — Medium/Low

Whether the Recommended Plan meets all of the project objectives needs to be clear throughout the

Recommendation for Resolution

T
‘

1. Clarify in the FS if the Recommended Plan meets or does not meet the objective of increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users.

2. If the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water
supply to existing legal water users, please explain how the application of the period of record that
is biased towards drier weather conditions contributed to the Recommended Plan not meeting its
objective related to water supply.
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #10)
X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The project does meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users. The FS will be updated to include more details about the modeling results
related to water supply and the benefits observed from the project.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: The FS will be updated to include more details about the modeling results related to water
supply and the benefits observed from the project.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The FS will include additional details clarifying the recommend plan meeting the objective
of increasing the availability of water supply to existing legal users by being able to return water to the
lake when lake levels are low and reducing the frequency the lake enters water supply cutbacks.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #10)

X Concur Non-Concur
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Final Panel Comment 11

An evaluation of the performance of reservoir geometry, dam geometry, and reservoir water
levels against risk and uncertainty from seiche has not been assessed.

Basis for Comment

Seiche—a standing wave or oscillating water level in an enclosed or partially enclosed water body—can
occur at the LOCAR during changes in atmospheric pressures, wind setup, or earthquakes. The Panel
notes that seiche from changes in atmospheric pressure is unlikely to occur because the LOCAR is not
large enough to experience substantial changes in atmospheric pressure. Appendix H Annex A-1
presents extensive evaluation of wind setup and the dam design already accounts for wind-induced
water overtopping. Seiche from wind setup will likely not oscillate higher than the highwater elevation
estimated for wind setup. Thus, wind-induced seiche will likely not cause overtopping of the dam.
However, a seiche can occur in the reservoir compartments during earthquakes if the earthquake
frequency is near the natural frequency of the reservoir compartment.

The FS Appendix A (Engineering Appendix) Section A.7.5 (Seismicity) states that although southern
Florida is a low seismicity region, the possibility exists for earthquake imposed seismic loads on Project
structures. Section A.8.4.4 states that pseudo-static analyses that simulate earthquake activity will be
performed in the future pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the Project. Thus,
although very rare, earthquakes can occur in the LOCAR project area and the PED acknowledges the
possibility of earthquake occurrence. An earthquake with a frequency near the natural frequency of any
of the two LOCAR compartments when LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level (i.e., at a time when
the freeboard before dam overtopping occurs is smallest) can cause seiche-induced oscillations of the
LOCAR water surface.

Significance — Medium/Low

If seiche occurs when the LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level, the water oscillations from a seiche
can increase such that it can overtop the perimeter and/or internal dams. The dam overtopping can
cause erosion and damage to the dam structure.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Estimate the highwater in each LOCAR compartment due to seiche-induced water surface
oscillations during an earthquake.

2. Evaluate if dam overtopping can occur from water surface oscillations from seiche. If so, evaluate if
there is a need to design the perimeter and internal dams to protect these from possible
erosion/damage from seiche-induced water overtopping.
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SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #11)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: Design Criteria Memorandum: DCM-6 Geotechnical Seismic Evaluation of CERP Dam
Foundations (DCM-6) governs the seismic evaluation of high hazard CERP Dam foundations. Seiche
due to earthquake activity is not likely to occur and was not identified in the U.S. Army Corps. of
Engineers’ Risk Assessment Probably Failure Mode Analysis for the LOCAR project.

However, seiche analysis of the reservoir will be performed. The methodology and results of this
analysis will be presented in Section A.5.6 (existing Section A.5.6 References will become A.5.7
References) of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report to be published in early December
2023.

Wind generated waves and oscillation are much more likely to occur in the reservoir; and are covered
in detail in the wind/wave modeling sections of the LOCAR feasibility study report (Section A.5 and
Annexes A-2.2 and A-2.3 of Appendix A).

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: Seiche analysis will be performed as described above.

Recommendation 2: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: Seiche analysis will be performed as described above.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #11)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The Panel concurs because the SFWMD has indicated in its response that it will perform
the seiche analysis and will adopt the two recommendations. The Panel thinks these future actions by
the SFWMD will evaluate the presently unknown risks due to seiche.
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Final Panel Comment 12

Documentation that the proposed 12-inch thick soil cement layer on the water side and crest of
the dam embankment will withstand 10-foot wave heights was not provided.

Basis for Comment

In Appendix A of the FS, Section A.8.10.2 describes a 12-inch thick soil cement layer as an appropriate
erosion protection for the embankments. The proposed option includes shrinkage and crack control
mechanisms along with a drainage layer beneath the soil cement to remove water from behind the
system.

The 12-inch thick soil cement may provide adequate protection against wave erosion on the water side
and crest of the dam embankment. However, the Panel did not see an investigation of the wave erosion
and erosion protection design in the FS or the associated appendices. The proposed design may be
conceptually sound but needs supporting analyses for design verification and acceptability.

Significance — Medium/Low

Providing the details of the soil cement design allows understanding and confirmation of the adequacy
of the design of the 12-inch thick soil cement against wave-induced erosion.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Include the details of the soil cement design analyses to improve confidence in the conceptual design
of the dam erosion protection.

2. Describe in the FS the maintenance of the soil cement to minimize cracking over time.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #12)

Concur X Non-Concur

Explanation: The thickness of the proposed soil-cement revetment for the LOCAR perimeter and
divider dams will be further refined in the PED phase of the project. A 12-inch thickness was selected
based on previous experience concerning soil-cement revetment for similar reservoirs, using similar
soil properties, wave height and storage level drawdown conditions.

Recommendation 1: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: Design of the perimeter and divider dams will be further refined in PED phase of the
project.

Recommendation 2: Adopt X Not Adopt

Explanation: The design is too preliminary at this phase and the maintenance will be described during
the PED phase.

w
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Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #12)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: The explanation to Non-Concur states that the design is too preliminary at this phase and
that “The thickness of the proposed soil-cement revetment for the LOCAR perimeter and divider dams
will be further refined in the PED phase of the project.” This is acceptable as long as they are
addressed during engineering design phase (PED phase) prior to preparation of the bid document.
Similar responses to all two recommendations.
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Final Panel Comment 13

No explanation of the application of IWR Planning Suite CE/ICA is provided in the study
documents.

Basis for Comment

The Panel is not able to assess the adequacy and acceptability of the study analyses used to identify
Best Buy alternatives or select the Recommended Plan. Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, Section
G.3.3 Lake Okeechobee Alternative Performance, page G-16 states: “The AAHUs for Lake
Okeechobee will be combined with the Northern Estuaries HUs for the storage cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA). The CE/ICA is evaluated in Section G.5.4.” There is no Section
G.54.

Section G.5 Summary of Alternative Performance, page G-28 presents Table G-13. Total Storage HUs
for Each Storage Alternative and Table G-14. Cost-effectiveness and Incremental Cost Analysis Inputs
along with Figure G-17. Annual average habitat units and Figure G-18. Annual average habitat units
but no explanation of what they mean or how they are used to select the Recommended Plan is
provided.

Significance — Medium/Low

This missing or incomplete technical information affects the understanding and completeness of the
study documents, and there is uncertainty whether the missing information will affect the
Recommended Plan.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Include a narrative description of the CE/ICA analysis in Appendix G with references to support
interpretation of the model output and selection of the Recommended Plan.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #13)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: Additional details will be added to the report to include a narrative description of CE/ICA
Analysis in Appendix G.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: Report revisions will be made as described above.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #13)

X Concur Non-Concur

()
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Final Panel Comment 14

It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis of a previous version of the Recommended Plan is
being used to evaluate the effects of changing pool elevation and the top of embankment
elevation rather than the current version.

Basis for Comment

Appendix A Section A.8.9 presents a sensitivity analysis for various scenarios of the design alternative
but does not present a sensitivity analysis of the proposed Recommended Plan. The section states “A
sensitivity analysis was performed on a previous version of the analyses to evaluate the effects of
changing pool elevation and the top of embankment elevation” (Appendix A, page A.8-12).

Without information on how the previous version differs from the proposed version, it is not possible to
determine if the sensitivity analysis that was conducted accurately represents the effects of changing
pool elevations and top of embankment elevations for the proposed Recommended Plan. Information
on how the previous version differs from the current version should be included along with an
explanation of why the PDT believes the sensitivity analysis accurately represents the proposed
version of the Recommended Plan.

Significance — Low

Clarifying the differences between the previous version and the proposed version of the
Recommended Plan and documenting why the reported version accurately represents the current
version allows for a complete understanding of why the previous version analysis was used.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Provide a detailed discussion clarifying the difference between the two versions of the
Recommended Plan (previous and current) and any explanations as to why the previous version
accurately represents the current version.

SFWMD Final Evaluator Response (FPC #14)

X Concur Non-Concur

Explanation: In the upcoming Final LOCAR Feasibility Study Report (scheduled to be completed in
early December 2023), the sensitivity analysis presented in Appendix A, Section A.8.9 will be updated
to be consistent with the design of the Recommended Plan as presented in the Final LOCAR
Feasibility Study report.

Recommendation 1: X Adopt Not Adopt

Explanation: If warranted for clarification purposes, the description between the two analyses will be
described in detail for the Final LOCAR FS.

Panel Final BackCheck Response (FPC #14)

X Concur Non-Concur

September 27, 2023 2
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Revised Final Independent External Peer Review
Report

North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir
Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A
Reservoir Feasibility Study

Executive Summary

Project Background and Purpose

The south Florida ecosystem includes the Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from
Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades National Park (the largest national park east of the
Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World
Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a Wetland of International Importance. The
Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by many factors such as competing demands
for recreation, development, and natural and commercial resources and include 68 federally listed
threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948, expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD), was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999, and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions.
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Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment Area projects. Congressional authorization has
been received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-
Phase 1, Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal
Western Project, which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water
Preserve Areas project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project
(CEPP) was authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in
February 2023. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and
specific regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made
through the previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are
needed to achieve CERP goals.

CERP Component A. The Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir (LOCAR) Feasibility Study (FS),
or Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was approved by Congress as a
framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68
components. The purpose of Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage
reservoir during wet periods for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage
capacity, north of Lake Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water
levels in Lake Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges
from the lake that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.

Section 203 Feasibility Study. SFWMD, as local sponsor to CERP, has prepared this LOCAR FS and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The SFWMD initiated the LOCAR FS in 2023 as the non-federal
interest in response to Florida Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct
Component A of CERP. Similar aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south,
and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this FS pursuant to Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986, as amended, for
submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District,
USACE is the federal agency, acting on the SFWMD’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500
through 1508) EIS to support the ASA(CW) review of the FS. Section 203 authorizes non-federal interests
to undertake FSs of proposed water resources development projects for submission to the ASA(CW).
Upon approval of the SFWMD LOCAR FS by the Governing Board of the SFWMD and the ASA(CW), the
recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.
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LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands Counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation. The study area
includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.

Independent External Peer Review Process

Independent, objective peer review is regarded as a critical element in ensuring the reliability of scientific
analysis. SFWMD is conducting an Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake
Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study LOCAR FS (hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR)
which is being prepared for the USACE under the authority granted by Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986
(P.L. 99-662). As a 501(c)(3) non-profit science and technology organization, Battelle is independent, free
from conflicts of interest (COls), and meets the requirements for an Outside Eligible Organization (OEO)
described in USACE (2021). Battelle has experience in establishing and administering peer review panels
for USACE and was engaged to coordinate this SFWMD LOCAR IEPR. The IEPR was conducted
following USACE and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance described in USACE (2021)
and OMB (2004). This final report presents the Final Panel Comments of the IEPR Panel (the Panel).
Details regarding the IEPR (including the process for selecting panel members, the panel members’
biographical information and expertise, and the charge submitted to the Panel to guide its review) are
presented in appendices.

Based on the technical content of the decision documents and the overall scope of the project, Battelle
identified potential candidates for the Panel in the following key technical areas: Civil Works planning/
economics, environmental/ecological evaluation, hydraulic engineering, and geotechnical engineering.
Battelle screened the candidates to identify those most closely meeting the selection criteria and
evaluated them for COls and availability. SFWMD was given the list of final candidates to independently
confirm that they had no COls, and Battelle made the final selection of the four-person Panel.

The Panel received electronic versions of the decision documents (2,244 pages in total), along with a
charge that solicited comments on specific sections of the documents to be reviewed. Following guidance
provided in USACE (2021) and OMB (2004), SFWMD provided the charge questions, which were
included in the draft and final Work Plans.

The SFWMD Project Delivery Team (PDT) briefed the Panel and Battelle during a kick-off meeting held
via teleconference at the start of the review to provide the Panel an opportunity to ask questions of
SFWMD and clarify uncertainties. Other than Battelle-facilitated teleconferences, there was no direct
communication between the Panel and SFWMD during the peer review process. The Panel produced
individual comments in response to the charge questions.

IEPR panel members reviewed the decision documents individually and produced individual comments in
response to the charge questions. The panel members then met via teleconference with Battelle to review
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key technical comments and reach agreement on the Final Panel Comments to be provided to SFWMD.
Each Final Panel Comment was documented using a four-part format consisting of (1) a comment
statement; (2) the basis for the comment; (3) the significance of the comment (high, medium/high,
medium, medium/low, or low); and (4) recommendations on how to resolve the comment.

During this review, 14 Final Panel Comments were identified and documented. Of these, one has been
identified as medium/high significance, seven have medium significance, five have medium/low
significance, and one has low significance.

After completion of the original review, design changes were made to the project that impacted portions of
the engineering plan and associated cost assessment. At USACE’s request, a supplemental review of the
changes was conducted. Based on the information that was updated throughout the document, it was
determined by Battelle and the panel members that only the hydraulic engineer and geotechnical
engineer would need to review the changes. The two engineers reviewed the updated documents and
determined that no additional Final Panel Comments were necessary.

Results of the Independent External Peer Review

The panel members agreed on their “assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the economic,
engineering, and environmental methods, models, and analyses used” (USACE, 2021) in the SFWMD
LOCAR FS review documents. Table ES-1 lists the Final Panel Comment statements by level of
significance. The full text of the Final Panel Comments is presented in Section 4.2 of this report. The
following summarizes the Panel’s findings.

Based on the Panel’s review, the report is well-written, comprehensive, and presents well supported
engineering and environmental analysis and plan formulation. The report provided a balanced
assessment of the economic, engineering, and environmental issues of the overall project; however, the
Panel identified several elements of the project where additional analysis is warranted and places where
clarification of project findings, objectives, and assumptions need to be documented or revised.

Plan Formulation/Economics: While the plan formulation process generally followed normal procedures
of identifying a variety of alternatives and assessing them against the project objectives, the Panel is
concerned whether the Recommended Plan will actually be actionable. Throughout the FS and Appendix
E, there are repeated statements that SFWMD sought willing sellers for the purchase of the required
acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. However, Appendix D indicates that there is a single
corporate landowner who has indicated that they are not willing to sell. Without the property to build the
reservoir on, the Recommended Plan will not be actionable as currently proposed. Given the time and
cost it takes to go through other actions such as legal condemnation, the Panel is concerned about the
ability of this plan to move forward.

Although stated as being a part of Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, the cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA) was not provided in the document. Therefore, the Panel could not
assess the CE/ICA for risk, uncertainty, or accuracy during this review.

Environmental: The positive and negative effects of implementing LOCAR on the natural resources in
Lake Okeechobee were thoroughly detailed, well documented, and consistent with the analyses used in
other CERP projects. The Panel noted that the conversion of uplands to aquatic environment in each of
the Alternatives represents a significant land use change that has not been accounted for during selection
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of the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan. The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir
sites should be expressed in terms of habitat units (HUs) lost or gained and should be added to the
values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net HUs created from each alternative.

The Panel is also concerned about how the HUs are currently calculated. Appendix G states the
combined performance measure (PM) score is multiplied “by 450,000 acres, as lake state conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9). However, when discussing the benefits of LOCAR to
Lake Okeechobee within the FS, the discussion focuses on lake stages and how that impacts the
vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. What is unclear is if changes to
lake levels really impact the entire lake, therefore supporting the use of the entire 450,000 acres in the
calculation of HUs or whether only the littoral zone should be used in that calculation.

Two additional topics that the Panel believes need further discussion in the EIS are environmental justice
(EJ) and planning for identification and cleanup of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW).
Appendix C states the project does not adversely affect any minority or low-income population. However,
the EJ analysis does not appear to be based on currently accepted methodology for determining if an EJ
population is present. The Panel also noted that activities conducted over the past 100 years in this area
will likely have resulted in HTRWs being present in at least some of this land. Based on regional
limitations on fish consumption, if left in the soil there is a likelihood of these chemicals ending up
bioaccumulating in species targeted by recreational fishermen as has been experienced in other local
areas including Lake Okeechobee.

Engineering: The hydraulic analysis and modeling done for the preliminary conceptual design of the
perimeter and interior dams used the latest science, guidance, and state-of-the-art models. The Panel
also noted that the seepage and stability analysis modeling is comprehensive. However, there were
several instances where the Panel was concerned that assumptions used in the analysis of alternatives
could be incorrect and potentially will result in an underestimation of costs or an inability to meet the
expected benefits.

The Panel is concerned that some of the construction costs are underestimated. For example, based on
real world experiences over the past several years, the fuel costs are underestimated. In another
instance, bridge construction costs from 10 to 20 years ago have been presented but it is unclear how
they have been used or adjusted to reflect current market costs. If not properly escalated, these costs
could be a lot lower than incurred.

When reviewing the Regional Simulation Model BASINS (RSMBN) modeling the Panel identified that
approximately 58% of the data used were from dry years while the more recent wet conditions
represented only 42% of the data. As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is
possible that large Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St.
Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may
have been overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives.

The Panel also noted that additional analyses of the constructability of the Recommended Plan should be
conducted that are focused on the intermediate stages during construction. These intermediate stages
often create greater stress conditions than the final design and generate unsafe situations. Therefore, it is
important to analyze and address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments ldentified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel

m Final Panel Comment

Significance — Medium/High

The FS is unclear whether the Recommended Plan is actionable given that the acreage needed
1 for this project is owned by a single corporate landowner who has indicated they are not willing
to sell.

Significance — Medium

The effects of changes to the habitats at the proposed project and alternative sites were not

2 included in calculating the alternative's contribution to the NER plan.

3 Construction-associated costs related to sheetpile dewatering and bridge construction are
underestimated.

4 Evidence that supports multiplying the PM score by the acreage of the entire lake was not
provided.

5 The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not identify if there are any minority or low-income

populations present in the study area.
The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not provide a plan for remediating the LOCAR Feature
6 (reservoir) soils to reduce HTRW from entering the water column once the reservoir is

constructed.

Use of the 1965 to 2016 period of record in the RSMBN modeling potentially biased the results
towards drier weather conditions than what is likely to occur in the LOCAR project life.

8 The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed.

Significance — Medium/Low

The cumulative effects analysis for listed species impacted by the construction of the reservoir,
as described in Annex A, is not sufficiently developed.

It is unclear whether the Recommended Plan meets the project objective of “increasing the
10 availability of the water supply to existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate
with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology.”
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments ldentified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel
(continued)

m Final Panel Comment

An evaluation of the performance of reservoir geometry, dam geometry, and reservoir water

" levels against risk and uncertainty from seiche has not been assessed.

12 Documentation that the proposed 12-inch thick soil cement layer on the water side and crest of
the dam embankment will withstand 10-foot wave heights was not provided.

13 No explanation of the application of USACE Institute for Water Resources (IWR) Planning Suite

CE/ICA is provided in the study documents.

Significance — Low

It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis of a previous version of the Recommended Plan is being
14  used to evaluate the effects of changing pool elevation and the top of embankment elevation
rather than the current version.

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 Vii



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

This page is intentionally left blank.

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 viii



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

Table of Contents

Page

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ... .ttt e e e ea et e e e e a bt e e e e aabe e e e e aabe e e e e anbeeeeeanbeeeesanbeeeesanteeeeans i
R |V (0 5 16 10 31 ST 1
2. PURPOSE OF THE IEPR ...ttt ettt ettt et e et e e emee e eaeeenneeeemeeeeaneeesnneeans 3
3. METHODS FOR CONDUCTING THE IEPR ...ttt 4
4. RESULTS OF THE IEPR ...ttt ettt ettt ea e et e et e e smte e e eaeeeameeeamteeeaneeeeaneeeenneas 4
4.1 Summary of Final Panel CoOMMENTS ..........coiiiiiiiie et 4

4.2 Final Panel COMMENES ......coiuiiiiiii ittt ettt sttt et e b e e bt e e s be e e saeeesaneeans 6

5. REFERENGCGES. ...ttt ettt ettt e ettt e et e e bt e she e eh e e eaeeemeeemteemteebeesbeesreeeneeanneeneeenee 24

Appendix A. IEPR Process for the SFWMD LOCAR FS Project
Appendix B. Identification and Selection of IEPR Panel Members for the SFWMD LOCAR FS Project
Appendix C. Final Charge for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR

List of Tables
Page
Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments Identified by the
SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR PANEL. ...cooiiiiiiiiee ettt Vi
BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 iX



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

LIST OF ACRONYMS

ASA(CW)
ATR
BDR
C&SF
CE/ICA
CEPP
CEQ
CERP
CFS
col
EA
EFH
EJ

EIS
EPA
ER
ERDC
FEMA
FS
H&H
HTRW
HU
IDS
IEPR
IWR
LOCAR
MCACES
NEPA
NER
O&M

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works
Agency Technical Review

Bridge Development Report

Central and Southern Florida

Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis
Central Everglades Planning Project

Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
Cubic Feet Per Second

Conflict of Interest

Environmental Assessment

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Justice

Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Engineer Regulation

Engineer Research and Development Center
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Feasibility Study

Hydrologic and Hydraulic

Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Wastes
Habitat Unit

Integrated Delivery Schedule

Independent External Peer Review

Institute for Water Resources

Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir
Micro-Computer Aided Cost Estimating System
National Environmental Policy Act

National Ecosystem Restoration

Operation and Maintenance

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

OEO
OMB
PED
PDT

PM
RSMBN
SFWMD
TBD
USACE
USFWS
WRDA

Outside Eligible Organization

Office of Management and Budget
Pre-Construction Engineering and Design
Project Delivery Team

Performance Measure

Regional Simulation Model BASINS
South Florida Water Management District
To Be Determined

United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Water Resources Development Act

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024

Xi



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

This page is intentionally left blank.

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 Xii



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

1. INTRODUCTION

The south Florida ecosystem includes the Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from
Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades National Park (the largest national park east of the
Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World
Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a Wetland of International Importance. The
Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by many factors such as competing demands
for recreation, development, and natural and commercial resources and include 68 federally listed
threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948, expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD), was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999, and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions.

Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment Area projects. Congressional authorization has
been received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-
Phase 1, Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal
Western Project, which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water
Preserve Areas project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project
(CEPP) was authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in
February 2023. All of these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and
specific regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made
through the previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are
needed to achieve CERP goals.
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CERP Component A. The Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study (LOCAR FS), or
Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was approved by Congress as a framework
for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of Water Resources Development Act (WRDA)
of 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68 components. The purpose of
Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage reservoir during wet periods
for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage capacity, north of Lake
Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water levels in Lake
Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges from the lake
that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.

Section 203 Feasibility Study. SFWMD, as local sponsor to CERP, has prepared this LOCAR FS and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The SFWMD initiated the LOCAR FS in 2023 as the non-federal
interest in response to Florida Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct
Component A of CERP. Similar aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south,
and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this FS pursuant to Section 203 of the WRDA of 1986, as amended, for
submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District,
USACE is the federal agency, acting on the SFWMD’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500
through 1508) EIS to support the ASA(CW) review of the FS. Section 203 authorizes non-federal interests
to undertake feasibility studies of proposed water resources development projects for submission to the
ASA(CW). Upon approval of the SFWMD LOCAR FS by the Governing Board of the SFWMD and the
ASA(CW), the recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.

LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands Counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation. The study area
includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 2



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

Independent, objective peer review is regarded as a critical element in ensuring the reliability of scientific
analysis. The objective of the work described here was to conduct an Independent External Peer Review
(IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study LOCAR FS (hereinafter:
SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR) in accordance with procedures described in the Department of the Army,
USACE, Engineer Regulation (ER) Civil Works Review Policy (ER 1165-2-217) (USACE, 2021) and the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (OMB,
2004). Supplemental guidance on evaluation for conflicts of interest (COls) was obtained from the Policy
on Committee Composition and Balance and Conflicts of Interest for Committees Used in the
Development of Reports (The National Academies, 2003).

For this project, an initial IEPR was conducted on the publicly released draft version of the project
documents and, at USACE’s request, a supplemental review was conducted on changes made to the
project documents after the release. The entire Panel reviewed the initial documents. The supplemental
review was performed by the hydraulic engineer and the geotechnical engineer as the only portions that
changed were related to the engineering of the impoundment area and cost changes associated with the
change in construction.

This final report presents the Final Panel Comments of the IEPR Panel (the Panel) on the existing
engineering, economic, environmental, and plan formulation analyses contained in the SFWMD LOCAR
FS review documents (see Appendix A for a listing of the initial documents reviewed and the
supplemental documents reviewed). Appendix A describes in detail how the IEPR was planned and
conducted, including the schedule followed in executing the IEPR. Appendix B provides biographical
information on the IEPR panel members and describes the method Battelle followed to select them.
Appendix C presents the final charge to the IEPR panel members for their use during the review; the final
charge was submitted to SFWMD in the final Work Plan according to the schedule listed in Table A-1.

2. PURPOSE OF THE IEPR

To ensure that documents USACE relies upon to make decisions are supported by the best scientific and
technical information, USACE has implemented a peer review process that uses IEPR to complement the
Agency Technical Review, as described in USACE (2021). This process is also required to be
implemented to project documents prepared under authorization of Section 203 of the WRDA.

In general, the purpose of peer review is to strengthen the quality and credibility of the SFWMD-
developed decision documents for water resource projects in support of the USACE Civil Works program.
IEPR provides an independent assessment of the engineering, economic, environmental, and plan
formulation analyses of a project study. In particular, IEPR addresses the technical soundness of the
project study’s assumptions, methods, analyses, and calculations and identifies the need for additional
data or analyses to make a good decision regarding implementation of alternatives and
recommendations.

In this case, the IEPR of the SFWMD LOCAR FS was conducted and managed using contract support
from Battelle, which is an Outside Eligible Organization (OEQO) (as defined by ER 1165-2-217). Battelle, a
501(c)(3) organization under the U.S. Internal Revenue Code, has experience conducting IEPRs for
USACE, for state and local agencies, and for industrial clients. Prior to contracting for the SFWMD
LOCAR IEPR, Battelle completed an internal organizational COI screening to ensure that Battelle was
free from COls before conducting the IEPR.
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3. METHODS FOR CONDUCTING THE IEPR

The methods used to conduct the IEPR are briefly described in this section; a detailed description can be
found in Appendix A. The original IEPR was completed in accordance with established due dates for
milestones and deliverables as part of the final Work Plan; the due dates are based on the
award/effective date and the receipt of review documents. The supplemental review was conducted
based upon receipt of the updated review documents.

Battelle identified, screened, and selected four panel members to participate in the IEPR based on their
expertise in the following disciplines: Civil Works planning/economics, environmental/ecological
evaluation, hydraulic engineering, and geotechnical engineering. As noted above only the hydraulic
engineer and geotechnical engineer participated in the supplemental document review. During the
original IEPR, the Panel reviewed the SFWMD LOCAR FS documents and produced 14 Final Panel
Comments in response to 12 charge questions provided by SFWMD for the review. This charge also
included two overview questions added by Battelle, for a total of 14 questions. For the supplemental
review, the two engineers used the same set of charge questions. No additional Final Panel Comments
were identified during this review.

Battelle instructed the Panel to develop the Final Panel Comments using a standardized four-part
structure:

Comment Statement (succinct summary statement of concern)
Basis for Comment (details regarding the concern)

3. Significance (high, medium/high, medium, medium/low, or low; in accordance with specific criteria
for determining level of significance)

4. Recommendation(s) for Resolution (at least one implementable action that could be taken to
address the Final Panel Comment).

Battelle reviewed all Final Panel Comments for accuracy, adherence to USACE regulations (ER 1165-2-
217), and completeness prior to determining that they were final and suitable for inclusion in the Final
IEPR Report. There was no direct communication between the Panel and SFWMD during the preparation
of the Final Panel Comments. The Panel’s findings are summarized in Section 4.1; the Final Panel
Comments are presented in full in Section 4.2.

4. RESULTS OF THE IEPR
This section presents the results of the IEPR and the supplemental review. A summary of the Panel’'s
findings and the full text of the Final Panel Comments are provided.

4.1 Summary of Final Panel Comments

The panel members agreed on their “assessment of the adequacy and acceptability of the economic,
engineering, and environmental methods, models, and analyses used” (USACE, 2021) in the SFWMD
LOCAR FS review documents. The following summarizes the Panel’s findings.

Based on the Panel’s review, the report is well-written, comprehensive, and presents well supported
engineering and environmental analysis and plan formulation. The report provided a balanced
assessment of the economic, engineering, and environmental issues of the overall project; however, the
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Panel identified several elements of the project where additional analysis is warranted and places where
clarification of project findings, objectives, and assumptions need to be documented or revised.

Plan Formulation/Economics: While the plan formulation process generally followed normal procedures of
identifying a variety of alternatives and assessing them against the project objectives, the Panel is
concerned whether the Recommended Plan will actually be actionable. Throughout the FS and Appendix
E, there are repeated statements that SFWMD sought willing sellers for the purchase of the required
acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. However, Appendix D indicates that there is a single
corporate landowner who has indicated that they are not willing to sell. Without the property to build the
reservoir on, the Recommended Plan will not be actionable as currently proposed. Given the time and
cost it takes to go through other actions such as legal condemnation, the Panel is concerned about the
ability of this plan to move forward.

Although stated as being a part of Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, the cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA) was not provided in the document. Therefore the Panel could not
assess the CE/ICA for risk, uncertainty, or accuracy during this review.

Environmental: The positive and negative effects of implementing LOCAR on the natural resources in
Lake Okeechobee were thoroughly detailed, well documented, and consistent with the analyses used in
other CERRP projects. The Panel noted that the conversion of uplands to aquatic environment in each of
the Alternatives represents a significant land use change that has not been accounted for during selection
of the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan. The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir
sites should be expressed in terms of habitat units (HUs) lost or gained and should be added to the
values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net HUs created from each alternative.

The Panel is also concerned about how the HUs are currently calculated. Appendix G states the
combined performance measure (PM) score is multiplied “by 450,000 acres, as lake state conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9). However, when discussing the benefits of LOCAR to
Lake Okeechobee within the FS, the discussion focuses on lake stages and how that impacts the
vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. What is unclear is if changes to
lake levels really impact the entire lake therefore supporting the use of the entire 450,000 acres in the
calculation of HUs or whether only the littoral zone should be used in that calculation.

Two additional topics that the Panel believes need further discussion in the EIS are environmental justice
(EJ) and planning for identification and cleanup of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW).
Appendix C states the project does not adversely affect any minority or low-income population. However,
the EJ analysis does not appear to be based on currently accepted methodology for determining if an EJ
population is present. The Panel also noted that activities conducted over the past 100 years in this area
will likely have resulted in HTRWs being present in at least some of this land. Based on regional
limitations on fish consumption, if left in the soil there is a likelihood of these chemicals ending up
bioaccumulating in species targeted by recreational fishermen as has been experienced in other local
areas including Lake Okeechobee.

Engineering: The hydraulic analysis and modeling done for the preliminary conceptual design of the
perimeter and interior dams used the latest science, guidance, and state-of-the-art models. The Panel
also noted that the seepage and stability analysis modeling is comprehensive. However, there were
several instances where the Panel was concerned that assumptions used in the analysis of alternatives
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could be incorrect and potentially will result in an underestimation of costs or an inability to meet the
expected benefits.

The Panel is concerned that some of the construction costs are underestimated. For example, based on
real world experiences over the past several years, the fuel costs are underestimated. In another
instance, bridge construction costs from 10 to 20 years ago have been presented but it is unclear how
they have been used or adjusted to reflect current market costs. If not properly escalated, these costs
could be a lot lower than incurred.

When reviewing the Regional Simulation Model BASINS (RSMBN) modeling the Panel identified that
approximately 58% of the data used were from dry years while the more recent wet conditions
represented only 42% of the data. As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is
possible that large Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St.
Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may
have been overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives.

The Panel also noted that additional analyses of the constructability of the Recommended Plan should be

conducted that are focused on the intermediate stages during construction. These intermediate stages

often create greater stress conditions than the final design and generate unsafe situations. Therefore, it is

important to analyze and address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.
4.2 Final Panel Comments

This section presents the full text of the Final Panel Comments prepared by the IEPR panel members.
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Final Panel Comment 1

The FS is unclear whether the Recommended Plan is actionable given that the acreage needed
for this project is owned by a single corporate landowner that has indicated they are not willing
to sell.

Basis for Comment

The FS and Appendix E Plan Formulation Screening repeatedly state that SFWMD sought willing
sellers for the purchase of the required acreage to implement the Recommended Plan. These
statements can be found in FS Sections 4.1.2 Acceptability, 4.3.4 Other Social Effects Table 4-26, and
Section 7.4 Compliance with Florida Statutes. In Appendix E Section E.4.2.7 Private Property, it states
“The presence of privately owned land was not a reservoir siting constraint. However, public scoping
response did highlight concerns about private property ownership. The SFWMD identified willing
landowners for potential reservoir locations to minimize concerns” (page E-14).

However, Appendix D Real Estate Section D.22 Attitude of Landowners states

As the single landowner of the acreage needed for this project, the corporate owner has
indicated that they are not willing to sell this portion of their much larger contiguous land
holdings at market value. Therefore, condemnation proceedings will likely be required to
acquire the lands.

The statements throughout the FS and Appendix E contradict the statement within Appendix D and
raise concerns as to whether the Recommended Plan is actionable as currently proposed.

Significance — Medium/High

A single landowner holding all of the acreage required for the project not being willing to sell is a major
issue that has a strong probability of influencing the ability to implement the Recommended Plan.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Please clarify throughout the FS and Appendices whether the Recommended Plan relies solely on
property that will not be sold willingly by landowners.

2. Initiate legal condemnation proceedings to determine cost and schedule impacts to the project.
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Final Panel Comment 2

The effects of changes to the habitats at the proposed project and alternative sites were not
included in calculating the alternative's contribution to the NER plan.

Basis for Comment

As stated in ER 1105-2-100, the USACE uses NER benefits to compare alternatives and select plans
for ecosystem restoration projects. Using HUs to demonstrate the benefits of taking no action and the
three alternatives, the FS provides a detailed description and justification for selecting the NER Plan.
However, the effect of converting uplands to an aquatic environment at the sites of the proposed
reservoir described in the alternatives should be a factor in selecting the NER Plan.

The conversion of 13,000 acres (Alternative 1), 20,500 acres of land (Alternative 2), or 14,900 acres
(Alternative 3) from uplands to an aquatic environment represents a significant land use change. The
importance of this change is due, in part, to the loss of habitat for federal- and state-listed species that
will result from implementing any of the LOCAR alternatives. Neither the FS nor Appendix G
addressed the effect of converting such a large area of uplands to an aquatic environment when
selecting a NER Plan.

The impacts on the habitats at the proposed reservoir sites can be expressed in terms of HUs. The
HUs lost or gained can be added to the values in the FS to provide a more complete picture of the net
HUs created from each alternative.

Significance — Medium

The results of including the HUs gained/lost from constructing the reservoir could result in a different
alternative being selected and/or determining that additional alternatives should be considered.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Calculate the HUs lost/gained at the proposed project site for each alternative and update the FS,
Annexes, and Appendices.

2. Reevaluate the alternatives to determine if Alternative 1 should remain the NER Plan.

Literature Cited

USACE (2000). Planning — Planning Guidance Notebook. Engineer Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100.
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C. April 22.
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Final Panel Comment 3

Construction associated costs related to sheetpile dewatering and bridge construction are
underestimated.

Basis for Comment

Appendix B presents the cost estimates for the Recommended Plan. As stated in Section B.1, the
primary goal is to present a total project cost (i.e., construction and non-construction cost) for the
Recommended Plan, in today’s dollars, for project justification/authorization. Additionally, the total
project cost summary sheet calculates a fully funded estimate (escalated for inflation through project
completion) for budgeting purposes. The intent of these costing efforts is to produce a final product
(i.e., cost estimate) that is reliable and accurate and that supports the definition of the government’s
and the non-federal sponsor’s obligations based on the current design plan.

Appendix B.2.4 presents the contracting plan which breaks down the project into 8 separate
construction contracts (Contract 1 through 8). Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs includes
quantity calculations currently developed for use in the estimate for all the contracts, sorted by
proposed feature. These quantities include assumptions and sources of data used for the cost
development (MCACES Summary Printout in Attachment 3 which includes all the unit costs). Under
Structure PS-1: 1,500 CFS Diesel Electric Pump Station, the sheetpile dewatering assumes 20 ft deep
for dewatering and 40 ft deep for the sheetpile. The number of dewatering pumps for the sheetpile
dewatering is stated as TBD (interpreted as “to be determined”). The fuel unit cost used for off-road
supply is $3.89/gal. Based on our recent experience with Orlando International Airport and Brightline
Highspeed Rail construction projects in 2019-2020 and Patrick Space Force Base in 2023, the above
cited fuel unit cost is underestimated. Item 01 09 01 01 01 on Page 3 of Attachment 3 indicates a
dewatering duration of 500 days, which translates into using 4-6” pumps for dewatering pumping and a
fuel burn rate of approximately 0.5 gal/hr/pump, which is an underestimation of fuel consumption and
thus the estimated fuel cost. The pump and hose rental cost of $660/day may be fair but the estimate
does not include any installation cost which is likely to be a significant factor. The above dewatering
cost estimate is repeated for all other applicable Contracts. Therefore, the dewatering cost for the
Recommended Plan is underestimated. This may be compounded with the long duration of the
tentative project schedule spanning over 7 years (2024 to 2031).

In Appendix B Attachment 1 — Quantity Take-offs under Feature of Work: Bridges SFWMD has
included what appears to be pages from a document titled Structures Design Guidelines Topic No.
625-020-018, Chapter 9 — BDR Cost Estimating from January 2023. This appears to be a Florida
Department of Transportation document. Sections 9.3.1 through 9.3.5 within these pages present the
unit cost for various types of bridges and slabs based on historical projects in the general geographical
area. As listed in the tables in these sections, the letting dates of these projects vary from 1997 to
2012 with at least half of the projects’ letting dates being more than 20 years old (1997 to 2002) and
the other half having letting dates more than 10 years old (2007 to 2012). Even the cast-in-place flat
slab projects in Section 9.3.5 had letting dates more than 10 years old. Currently, there is no
explanation as to how this information was used or whether any sort of escalation due to inflation, etc.
has been applied. Considering the age of these projects, the prepared estimated cost may be
underestimated.
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Final Panel Comment 3

Significance — Medium

Some of the assumptions in planning level cost estimates for the construction phase are based on old
data and likely underestimate the actual needs of the project during construction.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Adjust the fuel and operation cost upwards considering the extraneous conditions
experienced in the recent past. Revisit the quantity takeoff for dewatering and quantify (to the
best possible) more realistic dewatering cost.

2. Consider using unit costs from more recent projects and adjust for the extraneous conditions
that were experienced in the recent past.
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Final Panel Comment 4

Evidence that supports multiplying the PM score by the acreage of the entire lake was not
provided.

Basis for Comment

Appendix G Benefit Model, Section G.3.2 describes the Lake Okeechobee HU calculation stating "3)
Calculate HUs—multiply the combined PM score by 450,000 acres, as lake stage conditions are
considered to impact the entire lake” (page G-9).

When discussing the benefits of LOCAR to Lake Okeechobee, the discussion focuses on lake stages
and how that impacts the vegetation in the lake’s littoral zone and the wildlife that use this area. Other
CERP projects that impact the lake also focus on changes in vegetation along the shoreline and how
this affects wildlife. It is the lake’s stage that is the primary factor related to the ecological functioning of
the lake.

Calculating the PM score is based on lake stage, and lake stage is of most concern in the littoral zone.
This is the habitat that matters when calculating HUs for the lake. To understand if changes to lake
level in the open water portion have an impact on the species found in this area, some data and
analysis of the data are needed. Appendix G does not provide evidence to support how lake stages
are considered to impact the entire lake when calculating HUs.

Significance — Medium

If justification for using the entire lake area when calculating HUs is not provided, the HUs generated
for the alternatives will need to be revised and potentially would result in significantly different
outcomes.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Provide evidence that lake stage conditions are considered to impact the entire lake, thus
supporting using the lake’s entire acreage when calculating HUs.

OR

2. Recalculate HUs for the lake based on using the acreage in the littoral zone.
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Final Panel Comment 5

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not identify if there are any minority or low-income
populations present in the study area.

Basis for Comment

By not defining if there are recognized minority or low-income populations, the EJ analysis is
incomplete. The FS states, “As displayed in Figure 4-3 and listed in Table 4-20 through Table 4-24,
communities with people of color and low-income populations are in the Study Area.” These tables
provide information on the percentage of minority and low-income populations but never state if any
Block Groups or Highlands County have minority or low-income populations based on the accepted
definition of a minority or low-income population for an EJ analysis.

Two reports provide the best guidance on defining a minority and low-income population for an EJ
analysis and how to determine if a minority or low-income population is present in a designated area.
The 1997 Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (EJ Guidance,
CEQ, 1997) report from the CEQ describes procedures for assessing if a minority or low-income
population is present.

Guidance in the 1997 EJ report specifies that low-income populations are to be identified using the
annual statistical poverty threshold from USCB Current Population Reports Series P-60 on Income and
Poverty. Many agencies define a low-income population as twice the poverty rate using the poverty
threshold. The FS does not articulate the difference between a low-income population and those living
in poverty.

The 2016 report, Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (Promising Practices),
prepared by the Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee
(Working Group), recommends using multiple methods to determine if minority or low-income
populations are present in the area being studied (Working Group, 2016). The report also provides
specific guidance on how to conduct the analyses. Numerous federal agencies support using these
reports when determining if minority or low-income populations are present in a project area.

Last, the text in Appendix C suggests that EPA’s tool, EJScreen, was used in the EJ analysis.
However, no explanation or details are provided in the text that explains the EJScreen or how it was
used to identify minority or low-income populations. The only mention of EJScreen is as a reference in
Appendix C.

Significance — Medium

Analysis of EJ issues is a requirement of NEPA that must be met for every project. A lack of an EJ
assessment can result in an incomplete report determination.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Implement the analyses described in the Promising Practices report to identify if there are any
minority or low-income populations present that would require an EJ analysis.
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Final Panel Comment 5

2. To demonstrate that the proper methods were used to identify minority and low-income
populations, include a discussion of EJScreen, how it was used in the EJ analysis, and the results
of the EJScreen report.

Literature Cited

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). (1997). Environmental Justice. Guidance Under the National
Environmental Policy Act. https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-
02/documents/ej guidance nepa ceq1297.pdf

Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee. (Working Group).
(2016). Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA reviews.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-

08/documents/nepa_promising_practices document 2016.pdf
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Final Panel Comment 6

The FS, Annexes, and Appendices do not provide a plan for remediating the LOCAR Feature
(reservoir) soils to reduce HTRW from entering the water column once the reservoir is
constructed.

Basis for Comment

Table 2-7 of the FS recognizes that “Lands potentially used for this Project are likely to have a past or
present agricultural land use. Activities conducted over the past 100 years will likely have resulted in
HTRWs being present on some of this land. State and federal databases include information on known
HTRW contamination sites.” The FS project team confirmed that a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes,
"Phase | and Il environmental site assessments will be used to identify unknown HTRW sites and test
cultivated areas for the presence of residual agricultural chemicals.” While this is the appropriate step
before the LOCAR Feature is constructed, the FS and related documents do not describe how the
project site will be remediated or what alternative plans may exist if the preferred site is too
contaminated to use.

If the LOCAR feature is constructed and the contaminants in the soil are not removed before
construction, these chemicals could become suspended in the water, where they could become
available for organisms in the reservoir and possibly accumulate in species occupying higher trophic
levels of the food web.

Significance — Medium

High levels of HTRWs could accumulate in species targeted by recreational fishermen and women,
resulting in adverse health issues for some people and causing the issuance of “do not consume”
warnings. Also, some federally listed species could accumulate elevated levels of HTRWs from
feeding on species living in the reservoir.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Conduct studies to identify the levels of HTRWs in the soil at the proposed project site and their
potential to become suspended in the reservoir's water.

2. Determine the effort needed to remediate the soils to reduce HTRWs to a level that will not create
potential health hazards for people or species.

3. Develop an alternative to the project site if it is unusable due to excessively high levels of HTRWs.
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Final Panel Comment 7

Use of the 1965 to 2016 period of record in the RSMBN modeling potentially biased the results
towards drier weather conditions than what is likely to occur in the LOCAR project life.

Basis for Comment

The SFWMD RSMBN used a 52-year period (1965 to 2016) of climatological inputs (rainfall and
evapotranspiration) to simulate in a regional setting the inflows to, outflows from, and operations of the
LOCAR reservoir. The FS states “the period of simulation (i.e., 1965 to 2016) used for the LOCAR
hydrologic modeling encompasses a wide range of historical climatologic and meteorologic conditions
that are representative of central and south Florida hydrology” (FS, Page 5-19). However, the period of
record from 1965 to 2016 contains a hydrologically much drier first 30 years from 1965 to 1994, than the
next 22 years from 1995 to 2016. This later period had more precipitation, more tropical storms, and
many more high-runoff years into Lake Okeechobee. In addition, FS Appendix H Annex H states that
Florida experienced generally wetter normal conditions since the early 1990s (page H-26).

As the period of record is biased towards drier weather conditions, it is possible that large Lake
Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir and releases to the St. Lucie and
Caloosahatchee estuaries may have been underestimated and water shortage cutbacks may have been
overestimated in the RSMBN modeling of the alternatives. The FS does not provide how the 58% dry
and 42% wet characteristics of the period of record affected benefits and cost estimates for the
Recommended Plan. Also, the FS does not provide how a more evenly distributed period of record
between dry and wet years would have affected flood control and water supply benefits for the
alternatives. It might be possible that a RSMBN modeling using a period of record that evenly has dry
and wet years will provide larger flood control and water supply benefits than the period 1965 to 2016.

The modeled period of record likely does not represent the future and long-term dry and wet year
conditions during the life of the LOCAR reservoir project.

Significance — Medium

Using a model biased towards drier years than have been experienced in the last 25 years or more is a
potential risk of the Recommended Plan not meeting the stated benefits.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Document in the FS the potential effects of wetter years than modeled using the period of record
(1965 to 2016) on:

a) Lake Okeechobee water conveyances to the LOCAR reservoir
b) releases to the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee estuaries
c) water shortage cutbacks

d) flood control.
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Final Panel Comment 7

2. State in the FS how benefits for the Recommended Plan would change if a more evenly distributed
period of record between dry and wet years was used instead of the period 1965 to 2016.
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Final Panel Comment 8

The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed.

Basis for Comment

Appendices A.7 through A.9 present the geotechnical considerations for construction including
preliminary design parameters for LOCAR construction and seepage and stability analyses of the
Recommended Plan. Sections A.8.3.2, A.8.4.2, A.8.4.3, and A.9 appropriately use the final design
conditions which are essential to the analysis. However, an analysis of the intermediate conditions
reaching the construction of the final design is missing.

In other words, constructability or practicality of constructing the design structures for the project is not
presented. The constructability of the Recommended Plan needs to be analyzed and addressed for
each of the eight contracts documented in the LOCAR FS. It needs a detailed discussion on the safety
factors during the intermediate stages of the construction phase for each contract. This will provide not
only credibility of the project design but also critical information to the potential contractors to better
control the construction cost and implementation strategy.

It is important to note that intermediate stages during construction often create greater stress
conditions and generate unsafe situations than the final design. It is therefore important to analyze and
address the constructability of the Recommended Plan as presented in the FS.

Significance — Medium

Understanding the stress conditions and unsafe situations that may occur during the intermediate
stages of construction will determine if there are any unexpected risks to final project completion.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. List the critical stages of the construction phase for each contract (sub-project) and perform
engineering analyses of each stage of each contract.

2. Document the analyses and associated results demonstrating the constructability of the project.

3. Provide the constructability analyses results to each potential contractor during the construction
bid process.
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Final Panel Comment 9

The cumulative effects analysis for listed species impacted by the construction of the
reservoir, as described in Annex A, is not sufficiently developed.

Basis for Comment

Annex A describes the “Harm Resulting from Habitat Loss” for each listed species that is or may be
found within the area for the proposed reservoir. This section of the Annex lists large tracts of habitat
loss for several species (e.g., 7,567 acres for the caracara, 7,534 acres for the Florida grasshopper
sparrow, and 9,502 acres for the Eastern indigo snake).

The cumulative effects analysis concludes that the cumulative effects will result in populations of listed
species being maintained in the future and, for some species, increasing their habitat. While this may
be correct, the cumulative effects analysis does not provide sufficient quantitative details to support the
conclusions. Details of the acres of habitat lost/gained for listed species from past and present projects
and predictions of habitat gained/lost for future projects listed in Annex A should be available.

Summarizing these acreages in a table would provide a realistic estimate of the cumulative habitat
changes for listed species that the proposed action and past, present, and future projects will impact.
This additional analysis could reveal currently unknown impacts (positive and negative) on the acres of
habitat for the listed species.

Significance — Medium/Low

Additional details are needed to increase confidence about the conclusion of the cumulative effects
analysis.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Collect, analyze, and summarize quantitative data about the habitat lost/gained from the past,
present, and known future projects.

2. Add additional discussion describing the net result of the past, present, and known future projects
on the long-term impact on the listed species and, if necessary, revise the conclusions.
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Final Panel Comment 10

It is unclear whether the Recommended Plan meets the project objective of “increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate
with improving Lake Okeechobee ecology.”

Basis for Comment

The FS states one of the objectives of the LOCAR is to “increase the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users of Lake Okeechobee commensurate with improving Lake Okeechobee
ecology” (FS, page 1-9). The FS Abstract states “The Recommended Plan creates additional water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee to facilitate improved flexibility in the timing and distribution of water.
Water can be drawn from Lake Okeechobee and stored during wet times to reduce damaging high lake
stages and later be released back to the lake to reduce the impacts of low stages during dry times.”

The water supply benefits come from LOCAR’s contribution in keeping the Lake Okeechobee water
levels within the ecologically preferred band. Thus, LOCAR provides the extra volume to store water
when lake levels rise above water levels desirable for lake ecology. This stored water can be used for
water supply, if needed.

However, throughout the FS, there are statements of Alternative 1 having negligible effects on water
supply indicating that it only “maintains pre-Project levels of service” (FS Section 5.13.1, 5-19 and 5-20).
This FS section also states “the effects from both increased volumes of water available and water
shortages are influenced by the timing and routing of other projects. Therefore, the effects to water
supply from Alternative 1 would be negligible.”

The Recommended Plan is basically Alternative 1 with refinements for a reduced footprint to avoid
environmentally sensitive uplands. However, based on the statement in Section 5.13.1, it appears that
the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water supply to
existing legal water users. The FS should be clarified as to whether the Recommended Plan meets the
objective noted above or not.

Significance — Medium/Low

Whether the Recommended Plan meets all of the project objectives needs to be clear throughout the

Recommendation for Resolution

T
‘

1. Clarify in the FS if the Recommended Plan meets or does not meet the objective of increasing the
availability of the water supply to existing legal water users.

2. If the Recommended Plan does not meet the objective of increasing the availability of the water
supply to existing legal water users, please explain how the application of the period of record that
is biased towards drier weather conditions contributed to the Recommended Plan not meeting its
objective related to water supply.
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Final Panel Comment 11

An evaluation of the performance of reservoir geometry, dam geometry, and reservoir water
levels against risk and uncertainty from seiche has not been assessed.

Basis for Comment

Seiche—a standing wave or oscillating water level in an enclosed or partially enclosed water body—can
occur at the LOCAR during changes in atmospheric pressures, wind setup, or earthquakes. The Panel
notes that seiche from changes in atmospheric pressure is unlikely to occur because the LOCAR is not
large enough to experience substantial changes in atmospheric pressure. Appendix H Annex A-1
presents extensive evaluation of wind setup and the dam design already accounts for wind-induced
water overtopping. Seiche from wind setup will likely not oscillate higher than the highwater elevation
estimated for wind setup. Thus, wind-induced seiche will likely not cause overtopping of the dam.
However, a seiche can occur in the reservoir compartments during earthquakes if the earthquake
frequency is near the natural frequency of the reservoir compartment.

The FS Appendix A (Engineering Appendix) Section A.7.5 (Seismicity) states that although southern
Florida is a low seismicity region, the possibility exists for earthquake imposed seismic loads on Project
structures. Section A.8.4.4 states that pseudo-static analyses that simulate earthquake activity will be
performed in the future pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the Project. Thus,
although very rare, earthquakes can occur in the LOCAR project area and the PED acknowledges the
possibility of earthquake occurrence. An earthquake with a frequency near the natural frequency of any
of the two LOCAR compartments when LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level (i.e., at a time when
the freeboard before dam overtopping occurs is smallest) can cause seiche-induced oscillations of the
LOCAR water surface.

Significance — Medium/Low

If seiche occurs when the LOCAR is at its Normal Full Storage Level, the water oscillations from a seiche
can increase such that it can overtop the perimeter and/or internal dams. The dam overtopping can
cause erosion and damage to the dam structure.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Estimate the highwater in each LOCAR compartment due to seiche-induced water surface
oscillations during an earthquake.

2. Evaluate if dam overtopping can occur from water surface oscillations from seiche. If so, evaluate if
there is a need to design the perimeter and internal dams to protect these from possible
erosion/damage from seiche-induced water overtopping.
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Final Panel Comment 12

Documentation that the proposed 12-inch thick soil cement layer on the water side and crest of
the dam embankment will withstand 10-foot wave heights was not provided.

Basis for Comment

In Appendix A of the FS, Section A.8.10.2 describes a 12-inch thick soil cement layer as an appropriate
erosion protection for the embankments. The proposed option includes shrinkage and crack control
mechanisms along with a drainage layer beneath the soil cement to remove water from behind the
system.

The 12-inch thick soil cement may provide adequate protection against wave erosion on the water side
and crest of the dam embankment. However, the Panel did not see an investigation of the wave erosion
and erosion protection design in the FS or the associated appendices. The proposed design may be
conceptually sound but needs supporting analyses for design verification and acceptability.

Significance — Medium/Low

Providing the details of the soil cement design allows understanding and confirmation of the adequacy
of the design of the 12-inch thick soil cement against wave-induced erosion.

Recommendations for Resolution

1. Include the details of the soil cement design analyses to improve confidence in the conceptual design
of the dam erosion protection.

2. Describe in the FS the maintenance of the soil cement to minimize cracking over time.
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Final Panel Comment 13

No explanation of the application of IWR Planning Suite CE/ICA is provided in the study
documents.

Basis for Comment

The Panel is not able to assess the adequacy and acceptability of the study analyses used to identify
Best Buy alternatives or select the Recommended Plan. Appendix G LOCAR Benefit Model, Section
G.3.3 Lake Okeechobee Alternative Performance, page G-16 states: “The AAHUs for Lake
Okeechobee will be combined with the Northern Estuaries HUs for the storage cost effectiveness and
incremental cost analysis (CE/ICA). The CE/ICA is evaluated in Section G.5.4.” There is no Section
G.54.

Section G.5 Summary of Alternative Performance, page G-28 presents Table G-13. Total Storage HUs
for Each Storage Alternative and Table G-14. Cost-effectiveness and Incremental Cost Analysis Inputs
along with Figure G-17. Annual average habitat units and Figure G-18. Annual average habitat units
but no explanation of what they mean or how they are used to select the Recommended Plan is
provided.

Significance — Medium/Low

This missing or incomplete technical information affects the understanding and completeness of the
study documents, and there is uncertainty whether the missing information will affect the
Recommended Plan.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Include a narrative description of the CE/ICA analysis in Appendix G with references to support
interpretation of the model output and selection of the Recommended Plan.
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Final Panel Comment 14

It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis of a previous version of the Recommended Plan is
being used to evaluate the effects of changing pool elevation and the top of embankment
elevation rather than the current version.

Basis for Comment

Appendix A Section A.8.9 presents a sensitivity analysis for various scenarios of the design alternative
but does not present a sensitivity analysis of the proposed Recommended Plan. The section states “A
sensitivity analysis was performed on a previous version of the analyses to evaluate the effects of
changing pool elevation and the top of embankment elevation” (Appendix A, page A.8-12).

Without information on how the previous version differs from the proposed version, it is not possible to
determine if the sensitivity analysis that was conducted accurately represents the effects of changing
pool elevations and top of embankment elevations for the proposed Recommended Plan. Information
on how the previous version differs from the current version should be included along with an
explanation of why the PDT believes the sensitivity analysis accurately represents the proposed
version of the Recommended Plan.

Significance — Low

Clarifying the differences between the previous version and the proposed version of the
Recommended Plan and documenting why the reported version accurately represents the current
version allows for a complete understanding of why the previous version analysis was used.

Recommendation for Resolution

1. Provide a detailed discussion clarifying the difference between the two versions of the
Recommended Plan (previous and current) and any explanations as to why the previous version
accurately represents the current version.
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APPENDIX A

IEPR Process for the SFWMD LOCAR FS Project
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A.1  Planning and Conduct of the Independent External Peer Review (IEPR)

Table A-1 presents the major milestones and deliverables of the Independent External Peer Review
(IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee
Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study (hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR). Due dates for
milestones and deliverables are based on the award/effective dates listed in Table A-1 and A-2. The
review documents for the initial review were provided by South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD) on August 18 and 21, 2023. The review documents for the supplemental review were provided
by SFWMD on December 11, 13, and 19, 2023. Battelle submitted a revised final report to SFWMD on
January 10, 2024. At that time all activities for this IEPR were completed. The Final Project File submitted
to SFWMD on September 27, 2023, containing the Final Panel Comments and their final disposition,
remains an accurate representation of the final deliverable on this IEPR.

Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the original SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR

Milestones and Deliverables Corrll)r;Ite;tlon

Award/Effective Date 6/14/2023
Review documents available 8/21/2023
1 Battelle submits draft Work Plan? 6/22/2023
SFWMD provides comments on draft Work Plan 6/23/2023
Battelle submits final Work Plan@ 7/6/2023
cl?jétsesilgnrr?:i?:sts input from SFWMD on the conflict of interest (COI) 6/19/2023
SFWMD provides comments on COIl questionnaire 6/19/2023
2 Battelle submits list of selected panel members? 6/28/2023
SFWMD confirms the panel members have no COI 6/29/2023
Battelle completes subcontracts for panel members 7/17/2023
Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD 6/20/2023
Battelle sends review documents to panel members 8/21/2023
3 Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 8/17/2023
Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 8/18/2023
Batt.ell_e convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 8/28/2023
clarifying questions of SFWMD
Panel members complete their review of the documents 8/30/2023
?(aalltgacl(l)engrc;vri]g(eas talking points to panel members for Panel Review 8/31/2023
4 Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/31/2023
Eﬂlzt;[:gzrzrovides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to panel 8/31/2023
Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 9/5/2023
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Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the initial SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR (continued)

Milestones and Deliverables Cor‘rll)glt:tlon

Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel 9/06/2023 -
4 Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 9/07/2023
Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments 9/8/2023
Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 9/8/2023
5 Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 9/12/2023
Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD? 9/13/2023
Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD 9/13/2023

Battelle convenes teleconference with SFWMD to review Comment

Response process SifaiElz
??ot:;ee"si convenes teleconference with Panel to review Comment Response 9/14/2023
SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle 9/20/2023
Battelle provides draft Evaluator Responses to panel members 9/20/2023
Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle 9/21/2023
6 gattelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 9/22/2023
ackCheck Responses
Eqaet;[slljlzrcszo:r:/gréelzs V\ﬁagment Response Teleconference with panel 9/25/2023
SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses 9/26/2023
Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members 9/26/2023
Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle 9/27/2023
Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses 9/27/2023
Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD? 9/27/2023
Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023

@ Deliverable.

Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the supplemental SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR

Milestones and Deliverables Co'gglteetm"

Award/Effective Date 12/5/2023

1 12/11/2023
Review documents available 12/13/2023
12/19/2023

2 Battelle completes subcontracts for panel members 12/11/2023
12/11/2023

Battelle sends review documents to panel members 12/13/2023

3 12/19/2023
Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 12/11/2023
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Table A-1. Major Milestones and Deliverables of the supplemental SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR
(continued)

Milestones and Deliverables Corg';':;t'on

Panel members complete their review of the documents 1/8/2024
Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 1/8/2024
4 Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel 1/9/2024 -
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 1/10/2024
Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments 1/11/2024
Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 1/15/2024
5 Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 1/16/2024
Battelle submits revised Final IEPR Report to SFWMD? 1/10/2024
Contract End/Delivery Date 3/31/2024

@ Deliverable.

At the beginning of the Period of Performance for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR, Battelle held a kick-off
meeting with SFWMD to review the preliminary/suggested schedule, discuss the IEPR process, and
address any questions regarding the scope (e.g., terminology to use etc.). Any revisions to the schedule
were submitted as part of the final Work Plan. The final charge consisted of 12 charge questions provided
by SFWMD, and two overview questions added by Battelle (all questions were included in the draft and
final Work Plans), and general guidance for the Panel on the conduct of the peer review (provided in
Appendix C of this final report).

Prior to beginning their review and after their subcontracts were finalized, all the members of the Panel
attended a kick-off meeting via teleconference planned and facilitated by Battelle in order to review the
IEPR process, the schedule, communication procedures, and other pertinent information for the Panel.
Battelle planned and facilitated a second kick-off meeting via teleconference during which SFWMD
presented project details to the Panel. Before the meetings, the IEPR Panel received an electronic
version of the final charge, as well as the review documents and reference/supplemental materials listed
in Table A-2.

Table A-2. Documents Reviewed and Provided as Reference/Supplemental Information for the
original IEPR

Preliminary Draft EIS Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section

210
203 Study
Draft Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Feasibility

212

Study and Report
Appendix A: Engineering Appendix 202
Appendix A Annex A-1 Hydraulic Design 291
Appendix B: Cost Engineering and Risk Analysis 320
Appendix C: Environmental & Cultural Resources 251
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Table A-2. Documents Reviewed and Provided as Reference/Supplemental Information for the
original IEPR (continued)

Appendix C Annex A: FWCA & ESA Compliance 123
Appendix C Annex B — Part 1: Analyses Required by WRDA 28
Appendix C Annex B — Part 2: State Compliance Report 74
Appendix C Annex C: Draft Project Operations Manual 28
Appendix C Annex D: Adaptive Management and Monitoring Plans 65
Appendix C Annex E: RECOVER Review 3
Appendix C Annex F: Invasive and Nuisance Species Management 36
Plan

Appendix C Annex G: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 169
Appendix C Annex H: Climate Change Assessment 64
Appendix C Annex |: PLSM Alternatives 9
Appendix D: Real Estate 14
Appendix E: Plan Formulation 52
Appendix F: Recreation 17
Appendix G: Benefit Model 70
2023 _SFWMD Section 203 Study Prime Farmland Form AD-1006 6
Total # of pages to be reviewed 2244

In addition to the materials provided in Table A-2, the panel members were provided the following USACE
guidance documents.

e Civil Works Review Policy (ER 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021)

o Office of Management and Budget’'s Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review
(December 16, 2004)

e Foundations of SMART Planning

e Feasibility Study Milestones (PB 2018-01, September 30, 2018 and PB 2018-01(S), June 20,
2019)

e SMART - Planning Overview
e Planning Modernization Fact Sheet
e USACE Climate Change Adaptation Plan (2015)

e Procedures to Evaluate SLR Change Impacts Responses Adaptation (ETL 1100-2-1 — June 30,
2014)

¢ Incorporating SLR Change in CW Programs (ER 1100-2-8162 — December 31, 2013).
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Throughout the review, the Panel developed 11 questions for SFWMD. These were provided to SFWMD
by Battelle through email. SFWMD was able to provide responses to all of the questions prior to the end
of the review.

In addition, throughout the review period, SFWMD provided documents at the request of panel members.
These documents were provided to Battelle and then sent to the Panel as additional information only and
were not part of the official review. A list of these additional documents requested by the Panel is
provided below.

e 00 _Appendix A Annex LOCAR_MDR_20230725.pdf

e 20230811_LOCAR_AIt1_PMF_HECRASmodelfiles.zip

e 20230811_LOCAR_PMP_HECMetVue_modelfiles.zip

e LOCAR-Typical_Cross_Sections_Alt-1_Aug_updt_modtoe.gsz

e 20230814 _LOCAR _3D_Seepage Model_Files.zip.

A.2 Review of Individual Comments

The Panel was instructed to address the charge questions/discussion points within a charge question
response form provided by Battelle. At the end of the review period, the Panel produced individual
comments in response to the charge questions/discussion points. Battelle reviewed the comments to
identify overall recurring themes, areas of potential conflict, and other overall impressions. At the end of
the review, Battelle summarized the individual comments into a preliminary list of overall comments and
discussion points. Each panel member’s individual comments were shared with the full Panel.

A.3 IEPR Panel Teleconference

Battelle facilitated a teleconference with the Panel so that the panel members could exchange technical
information. The main goal of the teleconference was to identify which issues should be carried forward
as Final Panel Comments in the Final IEPR Report and decide which panel member should serve as the
lead author for the development of each Final Panel Comment. This information exchange ensured that
the Final IEPR Report would accurately represent the Panel’s assessment of the project, including any
conflicting opinions. The Panel engaged in a thorough discussion of the overall positive and negative
comments, added any missing issues of significant importance to the findings, and merged any related
individual comments. At the conclusion of the teleconference, Battelle reviewed each Final Panel
Comment with the Panel, including the associated level of significance, and confirmed the lead author for
each comment.

A.4 Preparation of Final Panel Comments

Following the teleconference, Battelle distributed a summary memorandum for the Panel documenting
each Final Panel Comment (organized by level of significance). The memorandum provided the following
detailed guidance on the approach and format to be used to develop the Final Panel Comments for the
SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR:
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Lead Responsibility: For each Final Panel Comment, one panel member was identified as the
lead author responsible for coordinating the development of the Final Panel Comment and
submitting it to Battelle. Battelle modified lead assignments at the direction of the Panel. To assist
each lead in the development of the Final Panel Comments, Battelle distributed a summary email
detailing each draft final comment statement, an example Final Panel Comment following the
four-part structure described below, and templates for the preparation of each Final Panel
Comment.

Directive to the Lead: Each lead was encouraged to communicate directly with the other panel
members as needed and to contribute to a particular Final Panel Comment. If a significant
comment was identified that was not covered by one of the original Final Panel Comments, the
appropriate lead was instructed to draft a new Final Panel Comment.

Format for Final Panel Comments: Each Final Panel Comment was presented as part of a four-
part structure:

1. Comment Statement (succinct summary statement of concern)
2. Basis for Comment (details regarding the concern)
3. Significance (high, medium/high, medium, medium/low, and low; see description below)

4. Recommendation(s) for Resolution (see description below).

Criteria for Significance: The following were used as criteria for assigning a significance level to
each Final Panel Comment:

1. High: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that will influence the
technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of, or ability to implement the
recommended plan.

2. Medium/High: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that has a
strong probability of influencing the technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of,
or ability to implement the recommended plan.

3. Medium: There is a fundamental issue within study documents or data that has a low
probability of influencing the technical or scientific basis for selection of, justification of, or
ability to implement the recommended plan.

4. Medium/Low: There is missing, incomplete, or inconsistent technical or scientific information
that affects the clarity, understanding, or completeness of the study documents, and there is
uncertainty whether the missing information will affect the selection of, justification of, or
ability to implement the recommended plan.

5. Low: There is a minor technical or scientific discrepancy or inconsistency that affects the
clarity, understanding, or completeness of the study documents but does not influence the
selection of, justification of, or ability to implement the recommended plan.

Guidelines for Developing Recommendations: The recommendation section was to include
specific actions that USACE should consider to resolve the Final Panel Comment (e.g.,
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suggestions on how and where to incorporate data into the analysis, how and where to address
insufficiencies, areas where additional documentation is needed).

Battelle reviewed and edited the Final Panel Comments for clarity, consistency with the comment
statement, and adherence to guidance on the Panel’s overall charge, which included ensuring that there
were no comments regarding either the appropriateness of the selected alternative or USACE policy. At
the end of this process, 14 Final Panel Comments were prepared and assembled. There was no direct
communication between the Panel and USACE during the preparation of the Final Panel Comments. The
full text of the Final Panel Comments is presented in Section 4.2 of the main report.

A.5 Final IEPR Report

After concluding the review and preparation of the Final Panel Comments, Battelle prepared a final IEPR
report (this document) on the overall IEPR process and the IEPR panel members’ findings. Each panel
member and Battelle technical and editorial reviewers reviewed the IEPR report prior to submission to
USACE for acceptance.

A.6 Comment Response Process

SFWMD will provide responses (Evaluator Responses) to the Final Panel Comments, and the Panel will
respond (BackCheck Responses) to the Evaluator Responses. All SFWMD and Panel responses will be
documented by Battelle. Battelle will provide SFWMD and the Panel with a pdf printout of all responses,
as a final deliverable and record of the IEPR results.

A.7 Supplemental Review

After completion of the original review, design changes were made to the project that impacted portions of
the engineering plan and associated cost assessment. At USACE's request, a supplemental review of the
changes was conducted. Based on the information that was updated throughout the document, it was
determined by Battelle and the panel members that only the hydraulic engineer and geotechnical
engineer would need to review the changes. The two engineers reviewed the documents listed in Table
A-3. At the end of the supplemental review, it was determined that no additional Final Panel Comments
were necessary. The report from the original IEPR was updated to reflect that the supplemental IEPR
was performed (i.e., this report).
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Table A-3. Documents Reviewed and Provided as Reference/Supplemental Information during the

Supplemental IEPR.

Supplement IEPR Review Documents No. of Review Pages

Sections of the revised Feasibility Study dated December 18, 2023
(Executive Summary, Section 2, 5, 7, and 8, Annex B Part 1, Annex
C, Annex |, Appendix C and Appendix F)

Appendix A: Engineering Appendix Sections A.0, A.03, A.05, A.07,
A.08, A.09, and A.19 dated December 13, 2023 and A.01 and A.06
dated December 18, 2023

Appendix A Annex A Sections A-2.2, A-2.5, and A-2.7 dated
December 13, 2023

Appendix A Annex B-1 and B-2 dated December 13, 2023

Appendix A Annex C-1 dated December 18, 2023

Appendix B Cost plus two spreadsheets and a copy of the MCACES
model dated November 13, 2023

Total # of pages to be reviewed
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152

89

329
28

290+
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APPENDIX B

Identification and Selection of IEPR Panel Members for the SFWMD
LOCAR FS Project
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B.1 Panel Identification

The candidates for the Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study
(hereinafter: SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR) Panel were evaluated based on their technical expertise in the
following key areas: Civil Works planning/ economics, environmental/ecological evaluation, hydraulic
engineering, and geotechnical engineering. These areas correspond to the technical content of the review
documents and overall scope of the SFWMD LOCAR FS project.

To identify candidate panel members, Battelle reviewed the credentials of the experts in Battelle’s Peer
Reviewer Database, sought recommendations from colleagues, contacted former panel members, and
conducted targeted Internet searches. Battelle evaluated these candidate panel members in terms of their
technical expertise and potential conflicts of interest (COls). Of these candidates, Battelle chose the most
qualified individuals, confirmed their interest and availability, and ultimately selected four experts for the
final Panel. The remaining candidates were not proposed for a variety of reasons, including lack of
availability, disclosed COls, or lack of the precise technical expertise required.

Candidates were screened for the following potential exclusion criteria or COls. These COIl questions
were intended to serve as a means of disclosure in order to better characterize a candidate’s employment
history and background. Battelle evaluated whether scientists in universities and consulting firms that are
receiving USACE-funding have sufficient independence from USACE to be appropriate peer reviewers.
Guidance in OMB (2004, p. 18) states,

“...when a scientist is awarded a government research grant through an investigator-initiated,
peer-reviewed competition, there generally should be no question as to that scientist's ability to
offer independent scientific advice to the agency on other projects. This contrasts, for example, to
a situation in which a scientist has a consulting or contractual arrangement with the agency or
office sponsoring a peer review. Likewise, when the agency and a researcher work together (e.g.,
through a cooperative agreement) to design or implement a study, there is less independence
from the agency. Furthermore, if a scientist has repeatedly served as a reviewer for the same
agency, some may question whether that scientist is sufficiently independent from the agency to
be employed as a peer reviewer on agency-sponsored projects.”

The term “firm” in a screening question referred to any joint venture in which a firm was involved. It
applied to any firm that serves in a joint venture, either as a prime or as a subcontractor to a prime.
Candidates were asked to clarify the relationship in the screening questions.

Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

1. Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility
Study (hereinafter: LOCAR FS) and related projects.

2. Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in water storage projects in the central
Everglades region.
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Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

10.

11.

Previous and/or current involvement by you or your firm in the conceptual or actual design,
construction, or operation and maintenance (O&M) of any projects related to the LOCAR FS.

Current employment by the SFWMD.

Previous and/or current involvement with paid or unpaid expert testimony related to the LOCAR
FS or central Everglades region.

Previous and/or current employment or affiliation with the non-Federal sponsors or any of the
following cooperating Federal, State, County, local and regional agencies, environmental
organizations, and interested groups (for pay or pro bono):

e South Florida Water Management District

o Everglades National Park

e Florida Department of Environmental Protection

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e U.S. Geological Survey

¢ Florida Department of Agricultural and Consumer Services

o Florida Wildlife Conservation Commission

e Any Florida Counties or Municipalities around Lake Okeechobee

e USACE

e members of RECOVER.

Past, current, or future interests or involvements (financial or otherwise) by you, your spouse, or
your children related to Lake Okeechobee or the central Everglades.

Current personal involvement with other USACE projects, including whether involvement was to
author any manuals or guidance documents for USACE. If yes, provide titles of documents or
description of project, dates, and location (USACE district, division, Headquarters, Engineer
Research and Development Center [ERDC], etc.), and position/role. Please highlight and
discuss in greater detail any projects that are specifically with the Jacksonville District.

Previous or current involvement with the development or testing of models that were used for, or
in support of, the LOCAR FS project.
a. RSMBN (Regional Simulation Model BASINS)

Current firm involvement with other USACE projects, specifically those projects/contracts that
are with the Jacksonville District. If yes, provide title/description, dates, and location (USACE
district, division, Headquarters, ERDC, etc.), and position/role. Please also clearly delineate the
percentage of work you personally are currently conducting for the Jacksonville District. Please
explain.

Any previous employment by SFWMD or USACE Jacksonville District. If yes, provide
title/description, dates employed, and place of employment (district, division, Headquarters,
ERDC, etc.), and position/role.
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Panel COI Screening Questionnaire for the IEPR of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage

Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study

12. Any previous employment by SFWMD as a contractor (either as an individual or through your
firm) within the last 10 years. If yes, provide title/description, dates employed, and place of
employment (district, division, Headquarters, ERDC, etc.), and position/role.

13. Previous experience conducting technical peer reviews. If yes, please highlight and discuss any
technical reviews concerning the central Everglades region, and include the client/agency and
duration of review (approximate dates).

14. Pending, current, or future financial interests in contracts/awards from SFWMD related to the
LOCAR FS project.

15. Significant portion of your personal or office’s revenues within the last three years came from
SFWMD contracts.

16. Significant portion of your personal or office’s revenues within the last three years came from
USACE Jacksonville contracts.

17. Any publicly documented statement (including, for example, advocating for or discouraging
against) related to the LOCAR FS project.

18. Participation in relevant prior and/or current Federal studies related to the LOCAR FS project.

19. Previous and/or current participation in prior non-Federal studies related to the LOCAR FS
project.

20. Has your research or analysis been evaluated as part of the LOCAR FS project?

21. Is there any past, present, or future activity, relationship, or interest (financial or otherwise) that
could make it appear that you would be unable to provide unbiased services on this project? If
so, please describe.

Providing a positive response to a COI screening question did not automatically preclude a candidate
from serving on the Panel. For example, participation in previous USACE technical peer review
committees and other technical review panel experience was included as a COl screening question. A
positive response to this question could be considered a benefit.

B.2 Panel Selection

In selecting the final members of the Panel, Battelle chose experts who best fit the expertise areas and
had no COls. Table B-1 provides information on each panel member’s affiliation, location, education, and
overall years of experience. Battelle established subcontracts with the panel members when they
indicated their willingness to participate and confirmed the absence of COls through a signed COI form.
USACE was given the list of candidate panel members, but Battelle selected the final Panel.

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024 B-3



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report

Table B-1. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Summary of Panel Members

Affiliation Location Education .E. | Exp. (yrs)

Civil Works Planning / Economics (Dual Role)

M.S., Economics and
Baton Rouge, Agriculture Economics; M.B.A.,
LA Concentration in Finance and
Accounting

Don Ator Independent Consultant N/A 40+

Environmental/Ecological Evaluation

Daytona

Kris Thoemke Eolas Consultants, LLC Beach, FL

Ph.D., Biology No 44

Hydraulic Engineering

Jacksonville, Ph.D., Hydraulics and Coastal

Michael Kabiling Taylor Engineering, Inc. FL Engineering

Geotechnical Engineering

Bijay K. Panigrahi AMCON, Inc. Orlando, FL Ph.D., Civil Engineering Yes 40

Table B-2 presents an overview of the credentials of the final four members of the Panel and their
qualifications in relation to the technical evaluation criteria. More detailed biographical information on the
panel members and their areas of technical expertise is given in Section B.3.
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise
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Technical Criterion

Civil Works Planning / Economist (Dual Role)

Minimum 10 years of demonstrated experience in public works planning X
Very familiar with USACE plan formulation process, procedures, and standards X
Familiar with evaluation of alternative plans for ecosystem restoration projects X
Experience with high public and interagency interests and may have nearby project X
impacted sensitive habitats

Familiarity with USACE standards and procedures is required X
At Ifeast ten years of experience directly related to water resource economic evaluation or X
review

Minimum M.S. degree or higher in economics X

Familiar with the USACE planning process, guidance, and economic evaluation
techniques including cost-effectiveness-incremental cost analyses and procedures X
associated with identifying the National Ecosystem Restoration plan

Environmental/ Ecological Evaluation

At least 10 years of experience directly related to water resource environmental

evaluation or review and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance X
Minimum M.S. degree or higher in a related field X
Extensive experience working with wetlands and estuarine ecosystems X
Familiar with USACE calculation and application of environmental impacts and benefits X
Experience in the South Florida region is preferred but not required X

Hydraulic Engineer

Registered professional engineer X

Minimum of 10 years of experience in hydrologic and hydraulic engineering or as
professors from academia with extensive background in hydrologic and hydraulic theory X
and practice

Knowledge of south Florida hydrology and water management X
Minimum M.S. degree in engineering X

Familiar with the application of integrated surface water and groundwater models,
including the capability to review typical data output from hydrologic models
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise (continued)
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Technical Criterion

Prior experience with some of the hydrologic modeling tools selected for project
application, including the RESOPS, LOOPS, RSMBN, SFWMM, RSMGL, DMSTA and X
HEC-RAS, is preferred but not required

Active participation in related professional societies is encouraged X
Geotechnical Engineer

At least 10 years of experience directly related to geologic processes in coastal X
environments

Minimum M.S. degree in a related field X
Extensive experience working with geomorphic processes in wetlands and coastal X
ecosystems

Experience in the South Florida region is preferred but not required X

B.3 Panel Member Qualifications

Detailed biographical information on each panel members’ credentials, qualifications and areas of
technical expertise is provided in the following paragraphs.

Name Don Ator
Role Civil Works Planning/Economist (Dual Role)

Affiliation Independent Consultant

Mr. Ator is an independent consultant and serves as Research Associate, Professor, and Undergraduate
Advisor in the Department of Agriculture Economics and Agribusiness at Louisiana State University. He
earned his M.S. in economics and agriculture economics and his M.B.A. with a concentration in finance
and accounting from Louisiana State University. His current research is in financial resiliency analysis and
planning for local governments in Louisiana, Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
and Nebraska.

Mr. Ator has 44 years of specialized experience conducting public works planning and water resource
economic evaluations and technical reviews of USACE Civil Works Projects throughout the nation. His
expertise includes planning, data assembly, analysis, and formulating and evaluating the economic
feasibility of alternatives to identify a tentatively selected plan. Mr. Ator has performed technical analysis
and reviews of project cost analyses, financial documentation for cost-sharing agreements, and risk and
uncertainty analyses on hundreds of Civil Works projects. He has developed economic net benefits and
benefit-cost ratios of alternatives for decision documents that authorize Congressional funding for civil
works projects.
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Mr. Ator’s familiarity with the USACE plan formulation process is evidenced by his service as a team
leader for the USACE New Orleans District while embedded in the Plan Formulation Branch. His
responsibilities included directing the plan formulation activities of three plan formulators by providing
project oversight and review to ensure compliance with USACE procedures and guidelines as set forth in
ER 1105-2-100. Mr. Ator has experience directly dealing with the USACE SMART planning process as
outlined in the Planning Manual Part II: Risk-Informed Planning and has worked closely with USACE
since its implementation in 2015. Selected USACE project summaries are provided below.

. Caio Martin Pefia (CMP) Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and Integrated Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in San Juan, Puerto Rico, USACE, Jacksonville District. Mr. Ator
prepared the following sections of this report: recreation plan; the plan formulation; real estate
plan; and economic analysis. He used the USACE IWR Planning Suite investment decision
support tool to formulate and evaluate the monetary and non-monetary cost and benefits of the
alternative plans to identify the Tentatively Selected Plan using Cost-Effectiveness and
Incremental Cost Analysis (CE/ICA). In addition, he prepared the responses to comments from
the District Quality Control, Agency Technical Review (ATR) and Independent External Peer
Review (IEPR) comments for the report documents.

. Licking River Watershed and Dillon Lake Ecosystem Restoration Project, OH (Huntington District,
USACE). For this project Mr. Ator was responsible for developing, evaluating, and recommending
alternatives to restore the aquatic ecosystem of the Licking River Watershed and Dillon Lake.
Trends in economic growth in the watershed had critically impaired the aquatic and riparian
ecosystem and resulted in excessive sediment deposition in the reservoir. The IWR Planning
Suite investment decision support tool was employed to formulate and evaluate the ecosystem
restoration alternative plans involving monetary and non-monetary cost and benefits using
CE/ICA.

. Grand and White Lakes Water Management Study, Southwest LA (New Orleans District,
USACE). This project was conducted to assess the economic impacts of the quantity and quality
of water under different management plans in the Grand and White Lakes system in the
southwestern coastal area of Louisiana. The different management plans under consideration
would affect water levels in the lakes and have economic impacts on coastal and shoreline
erosion, commercial fisheries, wildlife (trapping industry), the quality of irrigation water (rice
industry), and water levels in the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (shipping industry). Over 160
surveys of farmers, navigation interests, irrigation companies, commercial fishers, hunters,
trappers, and federal, state, and local government officials were conducted to collect information
to assess the economic impacts of land loss due to erosion, factors causing erosion and water
quality impacts (primarily salinity levels). Results of the project informed decision makers of the
economic impacts of the alternative management plans under consideration for the lake system
in identifying the Tentatively Selected Plan.

Mr. Ator has participated in the review of over two dozen water resource decision documents justifying
construction efforts including Internal Technical Reviews, ATRs and IEPRs. Mr. Ator is actively involved in
professional engineering and scientific societies, including the Society of American Military Engineers
(SAME) and the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE).

Name Kris Thoemke, Ph.D.
Role Environmental/ Ecological Evaluation

Affiliation Eolas Consultants, LLC

Dr. Thoemke is an independent consultant and part-time American Public University System faculty
member. He received his Ph.D. in biology from the University of South Florida in 1979 and is a Certified
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Environmental Professional. He has 44 years of experience as a professional ecologist in South Florida
and has been a researcher and land manager for the State of Florida, a private ecological consultant, an
environmental and outdoor communicator, and an Everglades project manager for a non-profit
organization. He also teaches undergraduate- and graduate-level courses for the American Public
University System.

His familiarity with water resource environmental evaluation is evident in his work with wetlands and
estuarine ecosystems in South Florida and coastal Louisiana. Since 2005, Dr. Thoemke has been an
environmental consultant working on freshwater, estuarine, and nearshore marine resources in
Southwest Florida, emphasizing Lee, Collier, Charlotte, and Manatee Counties. His research focuses on
evaluating the ecological performance of seagrasses and oyster communities from disturbances such as
sedimentation, physical changes, and the impacts of excessive freshwater input.

Dr. Thoemke has assessed construction impacts on the marine and terrestrial ecology of coastal regions
with emphasis on benthic invertebrates, seagrasses, shorebirds, and dune plant communities at Stump
Pass, Big Carlos Pass, and Blind Pass, Florida. Dr. Thoemke has experience permitting and mitigating
construction impacts resulting from coastal and upland development on seagrasses, beach and dune
systems, nesting sea turtles, shorebirds, and upland species found in the coastal and beach/dune
habitats. In addition, he has conducted post-storm analyses of beach and dune systems, completed
Section 7 assessments for listed species under National Marine Fisheries Service jurisdiction,
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on Biological Opinions, and conducted
essential fish habitat (EFH) consultation for projects along the Gulf Coast in southwest and south central
Florida.

He has experience with wetlands and estuarine ecosystems which are hydrologically connected to the
Everglades. He was a member of the IEPR teams that reviewed the Lake Okeechobee System Operating
Manual IEPR and Loxahatchee River Watershed Restoration Project, Draft Integrated Project
Implementation Report and EIS. Dr. Thoemke also has 40 years of experience as an active recreational
user of Lake Okeechobee, the Everglades and Big Cypress Swamp, and the coastal zone of Southwest
Florida.

Dr. Thoemke is familiar with large, complex Civil Works projects with high public and interagency
interests. His direct experience includes his work as a wetland scientist on the Florida Everglades
restoration program, ongoing involvement as the environmental scientist for the Charlotte County Florida
Erosion Control Project for Stump Pass, and participation on a team working on large Civil Works coastal
restoration projects for the State of Louisiana in the Mississippi Delta region.

Before entering the consulting field, he was a professor and Program Chair of the Environmental
Management MS program at Hodges University. For the past 11 years, he has taught undergraduate-
and graduate-level courses in Environmental Policy, Regulation and Law, Conservation Biology, and
Restoration Ecology. He instructs students on methods for evaluating ecological performance in various
environments in these classes. The course material discusses temporal, spatial, and spatial-dynamic
ecological models. Through teaching these classes, he has become conversant with the methods for
evaluating ecological performance in upland, riverine, wetland, and estuarine ecosystems.

Dr. Thoemke is an active NEPA practitioner. He began preparing Environmental Assessments (EA) and
EISs and assessing large, complex projects in 2012. Dr. Thoemke was the project manager on the Port
Everglades Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site EA, which included addressing Marine Mammals
Protection Act listed species, preparing sections of the EIS for the Terrebonne Basin Barrier Island
Shoreline Restoration Project, Louisiana, including the Endangered Species Act and EFH sections, and
was the primary author of the West Grande Terre Beach Nourishment and Stabilization Project EA. He
has also reviewed EISs and EAs for other coastal storm risk management projects in the Mississippi
Delta and along the Gulf and Atlantic coasts.
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He is familiar with all NEPA EA and EIS requirements. For the past 11 years, he has taught graduate-
level classes in Environmental Impact Assessment, Environmental Policy, Regulation and Law, and
NEPA. Through teaching these classes, he has read hundreds of EAs and EISs while working with
students and reads extensively about NEPA in professional journals.

Specific to the LOCAR project, he is familiar with the Regional Simulation Model Basins (RSMBN) used
on this project to calculate Habitat Units (HUs) based on performance measures for Lake Okeechobee
and the Northern Estuaries. This model was used in the Lake Okeechobee System Operating Manual EIS
that he reviewed as an IEPR member in 2022. He also has experience reviewing how HUs were
developed and applied in the Loxahatchee River Watershed Restoration Project, Draft Integrated Project
Implementation Report and Environmental Impact Statement; Central and Southern Florida Project,
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project; and
Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) Draft Project Implementation Report and Environmental
Impact Statement.

Dr. Thoemke is a member of the National Association of Environmental Professionals (NAEP) and the
Academy of Board Certified Environmental Professionals. He presented papers on NEPA topics with his
master’s degree students at past annual NAEP conferences and, in 2019, was co-author of the paper,
Implementing EO 13807 — Coordinating NEPA and Compliance with Other Federal Laws (Environmental
Practice, 21:4, 159-170).

Name Michael Kabiling, Ph.D., P.E., CFM
Role Hydraulic Engineer

Affiliation Taylor Engineering, Inc.

Dr. Kabiling is a senior engineer with Taylor Engineering, Inc. in Jacksonville, Florida, an engineering
consulting firm that specializes in hydrology, hydraulic, and coastal engineering. Dr. Kabiling has more
than 30 years of experience with advanced expertise in water resources engineering, coastal
engineering, numerical modeling, and climate change resiliency. He earned his Ph.D. in hydraulic and
coastal engineering from the Yokohama National University, Japan, in 1994, is a professional engineer
(PE) licensed in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and Washington; and is a Certified Floodplain
Manager. Specifically, he has over 15 years of experience in hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) engineering,
flood risk management, and H&H modeling. Dr. Kabiling has a good knowledge of south Florida
hydrology and water management; understands the water storage and conveyance in south Florida; is
knowledgeable of associated H&H model applications related to wetland restoration; and is familiar with
the application of integrated surface water and groundwater models, including the capability to review
typical data output from hydrologic models through his (a) IEPR work on USACE’s Modified Water
Deliveries to Everglades National Park and Canal 111 South Dade Projects Combined Operational Plan
in Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties, (b) IEPR work on USACE’s Lake Okeechobee System
Operating Manual (LOSOM), and (c) flood risk engineering work in USACE’s Lake Okeechobee/Herbert
Hoover Dam Breach/Dam-Break Analysis project. As a steering committee member in the Federal
Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) coastal surge flood studies along coastal Georgia and
northeast Florida, east central Florida, and south Florida; and as IEPR hydraulic engineer reviewer in
various central and south Florida studies, Dr. Kabiling is experienced in evaluating project effects in
accordance with various assessments and guidance from FEMA, USACE, SFWMD, and other agencies.
As the consulting flood engineer and IEPR reviewer in the three projects mentioned above, he has prior
experience/knowledge in the application of hydrologic modeling tools including the LOOPS, RSMBN,
RSMGL, DMSTA, and HEC-RAS.
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As the consulting flood engineer in the Herbert Hoover Dam Breach Dam-Break Analysis project, he has
knowledge in the application of risk analysis specific to design of high hazard impoundments and dam
safety design criteria for high hazard impoundments. As part of the Jordan Creek Feasibility Study Report
and Environmental Assessment, Springfield Greene County, MO peer review panel, Dr. Kabiling applied
the USACE’s evaluation of H&H modeling completed under SMART planning and principles in the review
process.

In 2011, Dr. Kabiling was a water resources engineer, reviewed previous water supply studies and data,
conducted field reconnaissance to inspect existing reservoir levees and dam structures, and evaluated
different reservoir development schemes for the Wolf-Pennywash Creek Reservoir Water Supply
Permitting Project, Osceola County, Florida. Dr. Kabiling is a member of the ASCE, Association of State
Floodplain Managers, Association of State Dam Safety Officials, and International Association for Hydro-
Environmental Engineering and Research.

Name Bijay K. Panigrahi, Ph.D., P.E., P.G., D.WRE, BCEE, CUC
Role Geotechnical Engineer

Affiliation AMCON, Inc.

Dr. Bijay K. Panigrahi is a Principal Engineer and President of AMCON, Inc. (formerly BPC Group). Dr
Panigrahi is a licensed Professional Geologist (P.G.) in Florida and North Carolina, Certified Underground
Utility and Excavation Contractor (CUC) in Florida, Board Certified Environmental Engineer (BCEE),
Diplomate, Water Resources Engineering (D.WRE), and a registered Professional Engineer (P.E.) in
Florida, Virginia, and Michigan. He received his Ph.D. in Civil Engineering from Drexel University in 1985
and an M.S. in Civil Engineering and Geology from Oklahoma State University in 1981.

He has more than 35 years of experience in projects involving civil infrastructures including design,
evaluation and management of diversified geotechnical and geohydrological projects involving site
investigations, feasibility studies, seepage evaluations, foundation analyses, slope stability analyses, soil
stabilization, and construction specifications. His geotechnical experience includes soil suitability studies,
slope stability analyses, foundation and settlement analyses including bridge foundations, sinkhole
evaluation and mitigation, construction dewatering, sheet pile design, slurry wall design, and pavement
and drainage system design. He has designed a number of roadways and flow control structures that
include bridges, culverts, weirs, pump stations, stormwater retention ponds, infiltration basin, gypsum
stacks, seepage control measures, canals, and levees/dikes. He has used statistical and geostatistical
analyses in numerous modeling projects as a tool for accuracy assessments and data verification and
validation.

Dr. Panigrahi has assessed and designed several canal conveyance systems and water resources
control structures such as levees/dikes, culverts, reservoirs, and treatment systems. He has completed
civil engineering infrastructure projects (Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) and non-
CERP) in Florida involving modeling and design of hydraulic structures (reservoirs/impoundments, canals,
culverts, and pump stations) and hydraulic measurements and rating analyses.

He has also completed wave run analyses and scour evaluation for extreme hurricane conditions on Big
Sand Lake to assist in the design of the Westgate Lakes resort in Orlando, Florida, developed high-level
hydrologic restoration plan for a 92 sg-mi Yuca Pens watershed for SFWMD, and completed simulation of
natural systems (pre-1950 conditions) and future conditions (2050 land use) for the Southwest Florida
Feasibility Study area (> 5000 sq mi) for the SFWMD/USACE.

Dr. Panigrahi has worked on numerous planning, design, permitting, and construction projects. Most
notably, they include gravity bypass, earthen cofferdam, dewatering and shoring, traffic control, erosion
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control, environmental protection for C-44 Reservoir/STA System Discharge Project, SFWMD; feasibility
study (hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, environmental and permitting issues, seepage and stability
analyses, and retrofit alternatives) for replacement and/or retrofit of the coastal gated spillway structure S-
46, SFWMD; and engineering services for design and construction of an 840 ft long temporary outer wall
system in the ocean with more than 25 ft tidal head differential consisting of steel sheet pile cofferdam,
shoring, and dewatering/rewatering system for WRA Land/Water Interface, Kings Bay Navy Submarine
Base, US Navy.

His projects also include designs, plans, and permits for earthen cofferdams, sheet pile and shoring
systems, dewatering, traffic control, erosion control, environmental protection for STA1W Expansion #2
project, SFWMD; design of seepage canal and reservoir impact evaluation on the surrounding community
for the Site 1 Impoundment (Frein Reich Preserve) BODR project, SFWMD,; civil and geotechnical
engineering services (scour analysis, bank stabilization, erosion control, sheet piling and bridge
foundations) for the Riverside Acres S/D Arch Pipe Replacement project for Orange County; and design
of an optimal ground water recovery system and impact evaluation of the recovery system on Cone
Ranch wellfield and the surrounding wetlands for the Plant City Phosphate Complex, CFI Industries (1200
ft deep, 282 sq mi).

Dr. Panigrahi has served on the Florida Board of Professional Engineers (Gubernatorial Appointment)

from 2008 to 2012, and has authored more than 50 technical manuals, monographs, and peer-reviewed
papers.
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APPENDIX C

Final Charge for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR
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Charge Questions and Guidance to the Panel Members for the

Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir
Feasibility Study

This is the final Charge to the Panel for the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR. This final Charge was
submitted to USACE as part of the final Work Plan, originally submitted on July 6, 2023. The dates
and page counts in this document have not been updated to match actual changes made
throughout the project.

BACKGROUND

Overview of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. The south Florida ecosystem includes the
Everglades, which encompasses 18,000 square miles from Orlando to the Florida Reef Tract. Everglades
National Park (the largest national park east of the Mississippi River, comprising a significant portion of
the greater Everglades Ecosystem) is a World Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Preserve and a
Wetland of International Importance. The Everglades and the south Florida ecosystem are affected by
many factors such as competing demands for recreation, development, and natural and commercial
resources and include 68 federally listed threatened and endangered plants and animals.

The Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) project, authorized by Congress in 1948 expanded the existing
network of canals, levees, water storage areas and water control structures in south Florida. Project
objectives include flood control, regional water supply, prevention of saltwater intrusion, water supply to
Everglades National Park, preservation of fish and wildlife, recreation and navigation. While fulfilling these
objectives, the project has had unintended adverse effects on the natural environment by disrupting the
pre-existing hydrologic regime of the Everglades and south Florida ecosystem. As a result, in 1996, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in conjunction with the South Florida Water Management District
(SFWMD) was directed to develop a comprehensive plan to restore, preserve and protect the south
Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region such as water quality and
flood protection. The resulting plan was submitted to Congress on July 1, 1999 and consists of proposed
structural and operational modifications to the C&SF project.

The recommended plan, identified as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), was
approved to provide a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000. The plan, as documented in the Comprehensive Review Study
(Yellow Book), consists of 68 different components that work together, to restore, preserve and protect
the south Florida ecosystem while providing for other water related needs of the region. The CERP
components will be implemented over an approximate 40-year period. Together, these components will
benefit the ecological function of more than 2.4 million acres of the south Florida ecosystem by improving
and/or restoring the proper quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water in the natural system while
also addressing other concerns such as urban and agricultural water supply and maintaining existing
levels of flood protection. The CERP intends to achieve more natural flows by re-directing current flows
that go straight to tide, to a more restored flow of water that is distributed throughout the system similar to
the pre-drainage conditions (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Pre-drainage, current and restored flows to illustrate CERP restoration
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Since 2000, much progress has been made. Construction has begun on the first generation of CERP
projects authorized by Congress. These include the Picayune Strand Restoration, Indian River Lagoon
South, and C-44 Reservoir and Stormwater Treatment projects. Congressional authorization has been
received for the second generation of CERP projects, including Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands-Phase 1,
Caloosahatchee River (C-43) West Basin Storage Reservoir, and C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project,
which are already under construction or are operational, and the Broward County Water Preserve Areas
project, which is currently being designed. The Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP) was
authorized in 2016 and construction of the Everglades Agriculture Area Reservoir began in February
2023. All these CERP projects contribute significant ecological benefits to the system and specific
regional habitats in which they are located. Although substantial progress has been made through the
previously authorized projects, additional storage features north of Lake Okeechobee are needed to
achieve CERP goals.

CERP Component A. The LOCAR, or Component A in the Yellow Book, is included in CERP, which was
approved by Congress as a framework for the restoration of the natural system under Section 601 of
WRDA 2000. CERP, as documented in the 1999 Restudy, consists of 68 components. The purpose of
Component A is to detain water in a 200,000 acre-foot aboveground storage reservoir during wet periods
for later use during dry periods to Lake Okeechobee. Increased storage capacity, north of Lake
Okeechobee, would reduce the duration and frequency of both high and low water levels in Lake
Okeechobee that are stressful to the lake’s littoral ecosystems and cause large discharges from the lake
that are damaging to the downstream estuary ecosystems.

The Integrated Delivery Schedule (IDS) provides an overall strategy for project planning, design, and
construction of federal projects that are cost-shared with local sponsors as part of the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Program. The IDS, required as part of the CERP Programmatic Regulations, is
based on ecosystem needs, benefits, costs, and available funding. It helps restoration planners,
stakeholders, and public focus on priorities, opportunities, and challenges, and provides a path forward to
complete construction on previously authorized projects while outlining the next projects to undergo
planning and design. The current project planning and anticipated benefits for LOCAR are consistent with
the sequencing of projects in the IDS and included in the next generation of CERP project features to
provide restoration benefits.
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Section 203 Feasibility Study. South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD), as local sponsor to
CERRP, has prepared this LOCAR Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement. The SFWMD
initiated the LOCAR Feasibility Study in 2023 as the non-federal interest in response to Florida
Governor’s Executive Order 23-06. The goal of LOCAR is to construct Component A of CERP. Similar
aboveground storage reservoirs are being constructed to the east, south, and west of Lake Okeechobee.

The SFWMD is preparing this Feasibility Study pursuant to Section 203 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, as amended, for submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Civil Works (ASA[CW]). The Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is the federal
agency, acting on the District’s behalf, and intends to prepare a National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter V, Parts 1500 through 1508) Environmental
Impact Statement to support the ASA(CW) review of the Feasibility Study. Section 203 authorizes non-
federal interests to undertake feasibility studies of proposed water resources development projects for
submission to the ASA(CW). Upon approval of the LOCAR Feasibility Study by the Governing Board of
the SFWMD and the ASA(CW), the recommended plan will be submitted to Congress for authorization.

LOCAR expands upon previously authorized projects and ongoing studies to continue progress towards
achievement of the level of restoration envisioned for CERP. LOCAR is focused on aboveground water
storage north of Lake Okeechobee. Since the original CERP planning was completed in 1999, new
studies, policy guidance, data collection, pilot projects, and improvements in hydrologic systems modeling
capabilities allowed for refining the knowledge base and approach in ecosystem restoration. This refined
approach is used to maximize project benefits and reduce costs and risks to achieve the CERP goals.

The project area covers a portion of the Lake Okeechobee Watershed in Florida including Glades and
Highlands counties, along with the Seminole Tribe of Florida Brighton Reservation (Figure 2). The study
area includes the project area in the Indian Prairie Basin, along with Lake Okeechobee and the
Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries.
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Figure 2. Project and study areas.
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OBJECTIVES

The objective of this work is to conduct an independent external peer review (IEPR) of the North of Lake
Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility
Study (hereinafter: LOCAR FS IEPR) in accordance with the Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), Water Resources Policies and Authorities’ Review Policy for Civil Works (Engineer
Circular [EC] 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021), and the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB’s) Final
Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16, 2004). Peer review is one of the important
procedures used to ensure that the quality of published information meets the standards of the scientific
and technical community. Peer review typically evaluates the clarity of hypotheses, validity of the
research design, quality of data collection procedures, robustness of the methods employed,
appropriateness of the methods for the hypotheses being tested, extent to which the conclusions follow
from the analysis, and strengths and limitations of the overall product.

The purpose of the IEPR is to “assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic and environmental
assumptions and projections, project evaluation data, economic analyses, environmental analyses,
engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and uncertainty,
models used in evaluation of economic or environmental impacts, and any biological opinions” (EC 1165-
2-217; p. 39) for the decision documents. The IEPR will be limited to technical review and will not involve
policy review. The IEPR will be conducted by subject matter experts (i.e., IEPR panel members) who
meet the technical criteria and areas of expertise required for and relevant to the project.

The Panel will be “charged” with responding to specific technical questions as well as providing a broad
technical evaluation of the overall project. Per EC 1165-2-217 (p.41), review panels should identify,
explain, and comment upon assumptions that underlie all the analyses, as well as evaluate the
soundness of models, surveys, investigations, and methods. Review panels should be able to evaluate
whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are reasonable. Reviews
should focus on assumptions, data, methods, and models. The panel members may offer their opinions
as to whether there are sufficient analyses upon which to base a recommendation.

DOCUMENTS PROVIDED

The following is a list of documents, supporting information, and reference materials that will be provided
for the review. The review assignments for the panel members may vary slightly according to discipline.
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Subject Matter Experts

Civil
Works
Planner/
Economics

No. of
Review Documents Review
Pages

Environmental
[Ecological
Evaluation

Hydraulic Geotechnical
Engineer Engineering

Feasibility Study 300 300 300 300 300
Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendix 100 100

Engineering Appendix 200 200

Geotechnical Appendix 200 200
Cost Engineering Appendix 50 50
Real Estate Appendix 30 30

Recreation Appendix 30 30 30

Enwronmental, Cultural, and NEPA 300 300

Appendix

Plan Formulation Appendix 90 90 90 90 90
HTRW gnd Agricultural Chemicals 170 170

Appendix

Adaptlvc.a Management and Monitoring 190 190

Appendix

Enwronmental Benefits Model 140 140

Appendix

Invaswe. Species Management Plan 40 40

Appendix

Total Number of Review Pages 1,840 450 1260 690 640

Documents for Reference

e USACE, Water Resources Policies and Authorities’ Review Policy for Civil Works (Engineer Circular
[EC] 1165-2-217, May 1, 2021)

e Office of Management and Budget'’s Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review (December 16,
2004)

SCHEDULE & DELIVERABLES

This schedule is based on the receipt date of the final review documents and may be revised if review
document availability changes. This schedule may also change due to circumstances out of Battelle’s
control such as changes to SFWMD’s project schedule and unforeseen changes to panel member and
SFWMD availability. As part of each task, the panel member will prepare deliverables by the dates
indicated in the table (or as directed by Battelle). All deliverables will be submitted in an electronic format
compatible with Microsoft® Word (Office 2003).
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| Te e DueDae

Meetings Battelle sends review documents to panel members

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members

Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask
clarifying questions of SFWMD

Review Panel members complete their individual reviews

Battelle provides talking points for Panel Review Teleconference to panel
members

Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to
panel members

Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle

Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments

Final Report Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review
Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report
*Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD

Comment Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD
Response

Process Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review the Comment
Response process

SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle

Battelle provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to panel members

Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle

Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft
BackCheck Responses

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel
members and SFWMD

SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses

Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members
Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle
Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses

Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD*
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Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023

* Deliverables

CHARGE FOR PEER REVIEW

Members of this IEPR Panel are asked to determine whether the technical approach and scientific
rationale presented in the decision documents are credible and whether the conclusions are valid. The
Panel is asked to determine whether the technical work is adequate, competently performed, and
properly documented; satisfies established quality requirements; and yields scientifically credible
conclusions. The Panel is being asked to provide feedback on the economic, engineering, environmental
resources, and plan formulation. The panel members are not being asked whether they would have
conducted the work in a similar manner.

Specific questions for the Panel (by report section or appendix) are included in the general charge
guidance, which is provided below.

General Charge Guidance

Please answer the scientific and technical questions listed below and conduct a broad overview of the
decision documents. Please focus your review on the review materials assigned to your discipline/area of
expertise and technical knowledge. Some sections have no questions associated with them; however,
you may still comment on them. Please feel free to make any relevant and appropriate comment on any
of the sections and appendices you were asked to review. In addition, please note that the Panel will be
asked to provide an overall statement related to 2 and 3 below per USACE guidance (EC 1165-2-217).

1. Your response to the charge questions should not be limited to a “yes” or “no.” Please provide
complete answers to fully explain your response.

2. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic and environmental assumptions and
projections, project evaluation data, and any biological opinions of the project study.

3. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic analyses, environmental analyses,
engineering analyses, formulation of alternative plans, methods for integrating risk and
uncertainty, and models used in evaluating economic or environmental impacts of the proposed
project.

4. If appropriate, offer opinions as to whether there are sufficient analyses upon which to base a
recommendation.

5. ldentify, explain, and comment upon assumptions that underlie all the analyses, as well as
evaluate the soundness of models, surveys, investigations, and methods.

6. Evaluate whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are
reasonable.

7. Please focus the review on assumptions, data, methods, and models.
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Please do not make recommendations on whether a particular alternative should be implemented, or
whether you would have conducted the work in a similar manner. Also, please do not comment on or
make recommendations on policy issues and decision making. Comments should be provided based on
your professional judgment, not the legality of the document.

1. If desired, panel members can contact one another. However, panel members should not
contact anyone who is or was involved in the project, or prepared the subject documents.

2. Please contact the Battelle Project Manager Lynn McLeod (mcleod@battelle.org) for requests or
additional information.

3. In case of media contact, notify the Battelle Project Manager, Lynn McLeod
(mcleod@battelle.org) immediately.

4. Your name will appear as one of the panel members in the peer review. Your comments will be
included in the Final IEPR Report but will remain anonymous.

Please submit your comments in electronic form to the Project Manager, no later than 10 pm ET by the
date listed in the schedule above.
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Independent External Peer Review of the North of Lake Okeechobee Storage
Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir
Feasibility Study

Charge Questions and Relevant Sections as Supplied by SFWMD

The following Review Charge to Reviewers outlines the objectives of the Independent External Peer
Review (IEPR) for the subject study and identifies specific items for consideration for the IEPR Panel.

The objective of the IEPR is to obtain an independent evaluation of whether the interpretations of
analysis and conclusions based on analysis are reasonable for the subject study. The IEPR Panel is
requested to offer a broad evaluation of the overall study decision document in addition to addressing
the specific technical and scientific questions included in the Review Charge. The Panel has the
flexibility to bring important issues to the attention of decision makers, including positive feedback or
issues outside those specific areas outlined in the Review Charge. The Panel can use all available
information to determine what scientific and technical issues related to the decision document may be
important to raise to decision makers.

The Panel review is to focus on scientific and technical matters, leaving policy determinations for the
SFWMD, and subsequently to USACE and the Army, following submittal of the report to the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) in accordance with section 203 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986, as amended. The Panel should not make recommendations on whether a
particular alternative should be implemented or present findings that become “directives” in that they
call for modifications or additional studies or suggest new conclusions and recommendations. In such
circumstances, the Panel would have assumed the role of advisors as well as reviewers, thus
introducing bias and potential conflict in their ability to provide objective review.

Panel review comments are to be structured to fully communicate the Panel’s intent by including the
comment, why it is important, any potential consequences of failure to address, and suggestions on
how to address the comment.

The Panel is asked to consider the following items as part of its review of the decision document and
supporting materials.

Broad Evaluation Review Charge Questions

1. Is the need for, and intent of, the decision document clear?

2. Does the decision document adequately address the stated need and intent relative to
scientific and technical issues?

3. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the project evaluation data used in the study
analyses.

4, Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic, environmental, and engineering

assumptions that underlie the study analyses.

5. Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the economic, environmental, and engineering
methodologies, analyses, and projections.
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10.

11.

12.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the models used in the evaluation of existing and
future without-project conditions and of economic or environmental impacts of alternatives.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the methods for integrating risk and uncertainty.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the formulation of alternative plans and the range
of alternative plans considered.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the quality and quantity of the surveys,
investigations, and engineering sufficient for conceptual design of alternative plans.

Assess the adequacy and acceptability of the overall assessment of significant environmental
impacts and any biological analyses.

Evaluate whether the interpretations of analysis and the conclusions based on analysis are
reasonable.

Assess the considered and tentatively selected alternatives from the perspective of systems,
including systemic aspects being considered from a temporal perspective, including the
potential effects of climate change.

Battelle Summary Charge Questions to the Panel Members'

Summary Questions

13.

14.

Please identify the most critical concerns (up to five) you have with the project and/or review
documents. These concerns can be (but do not need to be) new ideas or issues that have not
been raised previously.

Please provide positive feedback on the project and/or review documents.

" Questions 13 and 14 are Battelle-supplied questions and should not be construed or considered part of the list of USACE-supplied
questions. These questions were delineated in a separate appendix in the final Work Plan submitted to USACE.
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Appendix H Technical Review Documentation

August 2023 Technical and Quality Review

Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir June 2024
Section 203 Study



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review August 21 through September 1, 2023

Tracy Woods, P.G. |hydrology, FDEP [Annex C Al General/Other  |The Annex C report tab and header (midway through the report) are shown as Annex H. [low Confusing for the reader, especially when |Correct the header and label. R. Sciortino: Text has been corrected. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, toggling between other reports.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 28-Aug Engineering There s a reference to "Guidance Memorandum GM #4 and GM #5, but it is not clear where | high These documents are cited, but it is Specify where the GMs are included or provide |R. Sciortino: The GMs referenced in Annex C are from the CERP Programmatic Regulations Six Program-Wide Guidance Closed
hydrogeology, geology, these are provided. unclear where to review them in support  [them. Memoranda, dated July 2007, published by USACE and SFWMD. This document in PDF format, which contains GMs 1 through 6,
dam safety of the information provided in Annex C. as well as other CERP GMs are available at the Office of Everglades Restoration Initiatives webpage at:
https://www.evergladesrestoration.gov/cgm
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 28-Aug Engineering The acronym "NGVD8B" is cited for the North American Vertical Datum of 1988, when this | high The units of measure must be recorded | Correct the acronym reference. R. Sciortino: Text has been corrected. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, should be "NAVD 88". accurately, considering there is a need to
dam safety convert between NGVD 29 and NAVD 88
throughout the project measurements.
Tracy Woods, P.G. FDEP [Annex C 28-Oct Weir S-65W is mentioned, but it's location is not identified on Figure C-2, LOCAR Project | low The description of this surface feature is | Add a label to Figure C-2 for S-65W. R. Sciortino: The reference should have been to S-68W. The reference has been revised to be S-68W instead of S-65W. Figures C-|Closed
hydrogeology, geology, Vicinity Map. not shown in Figure C-2, which is the 3 and C-4 (formerly C-2 and C-3) have been revised to include not only S-68W, but also S-82W and 5-83W.
dam safety intent of this section.
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 14/28 Engineering In Figure C-3, LOCAR Major Project Features Map, label J is located at 5-84 & S-84X, but the |high Mis-identified features. Correct the inconsistency. R. Sciortino: Figure C-4 (formerly Figure C-3) has been corrected to address this inconsistency. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, key indicates it is the location for "Gated Spillway (5-83+) (replaces 5-83 & 5-83X)"
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 20/28 General/Other  |The acronym "LOWRP" is used without definition low Doesn't allow for full comprehension of _|Define the acronym. R. Sciortino: The correct acronym in this instance is LOCAR. The acronym has been changed to LOCAR, which is defined in Section | Closed
hydrogeology, geology, the material. C.1 of Annex C.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 21/28 There is a reference to a "S-83+ Spillway" that is unfamiliar. high This reference is unfamiliar. Define this feature or correct a typographical _ |R. Sciortino: This was a typo. Text has been corrected to be S-84+. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, error.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. |hydrology, FDEP Annex C 23/28 and 26/28 |Modeling Sections C.7.2.2, Hurricane or Tropical Storm Operations , and C.17, Non-Typical Operations, | high A presumption is made in Appendix Update the POM to include specific operational |R. Sciortino: The PMF Scenario 1 and 2 simulations, described in Appendix A, Annex A-2.1, do not include any outflow from the | Closed
hydrogeology, geology, indicate that an operating schedule for extreme storms may be included. A.5.3.2, Routing of Flood Flows , that the | procedures to follow for different storm reservoir through the gated outflow structures during the three PMP rainfall periods for Simulations 1 and 2, because that is the
dam safety gates are closed and pumps are non- conditions. requirement in Part 3 of DCM-2 for simulating PMF Scenarios 1and 2. This requirement of keeping the gated outflow structures
operational during a PMP event, but there closed during the rainfall periods of these simulations is only a conservative modeling/simulation requirement to ensure that the
is no operational schedule specific to i MWSLis not icted by the model; and is not an i i for the constr reservoir. This is
storm events for LOCAR. explained in the last paragraph on page 3 of DCM-3. These simulations are used for the purpose of sizing the overflow spillway(s)
and simulating the MWSL for CERP reservoirs, which is needed for wind/wave/overwash modeling.
Sections C.7.2.2, C.8.1, and C.8.2 have been updated in response to this comment. In addition, these sections as well as other
sections in the LOCAR DPOM have been updated to more closely match selected sections in the C-44 Reservoir PPOM (dated May
2021), since the C-44 Reservoir project operations have some similarity to the project operations planned for LOCAR.
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP [Annex C 25/28 Modeling In C.12, Flood Emergency Action Plan , it is stated that one "has yet to be determined", but _|high [An EAP (as referred to elsewhere) for this | Add the condition that an Inundation Study and |R. Sciortino: Section C.12 has been updated to address this comment. The requirement that an EAP be completed before the  |Closed
hydrogeology, geology, does not provide when one will be created. High Hazard Potential dam should be EAP, including evacuation maps, will be reservoir's first-fill has been included in Section C.12 and in Section A.19 of Appendix A.
dam safety developed prior to firstfill. developed prior to first-fil.
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 11/202 Engineering "I&C" is referenced, but not defined. low The term may be unfamiliar to the reader. | Define the term. R. Sciortino: Text has been revised to address this comment. I&C is an abbreviation for instrumentation and control. The Closed
hydrogeology, geology, planning level I&C design for LOCAR is presented in Section A.14 of Appendix A.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 20/202 Engineering The reference to "PS-1" in Section A.3.3.4 appears to be erroneous, as it should be "PS-2". | medium This location for PS-1 conflicts with the | Correct referenced "PS-1" to "PS-2"" R. Sciortino: This was a typo. Text has been corrected to be PS-2. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, location shown in Figure A.1-1., Overall
dam safety Site Plan of Plan.
Tracy Woods, P.G. X FDEP Appendix A 32/202 Modeling Section A.5.2, Design Storms and Floods , refers to "J-Tech (2023)" for the Design Case high The location of this report is not provided, |State that this report is included in the Annex A- |R. Sciortino: Text has been revised to address this comment. The reference to J-Tech (2023) has been replaced with a reference |Closed
hydrogeology, geology, studies. hampering its review. 2 of Appendix A. to Annex A-2.1.1.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 63/202 Engineering Figures A.8.2-1 and A.8.2-2 are cited as showing the typical section locations and section | high The information on the figures cannot be |Insert scalable figures. R. Sciortino: These figures have been replaced with legible ones. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, details, respectively, but appear illegible at larger scales. reviewed.
dam safety
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 63/202 Engineering A rapid drawdown analysis was evaluated at "a rate faster than could reasonably be high The aggregate maximum pumping rates in |Identify vicinity groundwater well locations, _[-Tech: During the PED phase, this frost protection, groundwater well pumping scenario should be simulated using the Closed
hydrogeology, geology, achieved during operations", which does not address the rate that could occur from frost Vicinity groundwater wells used for maximum pumping rates, and whether the study|updated/improved LOCAR 3D seepage model to be prepared during the PED phase; to determine the drawdown effect that these
dam safety freeze protection. irrigation during frost freeze crop results apply under these conditions or amend  |well pumps would have on the water table around the reservoir, during frost protection pumping that would likely happen during
protection may not have been considered [the study to include this potential, if applicable.  |the dry season. The well pumps inputted into the 3D seepage model would include, but not necessarily be limited to the
i the rapid drawdown analysis. Additionally, consider adding multi-depth permitted water supply wells around the LOCAR site, shown on Figure E-11 in Appendix E. The results from this 3D simulation
groundwater monitoring wells with automated |would then be used during the PED phase, to run 2D seepage/slope stability simulations for this frost protection pumping
water level measurements around the reservoir |scenario. Appendix A, Sections A.8.15 and A.9.4 has been updated to include the recommendation that this frost protection
perimeter to monitor offsite pumping effects.  |pumping scenario be simulated in the 3D and 2D LOCAR seepage models during the PED phase.
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 69/202 Modeling Annex B-2 is cited as presenting the seepage and slope stability analysis, but it was not high B-2, Two-Dimensional Seepage and Slope |Cite B-3 in the text and insert the two seepage |R. Sciortino: There was an error in the Appendix A Annexes table of contents that generated this comment. The Appendix A Closed
geology, found in Annex B-1 (as indicated in the Table of Contents (TOC)). Additionally, B-3 is not Stability Model File , and B-3, Three- subsections in Annex B-1, Geotechnical Annexes table of contents has been corrected to address this comment.
dam safety cited in the text, but it is listed in the TOC. Dimensional Seepage Model Files , (within [Investigations and Design, for review. Consider
Annex B-1) do not appear to be provided  |relabeling B-2 and B-3 as B-1.2 and B-1.3 in
and cannot be reviewed. Annex B-1 or clearly state where they are found,
e.g., Annex B-2 in Annex B-1.
Tracy Woods, P.G. _|hydrology, FDEP Appendix A 202/202 Policy The agencies cited with EAP guidance do not include a major contributor, the Federal low FEMA has multiple publications (e.g., Add "FEMA". R. Sciortino: Section A.19 has been revised to include FEMA and a reference to FEMA's dam safety guidelines. Closed

hydrogeology, geology,
dam safety

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

FEMA P-64 and FEMA P-946) and
resources available to advise dam owners
on developing an Emergency Action Plan.
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Tracy Woods, P.G.  |hydrology, FDEP Appendix F 17-Apr Engineering The structure is referred to as a "levee" throughout this document, instead of "dam". high The terms dam and levee are not Replace all references to "levee” in the report to | Text updated as proposed. Closed
hydrogeology, geology, interchangeable. A levee has different  |"dam”.
dam safety construction requirements and
functionality.
Tracy Woods, P.G. |hydrology, FDEP [ Appendix F 17-Apr Engineering The perimeter is reported as "approximately 21 miles", but it is reported as "18 miles” in the low Inconsistent with the project description in|Replace "21" with "18" where appropriate 18 is the perimeter mileage of the dam, and 21 is the perimeter + 3 miles of divider dam as | see it in the graphic | was givenin | Closed
hydrogeology, geology, other reports. Annex B that the permitter is 18 miles.  [within the report. Google Earth
dam safety
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report ESS5 Engineering Figure ES-3 - LOCAR Recommended Plan features shows the average reservoir storage low Inconsistent description of an important | Edit Line 21 on Page ES-3 to show the average |Depth updated to revised number, 18. No change was made. Incomplete. Please now revise Figure ES-2 (formerly Figure ES- [The figure has been updated. Thank you!
environmental depth at NFSL as 19 feet, while Line 21 on Page ES-3 shows this depth as 18 feet. aspect of the proposed reservoir reservoir storage depth at NFSL as 19 feet for 3) "LOCAR Recommended Plan features” to show a depth of 18
restoration projects, the Recommended Plan which is Alternative 1 ft (not 19 ft). / Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes.
water quality, with refinements for a reduced footprint to
environmental avoid environmentally sensitive uplands.
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report Pages ES-10 and |General/Other  |In Tables ES-6 and 6-11 - Water Restrictions for Lake Okeechobee Service Areq, the high The relative performance of each In Tables ES-6 and 6-11, please revise the I believe the percentages are correct. For example, the FWO volume is 600 and the ECB is 1,335. So the Cutback Volume for the | Yes, the percentages are now correct due to the revision of the,
environmental 6-20 percentages shown in the "Reduction in Cutbacks Compared to ECB" column are incorrect simulation in reducing the cutbacks is "Reduction in Cutbacks Compared to ECB" FWO is 45% of the ECB's. Maybe confusing since the FWO performs better than the alternatives. column name to "Cutbacks Compared to ECB".
restoration projects, for the FWO, Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3 simulations. incorrectly shown in the "Reductionin |column to show 55% for the FWO, 4% for Alt 1,
water quality, Cutbacks Compared to ECB" column. 45% for Alt 2, and 43% for Alt 3.
environmental
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report €514 General/Other |On Page ES-14, Lines 7-8 state that FWC and FDACS were the only agencies that agreed and |medium Not all of the agencies who have agreed to |On Page ES-14, please revise Line 7 to state that | FDEP was added to the list. Yes.
environmental responded to becoming a cooperating agency under NEPA for LOCAR. However, DEP did become a cooperating agency for LOCAR ~ [FWC, FDACS and DEP have agreed to become
restoration projects, respond on 5-24-2023 via a signed letter attached to an email sent to the Corps’ Gretchen are being identified in this report. cooperating agencies for LOCAR. Please see the
water quality, Ehlinger which stated that DEP accepted to become a cooperating agency for LOCAR. attached email for DEP's acceptance letter.
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report ES-16 Modeling Lines 29-30 state that modeled results do not illustrate significant decreases in water supply [high Since the Recommended Planand the | Please verify the accuracy of the water supply | The model results do indicate greater water supply cutback volumes. We have made several q Agreed but i . Please revise Lines 29-30 as suggested |Text will be updated in Final EIS.
environmental cutback volumes over the FWO condition. The middle column of Table ES-6 actually shows other two alternatives include 200,000 ac- |cutback volumes shown in Table ES-6. If clarification on why. | added a comment here also to the ES above Table ES-6 : We need input from modeling group sowe can  [for a more accurate statement.
restoration projects, that the FWO simulation has a smaller water supply cutback volume than the ft of additional storage, it is hard to accurate, then please revise Lines 29-30 to state [explain why the alternatives result in increased water supply cutbacks. / Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes, the text in the Final FS is accurate.
water quality, Recommended Plan or the other two alternatives. understand how the FWO simulation that modeled results illustrate slight increases in
environmental yields the lowest water supply cutback  |water supply cutback volumes over the FWO
engineering volume. condition.
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report Page 2-7 Engineering Table 2-4 does not show C-43 Basin Runoff as an inflow source to the Caloosahatchee high Table 2-4 should show all of the inflow | Please add C-43 Basin Runoff as an inflow This was not included because the S-4 Basin Flows go into the Lake O Waterway / Rim Canal, any contributions from S-4 to the C- [Incomplete. Please add runoff from the East Caloosahatchee | Text will be updated in Final EIS.
environmental Estuary. sources to the Caloosahatchee Estuary, |source in Table 2-4 and provide its volumetric |43 are captured in the outflows from 5-77. It therefore does not make sense to combine these flows. Basin and the West Caloosahatchee Basin as inflow sources to
restoration projects, and the C-43 Basin Runoff is significant.  |contribution to total estuary flow for Water Year, the Caloosahatchee Estuary in Table 2-4. / Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes, the revised Table 2-4 in the Final FS is correct.
water quality, 2022.
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report Page 4-10 Ecology The Total HUs shown in Table 4-7 are incorrect, because the HUs for the Northern Estuaries |high The Total HUs shown are incorrectly Please sum the HUs for Lake Okeechobee and  |HU calcs were corrected. Incomplete. The revised edition showed Table 4-7 had HU These numbers have been revised for all alternatives. Thank you.
environmental are counted twice. calculated. the Northern Estuaries to determine the Total calculations corrected only for the ECB condition. Please ensure
restoration projects, HUs. that Total HU calculations are also corrected for the FWO, Alt 1, |/ Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes
water quality, Alt 2 and Alt 3 conditions.
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Main Report Page 64 General/Other |Line 2 on Page 6-4 mistakenly states that pump stations PS-1 and PS-2 are identified in low The text should be consistent with the | Please either delete this reference to Figure 6-1 |Updated as proposed. Ves
environmental Figure 6-1. figure. or revise Figure 6-1 to show pump stations PS-1
restoration projects, and Ps-2.
water quality,
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Annex C c3 Engineering The first paragraph in Section C.3.1.1 mistakenly refers to the sheetpile step weir located | low The existing features should be accurately [Please revise the text in Section C.3.1.1 to refer |[This revision has been made. Ves
environmental downstream of 5-68 as S-65W (instead of 5-68W). described in the text and identified on |t this weir as 5-68W and identify the location of
restoration projects, Figure C-2 - LOCAR Project Vicinity Map.  |S-68W on Figure C-2.
water quality,
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Annex C c-16 Engineering Bullet #6 of Section C.7.1.1 mistakenly refers to opening one or more gates of CU-2A low The operations of the reservoir should be [Please revise Bullet #6 of Section C.7.1.1by |This revision has been made. Ves
environmental (instead of CU-1A) when LOCAR releases water downstream of 5-83. described using the correct identity of the |replacing "CU-2A" with "CU-1A".
restoration projects, proposed features.
water quality,
environmental
engineering
Stanley Ganthier |Permitting for FDEP Appendix A 22/202 General/Other |Section A.3.4 - Demolition and Disposal does not address the potential for agricultural high The text does not acknowledge the Please add text to clarify how the results of |Section A.3.4 has been revised to address this comment. Ves.
i buildings, pump stations and other structures to be contaminated which would require an potential for site contamination which |Phase I/Il environmental site assessments would
restoration projects, assessment and perhaps remediation involving review and approval by DEP's Waste would affect demolition and disposal. inform proper demolition and disposal.
water quality, Cleanup Section.
environmental
engineering
Stephen Brown SFWMD SFWMD B General/Other |Pump station Air and Waste regulatory concerns. high Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act. Keep IMS Environmental informed regarding | Comment noted. Ves
Recommendations engine installation and fuel storage
Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 143 B Ecology Line 1: This sentence undersells the significance of reduction of SAV beds in the estuary. | medium Should emphasize the important role of |As keystone species that provide forageand |Updated as proposed. Ves
seagrass as a keystone species nursery habitat for a variety of species, a
reduction in the size and health of SAV beds
affects the location, abundance, and species
richness of all species in the estuary.
Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 4.2 14 Ecology Line 5: This is well understood, there is no need for "would". It "will" cause accelerated sea |low Language is passive Use more assertive language. Updated line 5 from "which would cause a continued or accelerated rise” to "which will cause a continued or accelerated rise” | Yes
level rise
Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 4.2.1.2 15 Ecology Line 6: "directly proportional” means something different than the context of this sentence |high directly proportional suggests a direct | use "strongly correlated to the variance in Updated as proposed. Ves
implies. If the variable that impacts seagrass biomass is the variability in salinity, that should relationship (increase-increase, decrease- |salinity"
be stated directly. decrease)
Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 533.1 5 ecology Line 29: "Biweekly" has multiple meanings. Should be defined clearly whether this means | high Revised per other comments throughout multiple sections; replaced "biweekly" with "14-day" as appropriate. Yes
every 2 weeks or twice a week.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary ES-1 General/Other |Line 22 refers to "Yellow Book". low Revise to formal name (i.e., Comprehensive | Revised to include formal name (Central and Southern Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study: Final Integrated Feasibility | Closed
P.G. Supply Review Study (Restudy) USACE 1999 Report and ic Envi Impact indicated that it is also known as the Yellow Book and then used
Yellow Book throughout the rest of the document (per comment from USACE on EIS).
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary £S3 General/Other  |Line 6 low Add C-44 Reservoir to the lessons learned list |Added C-44 to E5-3 line 6, and throughout document, where appropriate. Closed
P.G. Supply
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary ES6 General/Other |Table ES-2. The subsection is referred to as "Benefits to Lake Okeechobee” but the percent |medium Changed Table Caption to Lake O Stage Effects |Changed Table Caption to Lake O Stage Effects with the recommended plan instead of Benefits Closed

P.G.

Supply

time below 11 feet and 10 feet is an increase with this project, which s a reduction in
performance for the Minimum Flow and Minimum Level (MFL).

with the recommended plan instead of Benefits
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Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary £5-10 General/Other |Line 7. "Changes" in cutbacks medium crease" in cutbacks corresponding |The header was revised to state these are "Cutbacks Compared to ECB" Closed
P.G. Supply to FWO values in Table £S-6
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary ES-10 General/Other |Line 18. A bit of a stretch to say that increasing storage in LOCAR will counteract sea-level | medium Delete phrase Deleted "...against possible sea level rise and minor decreases in rainfall” on ES-10, line 18, and in Section 6.2.3, page 6-20, line | Closed
PG. Supply rise in the aquifer this far from the coast without any technical analysis to support this 14.
claim.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary €513 General/Other |Lines 20 and 22. How can ongoing planning focus on using public lands when the LOCAR | low Deleted "Ongoing LOCAR planning focuses on the use of public lands." in ES.8 on page ES-13; in ES.11 on page ES-15; and in Closed
PG. Supply project footprint is privately held? Section 6.8.8 on page 6-48.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary ES-16 General/Other |Lines 29 to 31. I think it's a bit disingenuous to say "modeled results do not illustrate medium Addressed with following revised text: It would be expected that water would be released from the LOCAR reservoir to meet LOSA|Closed
PG. Supply significant decreases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition” when Table demands, and modeled results illustrate the Recommended Plan reduces the severity and frequency of water shortages and
E5-6 shows INCREASED cutback volumes compared to the FWO. Is it because ECB is using reduces the volume of water shortage cutbacks when compared to the future without and existing base condition. This and other
LORS-08 while the FWO issuing LOSOM? Please add text to better explain this. future CERP increments that provide additional storage would increase water made available in the regional system for other
water-related needs.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Executive Summary ES-16 Modeling Line 31. Conceptually, it would be expected that LOCAR would provide an opportunity to | medium Addressed by revising text as follows: With implementation of the Recommended Plan, sources of water to meet agricultural and [Closed
P.G. Supply help meet water demands. What is it about the modeling assumptions that is preventing urban demand in LOSA would continue to be met by their current sources, primarily Lake Okeechobee. Sources of water for the
this from happening in the simulations? STOF and MTIF are influenced by the regional water management system (i.e., C&SF Project, including Lake Okeechobee); these
sources would not be negatively affected by the Project. Water sources for fish and wildlife located in Lake Okeechobee and the
Northern Estuaries would also not be diminished.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Introduction 11 General/Other |Lines 29 to 37. No mention of C-44 Reservoir? low Added C-44 reservoir to the subject paragraph on page 1-1. Closed
PG. Supply
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 2 213 General/Other |Future Without Conditions paragraph. Regarding the sentence , "In the future.." please add |medium Addressed: Added to table Closed
P.G. Supply that "and projects such as the EAA Reservoir, LOCAR, and the ASR component of LOWRP are
expected to provide additional storage to help return the Lake O MFL to prevention status".
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4. 4-2 Modeling Table 4-1. It is not intuitive that the additional storage from LOCAR would result in high lo_extreme_hi_lo shows the LOCAR storage reservoir has an increase in stages below 10 ft when compared to FWOL. The reason |Closed
PG. Supply INCREASED time that Lake O is below 10 and 11 feet. What is it about the modeling for the difference is caused by LOK operations — LCR alternatives use a LOSOM like regulation schedule and FWO uses a LORS08
assumptions that is causing this? regulation schedule. In lok_dai_stgdur, FWOL has higher LOK stages during drier times (e.g. the right side of the graphic) — caused
by LORSO8 operations. For the LOCAR reservoir alts, the LOSOM schedule lets LOK get lower. Here’s why:
LORS08 (FWOL). LOK regulatory releases [to the south] are made when the Lake is in or above the baseflow zone of the LORS08
schedule.
LOSOM schedule (ECB/LCR Alts). LOK regulatory releases [to the south] are made when the Lake is in or above the water shortage
management band — meaning, releases can be made at lower LOK water levels.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 a5 General/Other |Page 4-5, 1st paragraph. Suggest adding some language that Lake O is the back-up water | medium Updated first paragraph to include: Additionally, Lake Okeechobee is the back-up water supply to approximately 6 million people |Closed
P.G. Supply supply to the 6 million people in the Lower East Coast Service Area (LECSA). in the Lower East Coast Service Area.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 a5 General/Other |Line 21. Delete reference to "supply-side management" and replace with "water shortage | medium This is on Line 22 now. Replaced "supply-side" with water shortage Closed
PG. Supply .
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 a5 General/Other |Line 15 discusses RECOVER Water Supply Performance Measure WS-1 regarding Frequency |medium Add text describing the "demand not met" water|Inserted chart "LOSA Demand Cutback Volumes" from Modeling>Provisional_Alts_23May2023 and a comment requesting to Closed
P.G. Supply and Severity of Water Restrictions for LOSA. Line 23 discusses a DIFFERENT water supply supply pm and the associated graphic if you are [move to end of this section, since volume is a different performance measure than what was being discussed (RECOVER
performance measure (i.e.. Demand not met) that has not yet been introduced or discussed.| going to present that information here. Frequency and Severity). Side Note: It appears newer modeling results are showing that Alternative 1 performs better (reduced
cutback volumes) than the FWO and ECB for all 8 years of water shortages. Revised text to clarify discussion regarding results in
Table 4-5. However, need input from modelers to explain why the project increases cutback volumes over the FWO.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 45 General/Other |Lines 24 and 25. So, demand not met is improved in 2 out of 8 years, which means it's worse | medium Correct, except it's 3 of 8 years. | revised the text and added comment requesting explanation for why it's not improved in other |Closed
PG. Supply in the other 6 out of 8 years? years.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 a5 General/Other |Lines 25 and 26 and Table 4-5. To be fair, a sentence or two should be added that, medium See notes above and comments requesting input from modeling Closed
PG. Supply compared to the FWO, cutback volumes have INCREASED, the frequency score increased
from 9 to 10, the severity score increased from 16 to 18, and the number of water years
with at least one cutback increased from 9 to 10 per Table 4-5 and those facts need to be
explained and acknowledged.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4. 4-5 General/Other |Line 32. Since ECB is based on LORS-08, and the Savings Clause refers to conditions present |medium Added the following: "The ECB can be used as a baseline performance in the Savings Clause analysis since LORS-08 is considered a [Closed
PG. Supply at the time of CERP approval (with the schedule at that time being WSE), it is not intuitive non-CERP intervening project, as discussed further in Annex B."
that ECB is the appropriate scenario to conduct Savings Clause. Suggest adding a sentence
to explain that LORS-08 is a non-CERP intervening project and that's why ECB can be used as
the baseline performance in the Savings Clause analysis. It's included in Annex B, Page B.1-3,
lines 29 to 33.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 4 417 Modeling Lines 11 and 12. Not sure what you mean by "However, the benefits are not easily medium Added a comment to document to include further explanation of why model results don't show improvement over FWO. Closed

P.G.

Supply

in the modeled output because the water stored in LOCAR would be used to

meet demands." The benefits to water supply would be directly illustrated with water
supply PMs that show decreased water shortage cutbacks and decreased demands not met.
The problem is that compared to the FWO, LOCAR seems to provide slightly worse
performance. One possibility is that the water routing logic that's in the model is prioritizing
water deliveries elsewhere over water supply?
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Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Section 4 417 General/Other |Lines 13 to 15. If it is a stated objective of LOCAR to improve water supply performance, and [medium Addressed: We updated the MDR report, Annex B Parts 1 and 2, and Annex A with new model runs that show the recommended | Closed
P.G. Supply the PMs show slight increases in cutback volumes and water shortage severity scores plan increases water supply compared to FWO and ECB. This section needs to be updated to at least reference the location of this
compared to the FWO, how can you claim that the TSP met its objectives? information: As described in the MDR report, the Future Without Project condition (FWOL) assumes a LORS08-based schedule
consistent with the current draft project operating manual for the EAA Reservoir. Recent project planning efforts have identified
the LOSOM schedule as the successor to LORSO8 and it is expected that future implementations of Lake Okeechobee regulation
schedules will not return to LORS08-like protocols, but rather would continue to evolve the LOSOM-like operational mindset. To
this end, a comparison set was developed to illustrate how the addition of the selected plan (LCR1) storage features would help to|
improve a system using consistent LOSOM-like protocols. As described in the MDR report, the Future Without Project condition
(FWOL) assumes a LORSO8-based schedule consistent with the current draft project operating manual for the EAA Reservoir.
Recent project planning efforts have identified the LOSOM schedule as the successor to LORS08 and it is expected that future
implementations of Lake Okeechobee regulation schedules will not return to LORSO8-like protocols, but rather would continue to
evolve the LOSOM-like operational mindset. To this end, a comparison set was developed to illustrate how the addition of the
selected plan (LCR1) storage features would help to improve a system using consistent LOSOM-like protocols. While the ECB23L
and LCR1 scenarios already utilized LOSOM protocols, the future without project condition was updated for this exercise to a new
scenario that incorporated LOSOM operations. This scenario is called FWOLL (Future Without LOCAR ~ LOSOM, released 7/25/23)
and when compared to the ECB23L and LCR1 created a more consistent Lake operational regime across the scenarios, thereby
better illustrating the effects of LOCAR storage addition to the system. Due to the more intuitive nature of these comparisons and
their better adherence to the latest operational mindsets, they were used extensively in the public engagement for LOCAR.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Section 5 517 General/Other | Table 5-7 indicates seepage from LOCAR would recharge the SAS, which is true. But we are |low Revised to specify unrecovered seepage provides recharge for all 3 scenarios in the table. Closed
P.G. Supply designing a seepage collection system to put seepage back into the reservoir. Therefore, the
recharge benefits to the SAS are from the unrecovered portion of the seepage. State that.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Section 5 520 General/Other | Lines 2 to 4. | don't think you can say effects to water supply from the TSP are negligible. _|high Revised to strike "Negligible effects to water supply would be expected from Alternative 1 (2 and 3 also)." This section does go on |Closed
P.G. Supply There may be an improvement in water availability per Table 5-10, but economic harm to say that water shortage frequencies and durations would occur more frequently ... influenced by the timing and routing. But, |
loccurs during water shortages and the modeling indicates increased water shortage don't understand how/why.
frequency and severity.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Section 6 66 General/Other | Lines 8 and 9. "LOCAR implementation may still require further lake schedule revisions to _|medium The discussion of the water supply savings clause has been updated. Closed
P.G. Supply optimize system-wide performance and ensure compliance with Savings Clause
requirements”. | think that the report would be improved if this statement was added to the|
Executive Summary and elsewhere to better justify moving forward with the project when,
as noted above, the simulation results may not support the conclusion that the project has
met its stated objective of improving water supply performance.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Section 6 619 General/Other |Line 24. Itis a bit disingenuous to claim that water supply would benefit from the Lake stage [low Revised as follows: "Water supply benefits would come as a direct result of the additional storage provided by the reservoir. Closed
P.G. Supply being in the ecologically preferred band. It would benefit if the Lake stage was ABOVE the LOCAR would provide the ability to store water when lake levels rise above those desirable for lake ecology, enabling the lake to
band as well. remain within the ecologically preferred band. Water stored would be recovered during dry periods to assist in keeping lake levels
within the ecologically preferred band, which is above the water supply cutback trigger levels. "
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 6 6-20 General/Other  |Line 1. Itis a bit disingenuous to claim that water supply cutbacks would be expected medium [As stated above, we need additional information from the modelers to explain the cause of the reduced water supplies. Comment| Closed
P.G. Supply because of the timing of returning flows from LOCAR to the Lake. Why? If there's water in placed in document
LOCAR and the Lake s getting low, release it and make it available for water supply to
minimize cutbacks. Page 6-47, Lines 11 and 12, specifically states ".it would be expected
that water would be released from the LOCAR reservoir to meet LOSA demands.”
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 6 6-43 General/Other  |Lines 1-4.Since ECB is based on LORS-08, and the Savings Clause refers to conditions present |medium This can be addressed with the information in my comment on Row 42 above. This section was updated to refer to this new’ Closed
P.G. Supply at the time of CERP approval (with the schedule at that time being WSE), it is not intuitive model information.
that ECB is the appropriate scenario to conduct Savings Clause. Suggest adding a sentence
to explain that LORS-08 is a non-CERP intervening project and that's why ECB can be used as
the baseline performance in the Savings Clause analysis. It's included in Annex B, Page B.1-3,
lines 29 to 33.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 6 6-47 General/Other |Lines 10 to 12. I think it's a bit disingenuous to say "modeled results do not illustrate medium Revised: "Though modeled results do illustrate increases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition, it wouldbe | Closed
P.G. Supply significant decreases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition” when Table expected that water would be released from the LOCAR reservoir to meet LOSA demands. "
£5-6 shows INCREASED cutback volumes compared to the FWO.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Section 6 6-29 General/Other  |Lines 23 and 24. Wait, we're going to update LOSOM when LOCAR is authorized? low (Operations would be expected to be updated with the implementation of LOCAR. Closed
P.G. Supply
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD (Annex B B.1-11 General/Other  |Line 19 - 22. "Regarding the sentence, "The volume of demand not met for the existing legal |medium [Added following comment to document: _with this revised text from Section 42 RECOVER's performance measure for water Closed
P.G. Supply users in LOSA during the 8 years with the largest water shortage cutbacks is improved when supply in LOSA (WS-1) quantifies the frequency and severity of water restrictions over the period of record (Table B.1-6). Cutbacks
comparing the Recommended Plan to the FWO condition, in 2 out of 8 years." But that are reduced by the three alternatives compared to the ECB condition. For example, a simulated cutback total of 1,335,000 ac-ft in
means it's not improved in 6 out of 8 years. That's not a compelling argument for the the ECB condition is reduced to 734,000 ac-ft by Alternative 2, while the severity score is decreased from 31 to 17. Similar results
Recommended Plan. were simulated for the other alternatives and therefore, the water supply improvements for the alternatives compared to the ECB
condition, as quantified in RECOVER WS-1, satisfy Savings Clause requirements. The ECB can be used as a baseline performance in
the Savings Clause analysis since LORS-08 is considered a non-CERP intervening project, as discussed further in Annex B. The
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Annex B B.111 General/Other | Line 24 - 26. "Regarding the sentence, "The severity, duration, and magnitude of water _[medium severity, duration, and magnitude of water supply shortages (i.e., cutbacks) for existing legal users decrease with the Project when| C10sed
P.G. Supply supply shortages (i.e., cutbacks) for existing legal users decrease with the Project when comparing alternatives to the ECB, which include LOSOM (LORS-08?) operations. However, the alternatives do not perform better
comparing to ECB, which includes LOSOM operations." | thought we just justified using ECB than the FWO due to ? (Need explanation from modelers).
for Savings Clause analysis because it includes LORS-08 as the intervening non-CERP project.
Where did reference to LOSOM ions come from?
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Annex B B.112 General/Other | Line 6 - 8. "Regarding the sentence, "For 2 of the 8 years in the period of simulation with the [medium Revised to compare alternatives to ECB and/or explain why cutback volumes are increased for most water shortage years. Input | Closed
P.G. Supply largest water supply shortages in LOSA, cutback volumes are reduced, in aggregate, by the from modelers.
three proposed alternatives compared to the FWO (Figure B.1-2). According to this figure,
the Recommended Plan is better than the FWO in 1973-1974 and 2011, but WORSE in 1981-
1982, 2001, and 2007-2008. That's not a ing argument for the Plan.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex 8 B.113 General/Other | Figure B.1-3 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not met for the Recommended Plan _|medium Addressed with revised analysis for FWO Closed
P.G. Supply compared to the FWO, which was not discussed in the text.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex B B.113 General/Other |Lines 9- 10. Regarding the sentence, "The three alternatives reduce the percentage of medium [Added comment: Need to revise this sentence and an explanation for increase in demands not met in the EAA. Closed
P.G. Supply demands not met in LOSA and do not significantly change the percentage of demands not
met in the EAA (Figure B.1-3)." Figure B.1-3 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not
met in the EAA for the Recommended Plan compared to the FWO
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex 8 B.124 General/Other | Lines 24 to 35. | might have missed it, but this is the first time I've seen the Lake OMFL [medium Addressed in Row 60 below Closed
P.G. Supply mentioned. This paragraph merely summarizes the Restricted Allocation Area. There is no
analysis of the effects of the Recommended Plan on the Lake O MFL.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex B B.3-3 General/Other It's a bit disingenuous to correctly point out that cutback volumes, frequency, and severity |medium Addressed with revised analysis for FWO Closed
P.G. Supply scores are all reduced in the Recommended Plan compared to ECB, but then not even
mention that it's WORSE compared to the FWO, which is plainly shown in Table B.3-2 and
Figure B.3-1.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water [SFWMD Annex 8 838 General/Other | Figure B.3-2 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not met for the Recommended Plan _|medium [Added comment to document: The increase in demands not met for the EAA was not discussed in text. Please explain whatis | Closed
P.G. Supply compared to the FWO, which was not discussed in the text. happening here and why it is not a problem.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex B B.113 General/Other | Lines 18 - 19, Regarding the sentence, "The Recommended Plan reduces the percentage of |medium [Added comment to document requesting to revise this with explanation for why there is a 2% increase in demands not met for | Closed
P.G. Supply demands not met in LOSA and do not significantly change the percentage of demands not the EAA.
met in the EAA (Figure B.3-2)." Figure B.3-2 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not
met in the EAA for the Recommended Plan compared to the FWO
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex 8, Part 2 General/Other |1 might have missed it, but this State Compliance annex is where | expected an analysis of | high Addressed: Discussed in section D.4.2: Lake Okeechobee Service Area—Restricted Allocation Area Closed

P.G.

Supply

the alternatives and Recommended Plan regarding the Lake O MFL would be presented, but
I did not see it.

Lake Okeechobee is an MFL waterbody. MFLs are the minimum flow or minimum water level at which further withdrawals would
be significantly degrading to the water resources or ecology of the area. The 2008 LORS analysis revealed that the anticipated
lower lake stages would turn Lake Okeechobee into an MFL waterbody in recovery. As part of the recovery strategy while 2008
LORS is in effect, the SFWMD adopted RAA criteria for LOSA. The criteria limit users’ withdrawals to their base condition water
use. Applicants are not authorized to use additional volumes from Lake Okeechobee waterbodies unless they identify one of the
specified sources listed in the rule.

The LOSA RAA includes the waters of Lake O including i systems that are
to and receive water from Lake Okeechobee, such as the C-43 Canal, the C-44 Canal, and secondary canal systems that receive
Lake Okeechobee water for water supply purposes via gravity flow or by pump.

LOCAR was evaluated for impacts to water supply and water supply performance in the Recommended Plan is improved slightly
lover the ECB and FWO condition, while demand met shifts from Lake Okeechobee to the reservoir for some existing legal users
such as the STOF.
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Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex B 835 General/Other |Line 24-26 indicates that the UFA is the main groundwater supply source in the Lower low Added "and Lake Okeechobee" to Line 4, since the City of Okeechobee relies entirely on lake water. Also added to Line 24,25, |Closed
P.G. Supply Kissimmee Basin, while Page B.3-6, Line 4 indicates that drinking water supply is obtained "used primarily for irrigation and freeze protection.”
mostly from the surficial aquifer. Please clarify these two points.
Pete Kwiatkowski, |Hydrogeology/Water |SFWMD Annex B B.6-4 General/Other |Lines 19 -20. Regarding the sentence, "Based on the analysis, the water supply level of medium Addressed with revised text to include FWO Closed
P.G. Supply service for existing legal users in LOSA is improved over the ECB (refer to Annex B, Section
B.2-3 and Section B.3 of the FS). Again, no mention that water supply performance is
reduced by the Plan compare to the FWO.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |ES.1 PDF3 Water Quality |Any type of water treatment for the reservoir and inflows? If not included, the reservoir will |high Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should |STAs and FEBs are not a feature under consideration for this project. Additionally, Water Quality is not an objective of this Closed
Climate Change, likely end up like Lake O with heavy nutrients due to the location in a high density area of be automate in plan formulation with any major |project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being considered under a different program.
Hydrology, Water agriculture, ranching, and dairy. The Lake and the reservoir could end up swapping poor WQ project these days. Perhaps also include
Quality, Aquatic water without treatment somewhere in the middle. | know this could limit operational diversion tactics for times of high water like
Ecology flexibility, but it could also solve a huge problem of HABs and WQ in general in the near during tropical cyclones where water treatment
future. is just not possible due to high water
"emergency". However, during more quiet times
water could be treated.
Lori Miller , Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [ES.4 PDF 4 Water Quality |An objective of LOCAR should include water treatment to some degree even if it is labeled |high Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should | STAs and FEBs are not a feature under consideration for this project. Additionally, Water Quality is not an objective of this Closed
Climate Change, "do no harm" to existing conditions. Objective 2 mentions "freshwater" from Lake O for the be automate in plan formulation with any major |project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being considered under a different program.
Hydrology, Water estuaries. But we all know that this "freshwater" is usually unwelcomed by interests in the project these days. Perhaps also include
Quality, Aquatic estuaries due to poor WQ. | do understand that the C-43 and C-44 is expected to help with diversion tactics for times of high water like
Ecology some of the WQ issues and storage. But we can not stop there. during tropical cyclones where water treatment
is just not possible due to high water
"emergency". However, during more quiet times
water could be treated.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [ES.6 PDF 5 Ecology With a depth of 18 ft. and levees of 33 ft. in elevation, there will be many times that the | medium In 2008 there was controversy regarding | Design a way out of the reservoir for terrestrial |The reservoir design includes an approximately 4 foot wave wall at the crown of the embankment. The wave wall is designed to | Closed
Climate Change, water level will be much lower within the reservoir. To avoid the controversy of 10-Mile the entrapment of land animals including ~[animals, including turtles and snakes. have breaks occurring at a minimum every 500 feet in order to avoid wildlife entrapment. The design does not include steps.
Hydrology, Water Creek in Ft. Pierce in 2008, | recommend that wildlife entrapment be avoided by designing turtles in the 10-Mile Creek project in Fort
Quality, Aquatic escape strategies along several places within the internal levee Pierce in 2008 and 2009. Eventually, the
Ecology Corps (1 believe) designed steps with
varying materials to allow the animals a
lway out of the reservoir.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [ES. 6.3 PDF 9 Modeling "Across all alternatives, low flows (i.e., St. Lucie River and Estuary [SLE] biweekly flows of | medium [Are improved low flows of concernto |Set up weekly or bi-weekly water management |We have weekly calls between Corps/District water managers and scientists as well as DEP, NPS, and DOH to discuss all aspects of |Closed
Climate Change, less than 150 cfs; and Caloosahatchee River and Estuary [CRE] biweekly flows of less than estuary interests? If so, can water calls to discuss with estuary interests (much like |releases in all directions. This includes lake health, estuary health, and Everglades health. Health is defined as water quality, algal
Hydrology, Water 750 cfs) perform worse than the ECB23L and the FWO, due to Lake Operations decisions." management coordination on say a weekly |the Lake O PSC calls) blooms, salinity gradients, wildlife usage (birds, fish, oysters, benthos), SAV abundance, human health, etc.
Quality, Aquatic basis improve operations decisions?
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |ES 6.5 PDF 12 Water Quality |"Ancillary water quality i ‘may result from i of the low If the reservoir provides 2.3-2.8% higher _|Perhaps a better way of saying this is that the _|Although the PLSM indicates P loads will slightly increase with the alternatives, it is important to note that the P increase is Closed
Climate Change, Recommended Plan.” phosphorus to the Lake O system, then the project is not expected to worsen WQ to a high  attributed to the flow increase and not an increase from the baseline P concentrations. The water source for the alternatives is
Hydrology, Water statement that "WQ improvements may  [degree. being wi from Lake O of SESE to be stored in the reservoir where settling may occur reducing P
Quality, Aquatic result..." is incorrect. But any type of canal load, and water will be returned to the Lake during dry times or when water is needed in the system. Using conservative
Ecology connection with the reservoir has the high estimates, the P load increase is less than the increased flow volume due to load reductions from P removal in the reservoir due
potential of worsening WQ for both the to settling. Additionally, the PLSM indicated all the alternatives provide water supply benefits.
reservoir and Lake O.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [ES 6.5 PDF 12 General/Other |l totally agree that the reservoir will provide water resiliency to the C&SF system for the | low No response warranted. Closed
Climate Change, changing climate.
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [ES 6.6 PDF 12 Modeling Please make sure that operation manuals of the reservoir are flexible with changes coming [low Historically, making changes to operation |Weave in flexibility in updating operations and | Flexibility will be considered during the preparation of the Operating Manual. Closed
Climate Change, with new projects such as LOSOM. And what | mean by flexible is to make sure that changes manuals, such as ERTP to COP and LORS08 |do not put yourselves in a box where the term
Hydrology, Water can easily be made in operation manuals etc. without having to treat changes as a full blown to LOSOM take years and sometimes "we don't have operational flexibility for this or
Quality, Aquatic new project that would slow the changes implementation. rightfully so if there are changes in that" is not acceptable.
Ecology modeling or new science.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, [USFWS - Refuges [1.2 PDF 21 Water Quality | "BMAPs provide milestones and management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within |high [Although "volunteer" programs such as |Let's start regulating to a certain degree things |Thank you for your comment. Water Quality is not an objective of this project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being |Closed
Climate Change, o measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be used to meet the BMPs are very helpful to the overall WQ in |like BMPs and point sources. There hastobe |considered under a different program.
Hydrology, Water intent of water quality improvements originally proposed by CERP Component A. As a any given area, they should be regulated |consequences for those point sources, whether
Quality, Aquatic result, water quality features are no longer within the Project scope.” to a certain degree. Those choosing not to |it includes penalties, tax impacts, etc.
Ecology conduct best practices continue to
contribute to poor WQ with no
consequences. At this stage of Florida's
environment, | do not feel these are
adequate at this time. Helpful, yes.
Adequate, no.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, [USFWS - Refuges [5.11 PDF 111 Water Quality |Table 5.8 says "Ancillary water quality benefits would be expected from the alternative high Same as E5 6.5 Same as ES 6.5 Thank you for your comment. Water Quality is not an objective of this project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being |Closed
Climate Change, |from the retention of watershed runoff " In the near term this may be true. However, as the under a different program.
Hydrology, Water load increase in the surrounding canals and the reservoir itself, WQ will decline leading to
Quality, Aquatic higher loads in Lake O over time.
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [5.17.1 PDF 115 Water Quality | "Changes in water surface elevation and flows would be expected to improve water quality, |low How? Clarify with more language as to how and why _|Zach changed the sentence to this - Moderating water levels and flows would be expected to improve growing conditions for SAV |Closed
Climate Change, clarity, and improvements in SAV and emergent aquatic vegetation." How? changes in surface water levels improve WQ.  [and emergent aquatic vegetation, which can themselves have positive effects on water quality and clarity.
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [6.2.3 PDF 140 Water Quality | "Ancillary water quality i ‘may result from i of the high Same as £S 6.5 Same as ES 6.5 Thank you for your comment. Water Quality is not an objective of this project. Closed
Climate Change, Recommended Plan."
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [6.3.3 PDF 148 Water Quality |Under Cumulative Effects, "While anthropogenic effects on water quality are unlikely to be |high The reservoir will likely end up like Lake O [Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should | Monitoring will be conducted to evaluate LOCAR's performance with regard to restoration goals and regulatory compliance. The |Closed

Climate Change,
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology

eliminated, water quality would be expected to slowly improve over existing and recent
past conditions. During detailed planning and design, the Corps and South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD) are committed to ensuring that the Project implementation
would not result in

water quality degradation. " How will the Corps/SFWMD ensure WQ degradation? Is this
covered in the Adaptive Management Plan. If not, | recommend being more specific on the
next steps should WQ start degrading.

with heavy nutrients due to the location in
a high density area of agriculture,
ranching, and dairy. The Lake and the
reservoir could end up swapping poor WQ
water without treatment somewhere in
the middle. I know this could limit
operational flexibility, but it could also
solve a huge problem of HABS and WQ in
general in the near future.

be automate in plan formulation with any major
project these days. Perhaps also include
diversion tactics for times of high water like
during tropical cyclones where water treatment
is just not possible due to high water
"emergency". However, during more quiet times
water could be treated.

monitoring stations described in the WQ monitoring plan (Annex D) are referenced to satisfy requirements of LOCAR and
requirements of (issued or pending) Corps 404 permits and/or State of Florida 373.1502 Comprehensive Everglades Restoration
Plan Regulation Act permits for Start Up and Operational Phase Monitoring. That plan provides a preliminary outline for
quantifying the quality of surface water entering and downstream of the Project Area. The goal of surface water quality
monitoring is to ensure that surface water quality released from the reservoir will not be negatively impacted by the Project and is
in compliance with applicable state and federal water quality standards. Surface water quality criteria are defined in the Florida
Administrative Code, Chapter 62-302, Surface Water Quality Criteria. The state of Florida sets water quality criteria consistent
with the Clean Water Act. The final surface water quality monitoring plan (inclusive of location of monitoring points, frequency of
sampling, and required analytes) will be developed during the permitting process.”
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Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges [Annex H PDF 5 General/Other |Itis unclear in the introduction who wrote this assessment. It appears to be the Corps from  low Confusion for reader. Clearly state if the appendix is a product of the | This report was prepared by USACE with input and review by SFWMD. It was originally prepared for the LOWRP, but since it is the |Closed
Climate Change, LOWRP after further reading. This should be clearly stated at the beginning of the appendix. Corps or SFWMD. same study area, the assessment can be utilized for LOCAR as well.
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.2 PDF 15 General/Other _ |Itis unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. | |medium Recommend using the latest science and to | No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed
Climate Change, understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in update the data being used for the reservoir
Hydrology, Water 2017 and 2022. See Table H-6. project.
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.2.1 PDF 16 General/Other _ |Itis unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. | |medium Recommend using the latest science and to | No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed
Climate Change, understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in update the data being used for the reservoir
Hydrology, Water 2017 and 2022. See Table H-6. project.
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.2.2 PDF 16 General/Other _ |Itis unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. | |medium Recommend using the latest science and to | No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed
Climate Change, understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in update the data being used for the reservoir
Hydrology, Water 2017 and 2022. See Table H-6. project.
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.3 PDF 17 General/Other  |The following statement is not accurate. "...as the majority of the coastline is built out and _|medium Inaccuracy. Recommend deleting and updating this The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, protected by seawalls and other hardened structures.” The barrier island protecting the language. Either do a spatial analysis to although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water northern estuary on the St. Lucie side does not have a majority of seawalls, etc. As a matter determine the percentage of "build out with sea
Quality, Aquatic of fact upon analyzing aerial photography, much of the island is vegetation. Some of the walls", or delete the language and not use this
Ecology island is very thin and willlikely become inlets over time due to SLR and storm surge. So this as an assumption.
assumption of the estuary is "built out" and protected is not justified or even accurate. The
same conditions exist to some degree on the Caloosahatchee side as well.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.3 PDF 17 General/Other _ |Please clarify the following statement. "SLR during the next century would increase the medium Inaccuracy. Recommend restating to add the Gulf of Mexico.| The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, exchange and circulation of Atlantic Ocean water with 4 waters in the Caloosahatchee Or if there is an Atlantic Ocean connection although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water Estuary, Indian River Lagoon, and the St. Lucie Estuary.” Are you considering the Atlantic through SLR through the St. Lucie canal, into
Quality, Aquatic Ocean as part of the Gulf of Mexico that will affect the Caloosahatchee estuaries? Lake O, and out through the Caloosahatchee,
Ecology then explain.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.4.4 PDF 21 General/Other |"The Project is vulnerable to SLR by 2061 and 2067 at the 5-80 and 5-79 water control high Miller, LA.; Harwell, M.C. Connecting Future | The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, structures..." The values used for SLR/SLC using the Corps SLR calculator throughout the Environmental Trends and Assessments of Fish [although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water appendix, must have high tide added. This was determined to be the case during a 2019 T&E and Wildlife Resources of Concern: A Case Study
Quality, Aquatic ruling where USGS was consulted. This has also been documented in a recent published of Big Pine Key, Florida. Sustainability 2022, 14,
Ecology paper.(see column G) Thus impacts by adding high tide to the SLR values will be much 14553. https://doi.org/10.3390/5u142114553
sooner than just using the SLR values alone. So impacts would be sooner than 2061 or 2067.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.5.2.2.1 PDF 26 General/Other  |Through the precipitation trend analysis it seems a lot of old studies were used. low it would be preferable to update the literature | The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, cited to more recent publications. Also, IPCC, [although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water NCA, and NOAA have all updated studies on
Quality, Aquatic various climate change variables.
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.5.2.2.1 PDF 26 General/Other | "The EPA’s Climate Change Indicators in the United States report finds that, on average, the |low If the reader looks at the graph only, they could |The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, total annual 25 precipitation has increased in some parts of the contiguous United States get the wrong impression that Florida's rain |although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water since 1901, but the state of 26 Florida shows little change. Since approximately 1990, a occurs like the rest of the country. | would
Quality, Aquatic larger percentage of precipitation has come in 27 the form of intense single-day events, as delete Figure H-13 as it is not analyzing rainfall
Ecology shown in Figure H-13. Nine of the top 10 years for extreme one- 28 day precipitation events in Florida.
have occurred since 1990 (EPA 2016)." It seems that this paragraph and Figure H-13 are not
required. As stated above the State of Florida does not respond to changes in precipitation
like the rest of the country.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |h.5.2.2.1 PDF 27-29 General/Other _|Figures H-14 and H-15 have been updated and are slightly different. low Delete or update Figures H-14 and H-15. The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.5.2.2.1 PDF 30 General/Other _|Language from line 5 through 20 is language from my climate change sections in former | high This language is now out of date and from |If using this language, be sure to cite it from the |The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, biological opinions and other documents. This language needs to be cited. With that being another source. ERTP -2016 biological opinion. although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water said, this language is now out of date due to the increase in warming that began around the
Quality, Aquatic early 2000s. It may be hard to determine when we move in and out of phases of the AMO
Ecology due to the incredible increase in ocean water temperatures with climate warming. This
should be re-analyzed.
Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.5.2.2.1 PDF 3233 (General/Other | Figures H-16-17 are out of date and have been updated. low Update Figures H16 and H17. The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Lori Miller Climate, |USFWS - Refuges |H.5.2.3.2 General/Other  |The section on temperature trends is out of date and it takes a long time to get to why the |low Update literature cited and use the BLUF The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area Closed
Climate Change, Corps is concerned by increasing temperatures in their project. technique to explain WHY temperatures will  |although they are separable projects.
Hydrology, Water affect this project sooner in the section.
Quality, Aquatic
Ecology
Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal |SFWMD ES.6.2 ES6 Water Quality |No discussion of stage levels with reduced benefits (e.g., % time below extreme low stage). [low Not directly addressing the stage levels _|Briefly but directly address the stage levels that |Updated as proposed Ves
benthic ecology that aren't improved might make readers |aren't improved. Add sentence similar to the
distrustful of results. lone in section 4.1.1.1, page 4-2, lines 6-7.
Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal |SFWMD ES6.3 ES-7 Water Quality _|Several references to biweekly flows from lines 7-11. low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to I think this in reference to FS Section 6, not the ES Section 6; I've made the edit to replace "biweekly" to "14-day" for clarification |Ves
benthic ecology minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or |purposes.
twice per week) and maintain consistency with
wording in Tables ES-3 and ES-4.
Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal |SFWMD 143 17 Ecology Lines 39-40 only mention SAV, not oysters low SAV and oysters are indicator species for | Modify sentence to "SAV and oysters in these | Updated as proposed Ves
benthic ecology CERP estuaries can become stressed...”
Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal |SFWMD 143 18 Ecology Lines 1-2 only mention SAV, not oysters low SAV and oysters are indicator species for | Modify sentence to "A reduction in the size, |Updated as proposed Ves
benthic ecology CERP distribution and health of SAV and oyster
habitats affects the location...
Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal |SFWMD 2111 42 General/Other |Lines 8-9, says improvements of 12% but table 4-2 shows 2