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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 (COIs), 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 COIs and availability. SFWMD was given the list of final candidates to independently 
confirm that they had no COIs, 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 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 Identified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel 

No. Final Panel Comment 

Significance – Medium/High 

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 who has indicated they are not willing 
to sell. 

Significance – Medium 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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

Significance – Medium/Low 

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

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.” 
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments Identified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel 
(continued) 

No. 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. 

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 

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. 
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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.  
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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.  
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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 (COIs) 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 COIs 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: 

1. 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 I Environmental Site 
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes, 
"Phase I and II 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 
FS.  

Recommendation for Resolution 

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.5.4.  

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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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 

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

1 

Award/Effective Date 6/14/2023 

Review documents available 8/21/2023 

Battelle submits draft Work Plana 6/22/2023 

SFWMD provides comments on draft Work Plan 6/23/2023 

Battelle submits final Work Plana 7/6/2023 

2 

Battelle requests input from SFWMD on the conflict of interest (COI) 
questionnaire 6/19/2023 

SFWMD provides comments on COI questionnaire 6/19/2023 

Battelle submits list of selected panel membersa 6/28/2023 

SFWMD confirms the panel members have no COI 6/29/2023 

Battelle completes subcontracts for panel members 7/17/2023 

3 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD 6/20/2023 

Battelle sends review documents to panel members 8/21/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 8/17/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 8/18/2023 
Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 
clarifying questions of SFWMD  8/28/2023 

4 

Panel members complete their review of the documents 8/30/2023 
Battelle provides talking points to panel members for Panel Review 
Teleconference 8/31/2023 

Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/31/2023 
Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to panel 
members 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 
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 

9/06/2023 - 
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) 

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

5 
Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 9/8/2023 

Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 9/12/2023 

Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMDa 9/13/2023 

6b 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD  9/13/2023 
Battelle convenes teleconference with SFWMD to review Comment 
Response process 9/14/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review Comment Response 
process 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 
Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 
BackCheck Responses  9/22/2023 

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel 
members and SFWMD 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 SFWMDa 10/9/2023 

  Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023 
a 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 

Review Documents No. of Review Pages 

Preliminary Draft EIS Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 
203 Study 210 

Draft Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Feasibility 
Study and Report 212 

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 

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 
Plan 36 

Appendix C Annex G: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 169 

Appendix C Annex H: Climate Change Assessment 64 

Appendix C Annex I: 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.  

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

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

• Foundations of SMART Planning 

• Feasibility Study Milestones (PB 2018-01, September 30, 2018 and PB 2018-01(S), June 20, 
2019) 
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• SMART – Planning Overview 

• Planning Modernization Fact Sheet 

• USACE Climate Change Adaptation Plan (2015) 

• 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). 

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. 

• 00_Appendix A Annex LOCAR_MDR_20230725.pdf 

• 20230811_LOCAR_Alt1_PMF_HECRASmodelfiles.zip 

• 20230811_LOCAR_PMP_HECMetVue_modelfiles.zip 

• LOCAR-Typical_Cross_Sections_Alt-1_Aug_updt_modtoe.gsz 

• 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.  
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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. 

• 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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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 (COIs). 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 COIs, or lack of the precise technical expertise required.  

Candidates were screened for the following potential exclusion criteria or COIs. These COI 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  

3. 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. 

4. Current employment by the SFWMD. 

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

6. 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):  

• South Florida Water Management District 
• Everglades National Park 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Geological Survey  
• Florida Department of Agricultural and Consumer Services  
• Florida Wildlife Conservation Commission 
• Any Florida Counties or Municipalities around Lake Okeechobee 
• USACE 
• members of RECOVER. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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) 

10. 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. 

11. 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 COI 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 COIs. 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 COIs 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 

 
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. 

  

Name Affiliation Location Education P.E. Exp. (yrs) 

Civil Works Planning / Economics (Dual Role) 

Don Ator Independent Consultant Baton Rouge, 
LA 

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

N/A 40+ 

Environmental/Ecological Evaluation 

Kris Thoemke Eolas Consultants, LLC Daytona 
Beach, FL Ph.D., Biology No 44 

Hydraulic Engineering 

Michael Kabiling Taylor Engineering, Inc. Jacksonville, 
FL 

Ph.D., Hydraulics and Coastal 
Engineering Yes 30 

Geotechnical Engineering 

Bijay K. Panigrahi AMCON, Inc.  Orlando, FL Ph.D., Civil Engineering Yes 40 
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise 

Technical Criterion A
to

r 

Th
oe

m
ke

 

K
ab

ili
ng

 

Pa
ni

gr
ah

i 

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 
impacted sensitive habitats X    

Familiarity with USACE standards and procedures is required X    

At least ten years of experience directly related to water resource economic evaluation or 
review X    

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 
associated with identifying the National Ecosystem Restoration plan 

X    

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 
and practice 

  X  

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   X  
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise (continued) 

Technical Criterion A
to

r 

Th
oe

m
ke

 

K
ab

ili
ng

 

Pa
ni

gr
ah

i 

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

  X  

Active participation in related professional societies is encouraged   X  

Geotechnical Engineer 

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

Minimum M.S. degree in a related field    X 

Extensive experience working with geomorphic processes in wetlands and coastal 
ecosystems    X 

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  
Role  
Affiliation  

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

• Caño Martín Peña (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  
Role  
Affiliation  

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

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

Bijay K. Panigrahi, Ph.D., P.E., P.G., D.WRE, BCEE, CUC 
Geotechnical Engineer 
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 sq-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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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 

 

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 
CERP, 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.  

 

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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Review Documents 
No. of 

Review 
Pages 

Subject Matter Experts 

Civil  
Works 

Planner/ 
Economics 

Environmental 
/Ecological 
Evaluation 

Hydraulic 
Engineer 

Geotechnical 
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   
Environmental, Cultural, and NEPA 
Appendix 300  300   

Plan Formulation Appendix 90 90 90 90 90 

HTRW and Agricultural Chemicals 
Appendix 170  170   

Adaptive Management and Monitoring 
Appendix 190  190   

Environmental Benefits Model 
Appendix 140  140   

Invasive Species Management Plan 
Appendix 40  40   

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

 

Documents for Reference 

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

• 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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Task Action Due Date 
Meetings Battelle sends review documents to panel members 7/21/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 7/18/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 7/21/2023 

Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 
clarifying questions of SFWMD  7/28/2023 

Review Panel members complete their individual reviews 8/1/2023 

Battelle provides talking points for Panel Review Teleconference to panel 
members 

8/2/2023 

Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/2/2023 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to 
panel members 

8/2/2023 

Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 8/4/2023 

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

8/05/2023 - 
8/08/2023 

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments 8/9/2023 

Final Report Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 8/11/2023 

Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 8/14/2023 

*Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD 8/15/2023 

Comment 
Response 
Process 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD  8/17/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review the Comment 
Response process 8/18/2023 

SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle 8/21/2023 

Battelle provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to panel members 8/21/2023 
 

Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle 8/22/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 
BackCheck Responses  8/23/2023 

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel 
members and SFWMD 8/24/2023 

SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses 8/25/2023 

Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members 8/28/2023 

Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle 8/30/2023 

Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses 9/7/2023 

Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD* 9/8/2023 
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Task Action Due Date 
 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. Identify, 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.  



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | September 13, 2023   C-8 

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. 

  

mailto:sellr@battelle.org
mailto:sellr@battelle.org
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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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6. 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. 

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

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

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

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

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

12. 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 Members1 
Summary Questions 

13. 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. 

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

 

  

 

1 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 
CERP 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 
CERP 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. 

  



September 27, 2023  9 

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. 

  

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-02/documents/ej_guidance_nepa_ceq1297.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-02/documents/ej_guidance_nepa_ceq1297.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-08/documents/nepa_promising_practices_document_2016.pdf
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 I Environmental Site 
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes, 
"Phase I and II 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 ½ 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 II 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 II 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. 
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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. 

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 
FS.  

Recommendation for Resolution 

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.  
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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.5.4.  

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 

 



Appendix H Technical Review Documentation 

Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir  January 2024 
Section 203 Study 

December 2023 IEPR  



 

505 King Avenue | Columbus, Ohio 43201-2696 | 800.201.2011 | solutions@battelle.org | www.battelle.org 
 

 
 
 
 
 
January 10, 2024 
 
 
Elizabeth Caneja 
South Florida Water Management District  
3301 Gun Club Road 
MS 8410 
West Palm Beach, FL 33406  
 
 
Purchase Order No. 4500142609 
SUBMITTAL OF DELIVERABLE: Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) of the North of Lake Okeechobee 
Storage Reservoir Section 203 Study Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir Feasibility Study: Revised Final 
Report  
   
Dear Ms. Caneja: 

This letter accompanies the submission of the Revised Final Report 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. The final report has been updated to include information on the Supplemental Review 
that was conducted in December 2023/January 2024. 
 
Battelle assures that this report is compliant with the requirements of ER 1165-2-217.  Following this submission, Battelle 
will supply through a separate email a Word file in which the Project Team can develop Draft Evaluator Responses 
following the normal requirements of USACE DrChecks program along with guidance on the next steps. 
 
Please contact me at 781-681-5510 if you have any technical questions regarding this submittal.   

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
Lynn A. McLeod, CEP, PMP 
Project Manager  

encl.   
 



 

 

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

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Prepared by  
Battelle Memorial Institute 
 

Prepared for  
South Florida Water Management District 
3301 Gun Club Road  
West Palm Beach, FL 33406 
 
Purchase Order Nos. 4500142609/4500145833  
 

January 10, 2024 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank.



 

 

Purchase Order Nos. 4500142609/4500145833 
 

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

Battelle 
505 King Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43201 
 

 

for 

South Florida Water Management District 
3301 Gun Club Road  
West Palm Beach, FL 33406 

 
 
 
January 10, 2024 

 

 



 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page is intentionally left blank. 



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   i 

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 (COIs), 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 COIs and availability. SFWMD was given the list of final candidates to independently 
confirm that they had no COIs, 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 Identified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel 

No. Final Panel Comment 

Significance – Medium/High 

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 who has indicated they are not willing 
to sell. 

Significance – Medium 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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

Significance – Medium/Low 

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

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.” 
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Table ES-1. Overview of 14 Final Panel Comments Identified by the SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel 
(continued) 

No. 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. 

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 

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. 
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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.  



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   2 

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 (COIs) 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 (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 COIs 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: 

1. 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 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 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 
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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. 

 

  



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   8 

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.  
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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 I Environmental Site 
Assessment has not been completed on any portion of the project site since 1999. The FS notes, 
"Phase I and II 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 
FS.  

Recommendation for Resolution 

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.5.4.  

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 LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   23 

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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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 

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

1 

Award/Effective Date 6/14/2023 

Review documents available 8/21/2023 

Battelle submits draft Work Plana 6/22/2023 

SFWMD provides comments on draft Work Plan 6/23/2023 

Battelle submits final Work Plana 7/6/2023 

2 

Battelle requests input from SFWMD on the conflict of interest (COI) 
questionnaire 6/19/2023 

SFWMD provides comments on COI questionnaire 6/19/2023 

Battelle submits list of selected panel membersa 6/28/2023 

SFWMD confirms the panel members have no COI 6/29/2023 

Battelle completes subcontracts for panel members 7/17/2023 

3 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD 6/20/2023 

Battelle sends review documents to panel members 8/21/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 8/17/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 8/18/2023 
Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 
clarifying questions of SFWMD  8/28/2023 

4 

Panel members complete their review of the documents 8/30/2023 
Battelle provides talking points to panel members for Panel Review 
Teleconference 8/31/2023 

Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/31/2023 
Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to panel 
members 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) 

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

4 
Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel 
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 

9/06/2023 - 
9/07/2023 

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments  9/8/2023 

5 
Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 9/8/2023 

Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 9/12/2023 

Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMDa 9/13/2023 

6 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD  9/13/2023 
Battelle convenes teleconference with SFWMD to review Comment 
Response process 9/14/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review Comment Response 
process 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 
Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 
BackCheck Responses  9/22/2023 

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel 
members and SFWMD 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 SFWMDa 9/27/2023 

  Contract End/Delivery Date 12/29/2023 
a Deliverable.  
 

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

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

1 
Award/Effective Date 12/5/2023 

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

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

3 
Battelle sends review documents to panel members 

12/11/2023 
12/13/2023 
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) 

Task Milestones and Deliverables Completion 
Date 

4 

Panel members complete their review of the documents 1/8/2024 

Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 1/8/2024 
Battelle provides feedback to panel members on draft Final Panel 
Comments; panel members revise Final Panel Comments 

1/9/2024 - 
1/10/2024 

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments  1/11/2024 

5 
Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 1/15/2024 

Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 1/16/2024 

Battelle submits revised Final IEPR Report to SFWMDa 1/10/2024 

  Contract End/Delivery Date 3/31/2024 
a 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 

Review Documents No. of Review Pages 

Preliminary Draft EIS Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 
203 Study 210 

Draft Lake Okeechobee Storage Reservoir Section 203 Feasibility 
Study and Report 212 

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) 

Review Documents No. of Review Pages 

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 
Plan 36 

Appendix C Annex G: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 169 

Appendix C Annex H: Climate Change Assessment 64 

Appendix C Annex I: 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.  

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

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

• Foundations of SMART Planning 

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

• SMART – Planning Overview 

• Planning Modernization Fact Sheet 

• USACE Climate Change Adaptation Plan (2015) 

• 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. 

• 00_Appendix A Annex LOCAR_MDR_20230725.pdf 

• 20230811_LOCAR_Alt1_PMF_HECRASmodelfiles.zip 

• 20230811_LOCAR_PMP_HECMetVue_modelfiles.zip 

• LOCAR-Typical_Cross_Sections_Alt-1_Aug_updt_modtoe.gsz 

• 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 I, Appendix C and Appendix F) 

474 

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 

152 

Appendix A Annex A Sections A-2.2, A-2.5, and A-2.7 dated 
December 13, 2023 89 

Appendix A Annex B-1 and B-2 dated December 13, 2023 329 

Appendix A Annex C-1 dated December 18, 2023 28 
Appendix B Cost plus two spreadsheets and a copy of the MCACES 
model dated November 13, 2023 290+  

Total # of pages to be reviewed 1,362 
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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 (COIs). 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 COIs, or lack of the precise technical expertise required.  

Candidates were screened for the following potential exclusion criteria or COIs. These COI 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  

3. 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. 

4. Current employment by the SFWMD. 

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

6. 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):  

• South Florida Water Management District 
• Everglades National Park 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Geological Survey  
• Florida Department of Agricultural and Consumer Services  
• Florida Wildlife Conservation Commission 
• Any Florida Counties or Municipalities around Lake Okeechobee 
• USACE 
• members of RECOVER. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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) 

10. 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. 

11. 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 COI 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 COIs. 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 COIs 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 

 
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. 

  

Name Affiliation Location Education P.E. Exp. (yrs) 

Civil Works Planning / Economics (Dual Role) 

Don Ator Independent Consultant Baton Rouge, 
LA 

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

N/A 40+ 

Environmental/Ecological Evaluation 

Kris Thoemke Eolas Consultants, LLC Daytona 
Beach, FL Ph.D., Biology No 44 

Hydraulic Engineering 

Michael Kabiling Taylor Engineering, Inc. Jacksonville, 
FL 

Ph.D., Hydraulics and Coastal 
Engineering Yes 30 

Geotechnical Engineering 

Bijay K. Panigrahi AMCON, Inc.  Orlando, FL Ph.D., Civil Engineering Yes 40 
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise 

Technical Criterion A
to

r 

Th
oe

m
ke

 

K
ab

ili
ng

 

Pa
ni

gr
ah

i 

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 
impacted sensitive habitats X    

Familiarity with USACE standards and procedures is required X    

At least ten years of experience directly related to water resource economic evaluation or 
review X    

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 
associated with identifying the National Ecosystem Restoration plan 

X    

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 
and practice 

  X  

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   X  
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Table B-2. SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR Panel: Technical Criteria and Areas of Expertise (continued) 

Technical Criterion A
to

r 

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

  X  

Active participation in related professional societies is encouraged   X  

Geotechnical Engineer 

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

Minimum M.S. degree in a related field    X 

Extensive experience working with geomorphic processes in wetlands and coastal 
ecosystems    X 

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  
Role  
Affiliation  

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

• Caño Martín Peña (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  
Role  
Affiliation  

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

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



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   B-10 

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  
Role  
Affiliation  

Bijay K. Panigrahi, Ph.D., P.E., P.G., D.WRE, BCEE, CUC 
Geotechnical Engineer 
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 sq-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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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 

 

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 
CERP, 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.  

 

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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Review Documents 
No. of 

Review 
Pages 

Subject Matter Experts 

Civil  
Works 

Planner/ 
Economics 

Environmental 
/Ecological 
Evaluation 

Hydraulic 
Engineer 

Geotechnical 
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   
Environmental, Cultural, and NEPA 
Appendix 300  300   

Plan Formulation Appendix 90 90 90 90 90 

HTRW and Agricultural Chemicals 
Appendix 170  170   

Adaptive Management and Monitoring 
Appendix 190  190   

Environmental Benefits Model 
Appendix 140  140   

Invasive Species Management Plan 
Appendix 40  40   

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

 

Documents for Reference 

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

• 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).   



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   C-6 

Task Action Due Date 
Meetings Battelle sends review documents to panel members 7/21/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with panel members 7/18/2023 

Battelle convenes kick-off meeting with SFWMD and panel members 7/21/2023 

Battelle convenes mid-review teleconference for panel members to ask 
clarifying questions of SFWMD  7/28/2023 

Review Panel members complete their individual reviews 8/1/2023 

Battelle provides talking points for Panel Review Teleconference to panel 
members 

8/2/2023 

Battelle convenes Panel Review Teleconference 8/2/2023 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment templates and instructions to 
panel members 

8/2/2023 

Panel members provide draft Final Panel Comments to Battelle 8/4/2023 

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

8/05/2023 - 
8/08/2023 

Panel finalizes Final Panel Comments 8/9/2023 

Final Report Battelle provides Final IEPR Report to panel members for review 8/11/2023 

Panel members provide comments on Final IEPR Report 8/14/2023 

*Battelle submits Final IEPR Report to SFWMD 8/15/2023 

Comment 
Response 
Process 

Battelle provides Final Panel Comment response template to SFWMD  8/17/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with Panel to review the Comment 
Response process 8/18/2023 

SFWMD provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to Battelle 8/21/2023 

Battelle provides draft PDT Evaluator Responses to panel members 8/21/2023 
 

Panel members provide draft BackCheck Responses to Battelle 8/22/2023 

Battelle convenes teleconference with panel members to discuss draft 
BackCheck Responses  8/23/2023 

Battelle convenes Comment Response Teleconference with panel 
members and SFWMD 8/24/2023 

SFWMD provides final Evaluator Responses 8/25/2023 

Battelle provides final Evaluator Responses to panel members 8/28/2023 

Panel members provide final BackCheck Responses to Battelle 8/30/2023 

Battelle compiles the panel members' final BackCheck Responses 9/7/2023 

Battelle submits final PDF project file to SFWMD* 9/8/2023 



SFWMD LOCAR FS IEPR | Revised Final IEPR Report 

BATTELLE | January 10, 2024   C-7 

Task Action Due Date 
 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. Identify, 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. 

  

mailto:sellr@battelle.org
mailto:sellr@battelle.org
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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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6. 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. 

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

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

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

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

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

12. 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 Members1 
Summary Questions 

13. 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. 

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

 

  

 

1 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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Reviewer Name
Area(s) of 

Experience
Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to remedy /resolve 
concern Response Backcheck 2nd Response / 2nd Backcheck

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C All 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 
toggling between other reports.

Correct the header and label. R. Sciortino:  Text has been corrected. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 28-Aug Engineering There is a reference to "Guidance Memorandum GM #4 and GM #5, but it is not clear where 
these are provided.

high These documents are cited, but it is 
unclear where to review them in support 
of the information provided in Annex C.

Specify where the GMs are included or provide 
them.

R. Sciortino:  The GMs referenced in Annex C are from the CERP Programmatic Regulations Six Program-Wide Guidance 
Memoranda, dated July 2007, published by USACE and SFWMD.  This document in PDF format, which contains GMs 1 through 6, 
as well as other CERP GMs are available at the Office of Everglades Restoration Initiatives webpage at: 
https://www.evergladesrestoration.gov/cgm

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 28-Aug Engineering The acronym "NGVD88" is cited for the North American Vertical Datum of 1988, when this 
should be "NAVD 88".

high The units of measure must be recorded 
accurately, considering there is a need to 
convert between NGVD 29 and NAVD 88 
throughout the project measurements.

Correct the acronym reference. R. Sciortino:  Text has been corrected. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 28-Oct Engineering Weir S-65W is mentioned, but it's location is not identified on Figure C-2, LOCAR Project 
Vicinity Map.

low The description of this surface feature is 
not shown in Figure C-2, which is the 
intent of this section.

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-
3 and C-4 (formerly C-2 and C-3) have been revised to include not only S-68W, but also S-82W and S-83W.

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 14/28 Engineering In Figure C-3, LOCAR Major Project Features Map , label J is located at S-84 & S-84X, but the 
key indicates it is the location for "Gated Spillway (S-83+) (replaces S-83 & S-83X)"

high Mis-identified features. Correct the inconsistency. R. Sciortino: Figure C-4 (formerly Figure C-3) has been corrected to address this inconsistency. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 20/28 General/Other The acronym "LOWRP" is used without definition low Doesn't allow for full comprehension of 
the material.

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 
C.1 of Annex C.

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 21/28 Engineering There is a reference to a "S-83+ Spillway" that is unfamiliar. high This reference is unfamiliar. Define this feature or correct a typographical 
error.

R. Sciortino:  This was a typo.  Text has been corrected to be S-84+. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

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, 
indicate that an operating schedule for extreme storms may be included. 

high A presumption is made in Appendix 
A.5.3.2, Routing of Flood Flows , that the 
gates are closed and pumps are non-
operational during a PMP event, but there 
is no operational schedule specific to 
storm events for LOCAR. 

Update the POM to include specific operational 
procedures to follow for different storm 
conditions.

R. Sciortino:  The PMF Scenario 1 and 2 simulations, described in Appendix A, Annex A-2.1, do not include any outflow from the 
reservoir through the gated outflow structures during the three PMP rainfall periods for Simulations 1 and 2, because that is the 
requirement in Part 3 of DCM-2 for simulating PMF Scenarios 1 and 2.  This requirement of keeping the gated outflow structures 
closed during the rainfall periods of these simulations is only a conservative modeling/simulation requirement to ensure that the 
simulated MWSL is not underpredicted by the model; and is not an operational requirement for the constructed reservoir.  This is 
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.

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Annex C 25/28 Modeling In C.12, Flood Emergency Action Plan , it is stated that one "has yet to be determined", but 
does not provide when one will be created. 

high An EAP (as referred to elsewhere) for this 
High Hazard Potential dam should be 
developed prior to first-fill.

Add the condition that an Inundation Study and 
EAP, including evacuation maps, will be 
developed prior to first-fill.

R. Sciortino:  Section C.12 has been updated to address this comment.  The requirement that an EAP be completed before the 
reservoir's first-fill has been included in Section C.12 and in Section A.19 of Appendix A.

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

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 
planning level I&C design for LOCAR is presented in Section A.14 of Appendix A.  

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

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 
location shown in Figure A.1-1., Overall 
Site Plan of Recommended Plan.

Correct referenced "PS-1" to "PS-2". R. Sciortino:  This was a typo.  Text has been corrected to be PS-2. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Appendix A 32/202 Modeling Section A.5.2, Design Storms and Floods , refers to "J-Tech (2023)" for the Design Case 
studies. 

high The location of this report is not provided, 
hampering its review. 

State that this report is included in the Annex A-
2 of Appendix A.

R. Sciortino: Text has been revised to address this comment.  The reference to J-Tech (2023) has been replaced with a reference 
to Annex A-2.1.1.

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

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 
details, respectively, but appear illegible at larger scales. 

high The information on the figures cannot be 
reviewed.

Insert scalable figures. R. Sciortino:  These figures have been replaced with legible ones. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Appendix A 63/202 Engineering A rapid drawdown analysis was evaluated at "a rate faster than could reasonably be 
achieved during operations", which does not address the rate that could occur from frost 
freeze protection.   

high The aggregate maximum pumping rates in 
vicinity groundwater wells used for 
irrigation during frost freeze crop 
protection may not have been considered 
in the rapid drawdown analysis.  

Identify vicinity groundwater well locations, 
maximum pumping rates, and whether the study 
results apply under these conditions or amend 
the study to include this potential, if applicable. 
Additionally, consider adding multi-depth 
groundwater monitoring wells with automated 
water level measurements around the reservoir 
perimeter to monitor offsite pumping effects.

J-Tech: During the PED phase, this frost protection, groundwater well pumping scenario should be simulated using the 
updated/improved LOCAR 3D seepage model to be prepared during the PED phase; to determine the drawdown effect that these 
well pumps would have on the water table around the reservoir, during frost protection pumping that would likely happen during 
the dry season.  The well pumps inputted into the 3D seepage model would include, but not necessarily be limited to the 
permitted water supply wells around the LOCAR site, shown on Figure E-11 in Appendix E.  The results from this 3D simulation 
would then be used during the PED phase, to run 2D seepage/slope stability simulations for this frost protection pumping 
scenario.   Appendix A, Sections A.8.15 and A.9.4 has been updated to include the recommendation that this frost protection 
pumping scenario be simulated in the 3D and 2D LOCAR seepage models during the PED phase.   

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Appendix A 69/202 Modeling Annex B-2 is cited as presenting the seepage and slope stability analysis, but it was not 
found in Annex B-1 (as indicated in the Table of Contents (TOC)). Additionally, B-3 is not 
cited in the text, but it is listed in the TOC.

high B-2, Two-Dimensional Seepage and Slope 
Stability Model File , and B-3, Three-
Dimensional Seepage Model Files , (within 
Annex B-1) do not appear to be provided 
and cannot be reviewed.

Cite B-3 in the text and insert the two seepage 
subsections in Annex B-1, Geotechnical 
Investigations and Design, for review. Consider 
relabeling B-2 and B-3 as B-1.2 and B-1.3 in 
Annex B-1 or clearly state where they are found, 
e.g., Annex B-2 in Annex B-1.

R. Sciortino:  There was an error in the Appendix A Annexes table of contents that generated this comment.  The Appendix A 
Annexes table of contents has been corrected to address this comment.  

Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Appendix A 202/202 Policy The agencies cited with EAP guidance do not include a major contributor, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

low FEMA has multiple publications (e.g., 
FEMA P-64 and FEMA P-946) and 
resources available to advise dam owners 
on developing an Emergency Action Plan.

Add "FEMA". R. Sciortino: Section A.19 has been revised to include FEMA and a reference to FEMA's dam safety guidelines. Closed
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Reviewer Name
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Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to remedy /resolve 
concern Response Backcheck 2nd Response / 2nd Backcheck

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

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 
interchangeable. A levee has different 
construction requirements and 
functionality. 

Replace all references to "levee" in the report to 
"dam".

Text updated as proposed. Closed

Tracy Woods, P.G. hydrology, 
hydrogeology, geology, 
dam safety

FDEP Appendix F 17-Apr Engineering The perimeter is reported as "approximately 21 miles", but it is reported as "18 miles" in the 
other reports.

low Inconsistent with the project description in 
Annex B that the permitter is 18 miles.

Replace "21" with "18" where appropriate 
within the report.

18 is the perimeter mileage of the dam, and 21 is the perimeter + 3 miles of divider dam as I see it in the graphic I was given in 
Google Earth

Closed

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report ES-5 Engineering Figure ES-3 - LOCAR Recommended Plan features  shows the average reservoir storage 
depth at NFSL as 19 feet, while Line 21 on Page ES-3 shows this depth as 18 feet.

low Inconsistent description of an important 
aspect of the proposed reservoir

Edit Line 21 on Page ES-3 to show the average 
reservoir storage depth at NFSL as 19 feet for 
the Recommended Plan which is Alternative 1 
with refinements for a reduced footprint to 
avoid environmentally sensitive uplands.

Depth updated to revised number, 18. No change was made. Incomplete. Please now revise Figure ES-2 (formerly Figure ES-
3) "LOCAR Recommended Plan features" to show a depth of 18 
ft (not 19 ft).

The figure has been updated. Thank you! 

/ Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report Pages ES-10 and 
6-20

General/Other In Tables ES-6 and 6-11 - Water Restrictions for Lake Okeechobee Service Area, the 
percentages shown in the "Reduction in Cutbacks Compared to ECB" column are incorrect 
for the FWO, Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3 simulations.

high The relative performance of each 
simulation in reducing the cutbacks is 
incorrectly shown in the "Reduction in 
Cutbacks Compared to ECB" column.

In Tables ES-6 and 6-11, please revise the 
"Reduction in Cutbacks Compared to ECB" 
column to show 55% for the FWO, 44% for Alt 1, 
45% for Alt 2, and 43% for Alt 3.

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 
FWO is 45% of the ECB's. Maybe confusing since the FWO performs better than the alternatives.

Yes, the percentages are now correct due to the revision of the 
column name to "Cutbacks Compared to ECB". 

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report ES-14 General/Other On Page ES-14, Lines 7-8 state that FWC and FDACS were the only agencies that agreed and 
responded to becoming a cooperating agency under NEPA for LOCAR. However, DEP did 
respond on 5-24-2023 via a signed letter attached to an email sent to the Corps' Gretchen 
Ehlinger which stated that DEP accepted to become a cooperating agency for LOCAR. 

medium Not all of the agencies who have agreed to 
become a cooperating agency for LOCAR 
are being identified in this report. 

On Page ES-14, please revise Line 7 to state that 
FWC, FDACS and DEP have agreed to become 
cooperating agencies for LOCAR.  Please see the 
attached email for DEP's acceptance letter.

FDEP was added to the list. Yes.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report ES-16 Modeling Lines 29-30 state that modeled results do not illustrate significant decreases in water supply 
cutback volumes over the FWO condition.  The middle column of Table ES-6 actually shows 
that the FWO simulation has a smaller water supply cutback volume than the 
Recommended Plan or the other two alternatives.     

high Since the Recommended Plan and the 
other two alternatives include 200,000 ac-
ft of additional storage, it is hard to 
understand how the FWO simulation 
yields the lowest water supply cutback 
volume.  

Please verify the accuracy of the water supply 
cutback volumes shown in Table ES-6.  If 
accurate, then please revise Lines 29-30 to state 
that modeled results illustrate slight increases in 
water supply cutback volumes over the FWO 
condition. 

The model results do indicate greater water supply cutback volumes. We have made several comments throughout requesting 
clarification on why. I added a comment here also to the ES above Table ES-6 : We need input from modeling group so we can 
explain why the alternatives result in increased water supply cutbacks.

Agreed but incomplete.  Please revise Lines 29-30 as suggested 
for a more accurate statement.                         

Text will be updated in Final EIS. 

/ Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes, the text in the Final FS is accurate.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report Page 2-7 Engineering Table 2-4 does not show C-43 Basin Runoff as an inflow source to the Caloosahatchee 
Estuary.

high Table 2-4 should show all of the inflow 
sources to the Caloosahatchee Estuary, 
and the C-43 Basin Runoff is significant.

Please add C-43 Basin Runoff as an inflow 
source in Table 2-4 and provide its volumetric 
contribution to total estuary flow for Water Year 
2022.

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-
43 are captured in the outflows from S-77. It therefore does not make sense to combine these flows. 

Incomplete. Please add runoff from the East Caloosahatchee 
Basin and the West Caloosahatchee Basin as inflow sources to 
the Caloosahatchee Estuary in Table 2-4.

Text will be updated in Final EIS.

 / Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes, the revised Table 2-4 in the Final FS is correct.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report Page 4-10 Ecology The Total HUs shown in Table 4-7 are incorrect, because the HUs for the Northern Estuaries 
are counted twice. 

high The Total HUs shown are incorrectly 
calculated.

Please sum the HUs for Lake Okeechobee and 
the Northern Estuaries to determine the Total 
HUs. 

HU calcs were corrected. Incomplete. The revised edition showed Table 4-7 had HU 
calculations corrected only for the ECB condition. Please ensure 
that Total HU calculations are also corrected for the FWO, Alt 1, 
Alt 2 and Alt 3 conditions.

These numbers have been revised for all alternatives. Thank you. 

/ Backcheck closed January 2024. Yes

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Main Report Page 6-4 General/Other Line 2 on Page 6-4 mistakenly states that pump stations PS-1 and PS-2 are identified in 
Figure 6-1.

low The text should be consistent with the 
figure.

Please either delete this reference to Figure 6-1 
or revise Figure 6-1 to show pump stations PS-1 
and PS-2.

Updated as proposed. Yes.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Annex C C-3 Engineering The first paragraph in Section C.3.1.1 mistakenly refers to the sheetpile step weir located 
downstream of S-68 as S-65W (instead of S-68W).

low The existing features should be accurately 
described in the text and identified on 
Figure C-2 - LOCAR Project Vicinity Map.

Please revise the text in Section C.3.1.1 to refer 
to this weir as S-68W and identify the location of 
S-68W on Figure C-2.

This revision has been made. Yes.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

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 
(instead of CU-1A) when LOCAR releases water downstream of S-83.

low The operations of the reservoir should be 
described using the correct identity of the 
proposed features.

Please revise Bullet #6 of Section C.7.1.1 by 
replacing "CU-2A" with "CU-1A".

This revision has been made. Yes.

Stanley Ganthier Permitting for 
environmental 
restoration projects, 
water quality, 
environmental 
engineering

FDEP Appendix A 22/202 General/Other Section A.3.4 - Demolition and Disposal  does not address the potential for agricultural 
buildings, pump stations and other structures to be contaminated which would require an 
assessment and perhaps remediation involving  review and approval by DEP's Waste 
Cleanup Section.

high The text does not acknowledge the 
potential for site contamination which 
would affect demolition and disposal.

Please add text to clarify how the results of 
Phase I/II environmental site assessments would 
inform proper demolition and disposal.

Section A.3.4 has been revised to address this comment. Yes.

Stephen Brown SFWMD SFWMD 
Recommendations

8    General/Other Pump station Air and Waste regulatory concerns. high Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act. Keep IMS Environmental informed regarding 
engine installation and fuel storage

Comment noted. Yes.

Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 1.4.3 8 Ecology Line 1: This sentence undersells the significance of reduction of SAV beds in the estuary. medium Should emphasize the important role of 
seagrass as a keystone species

As keystone species that provide forage and 
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.

Updated as proposed. Yes

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 
level rise

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

Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 4.2.1.2 15 Ecology Line 6: "directly proportional" means something different than the context of this sentence 
implies. If the variable that impacts seagrass biomass is the variability in salinity, that should 
be stated directly.

high directly proportional suggests a direct 
relationship (increase-increase, decrease-
decrease)

use "strongly correlated to the variance in 
salinity"

Updated as proposed. Yes

Mark Barton Marine Ecology SFWMD 5.3.3.1 5 ecology Line 29: "Biweekly" has multiple meanings. Should be defined clearly whether this means 
every 2 weeks or twice a week.

high Revised per other comments throughout multiple sections; replaced "biweekly" with "14-day" as appropriate. Yes

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-1 General/Other Line 22 refers to "Yellow Book". low Revise to formal name (i.e., Comprehensive 
Review Study (Restudy) USACE 1999

Revised to include formal name (Central and Southern Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study: Final Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement), 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).

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-3 General/Other Line 6 low Add C-44 Reservoir to the lessons learned list Added C-44 to ES-3 line 6, and throughout document, where appropriate. Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-6 General/Other Table ES-2. The subsection is referred to as "Benefits to Lake Okeechobee" but the percent 
time below 11 feet and 10 feet is an increase with this project, which is a reduction in 
performance for the Minimum Flow and Minimum Level (MFL).

medium Changed Table Caption to Lake O Stage Effects 
with the recommended plan instead of Benefits

Changed Table Caption to Lake O Stage Effects with the recommended plan instead of Benefits Closed
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Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-10 General/Other Line 7. "Changes" in cutbacks medium Change to "increase" in cutbacks corresponding 
to FWO values in Table ES-6

The header was revised to state these are "Cutbacks Compared to ECB" Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

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 
rise in the aquifer this far from the coast without any technical analysis to support this 
claim.

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 
14.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-13 General/Other Lines 20 and 22. How can ongoing planning focus on using public lands when the LOCAR 
project footprint is privately held?

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 
Section 6.8.8 on page 6-48.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

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 
significant decreases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition" when Table 
ES-6 shows INCREASED cutback volumes compared to the FWO. Is it because ECB is using 
LORS-08 while the FWO issuing LOSOM? Please add text to better explain this.

medium Addressed with following revised text: It would be expected that water would be released from the LOCAR reservoir to meet LOSA 
demands, and modeled results illustrate the Recommended Plan reduces the severity and frequency of water shortages and 
reduces the volume of water shortage cutbacks when compared to the future without and existing base condition. This and other 
future CERP increments that provide additional storage would increase water made available in the regional system for other 
water-related needs.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Executive Summary ES-16 Modeling Line 31.  Conceptually, it would be expected that LOCAR would provide an opportunity to 
help meet water demands. What is it about the modeling assumptions that is preventing 
this from happening in the simulations?

medium Addressed by revising text as follows: With implementation of the Recommended Plan, sources of water to meet agricultural and 
urban demand in LOSA would continue to be met by their current sources, primarily Lake Okeechobee. Sources of water for the 
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. 

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Introduction 1-1 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

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 2 2-13 General/Other Future Without Conditions paragraph. Regarding the sentence , "In the future.." please add 
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".

medium Addressed: Added to table Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-2 Modeling Table 4-1. It is not intuitive that the additional storage from LOCAR would result in 
INCREASED time that Lake O is below 10 and 11 feet. What is it about the modeling 
assumptions that is causing this?

high Io_extreme_hi_lo shows the LOCAR storage reservoir has an increase in stages below 10 ft when compared to FWOL. The reason 
for the difference is caused by LOK operations – LCR alternatives use a LOSOM like regulation schedule and FWO uses a LORS08 
regulation schedule.  In lok_dai_stgdur, FWOL has higher LOK stages during drier times (e.g. the right side of the graphic) – caused 
by LORS08 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.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Page 4-5, 1st paragraph. Suggest adding some language that Lake O is the back-up water 
supply to the 6 million people in the Lower East Coast Service Area (LECSA).

medium Updated first paragraph to include: Additionally, Lake Okeechobee is the back-up water supply to approximately 6 million people 
in the Lower East Coast Service Area. 

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Line 21. Delete reference to "supply-side management" and replace with "water shortage 
management".

medium This is on Line 22 now. Replaced "supply-side" with water shortage Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Line 15 discusses RECOVER Water Supply Performance Measure WS-1 regarding Frequency 
and Severity of Water Restrictions for LOSA. Line 23 discusses a DIFFERENT water supply 
performance measure (i.e.. Demand not met) that has not yet been introduced or discussed.

medium Add text describing the "demand not met" water 
supply pm and the associated graphic if you are 
going to present that information here.

Inserted chart "LOSA Demand Cutback Volumes" from Modeling>Provisional_Alts_23May2023 and a comment requesting to 
move to end of this section, since volume is a different performance measure than what was being discussed (RECOVER 
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.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Lines 24 and 25. So, demand not met is improved in 2 out of 8 years, which means it's worse 
in the other 6 out of 8 years?

medium Correct, except it's 3 of 8 years. I revised the text and added comment requesting explanation for why it's not improved in other 
years.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Lines 25 and 26 and Table 4-5. To be fair, a sentence or two should be added that, 
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.

medium See notes above and comments requesting input from modeling Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-5 General/Other Line 32. Since ECB is based on LORS-08, and the Savings Clause refers to conditions present 
at the time of CERP approval (with the schedule at that time being WSE), it is not intuitive 
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.

medium Added the following: "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." 

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-17 Modeling Lines 11 and 12. Not sure what you mean by "However, the benefits are not easily 
illustrated 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?

medium Added a comment to document to include further explanation of why model results don't show improvement over FWO. Closed
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Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 4 4-17 General/Other Lines 13 to 15. If it is a stated objective of LOCAR to improve water supply performance, and 
the PMs show slight increases in cutback volumes and water shortage severity scores 
compared to the FWO, how can you claim that the TSP met its objectives?

medium Addressed: We updated the MDR report, Annex B Parts 1 and 2, and Annex A with new model runs that show the recommended 
plan increases water supply compared to FWO and ECB. This section needs to be updated to at least reference the location of this 
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 LORS08 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 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 LORS08 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. 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.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 5 5-17 General/Other Table 5-7 indicates seepage from LOCAR would recharge the SAS, which is true. But we are 
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.

low Revised to specify unrecovered seepage provides recharge for all 3 scenarios in the table. Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 5 5-20 General/Other Lines 2 to 4. I don't think you can say effects to water supply from the TSP are negligible. 
There may be an improvement in water availability per Table 5-10, but economic harm 
occurs during water shortages and the modeling indicates increased water shortage 
frequency and severity.

high Revised to strike "Negligible effects to water supply would be expected from Alternative 1 (2 and 3 also)." This section does go on 
to say that water shortage frequencies and durations would occur more frequently … influenced by the timing and routing. But, I 
don't understand how/why.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 6 6-6 General/Other Lines 8 and 9. "LOCAR implementation may still require further lake schedule revisions to 
optimize system-wide performance and ensure compliance with Savings Clause 
requirements". I 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.

medium The discussion of the water supply savings clause has been updated. Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 6 6-19 General/Other Line 24. It is a bit disingenuous to claim that water supply would benefit from the Lake stage 
being in the ecologically preferred band. It would benefit if the Lake stage was ABOVE the 
band as well.

low Revised as follows: "Water supply benefits would come as a direct result of the additional storage provided by the reservoir. 
LOCAR would provide the ability to store water when lake levels rise above those desirable for lake ecology, enabling the lake to 
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. "

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 6 6-20 General/Other Line 1. It is a bit disingenuous to claim that water supply cutbacks would be expected 
because of the timing of returning flows from LOCAR to the Lake. Why? If there's water in 
LOCAR and the Lake is 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."

medium As stated above, we need additional information from the modelers to explain the cause of the reduced water supplies. Comment 
placed in document

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

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 
at the time of CERP approval (with the schedule at that time being WSE), it is not intuitive 
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.

medium This can be addressed with the information in my comment on Row 42 above. This section was updated to refer to this new 
model information.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

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 
significant decreases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition" when Table 
ES-6 shows INCREASED cutback volumes compared to the FWO.

medium Revised: "Though modeled results do illustrate increases in water supply cutback volumes over the FWO condition, it would be 
expected that water would be released from the LOCAR reservoir to meet LOSA demands. "

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Section 6 6-49 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

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-11 General/Other Line 19 - 22. "Regarding the sentence, "The volume of demand not met for the existing legal 
users in LOSA during the 8 years with the largest water shortage cutbacks is improved when 
comparing the Recommended Plan to the FWO condition, in 2 out of 8 years." But that 
means it's not improved in 6 out of 8 years. That's not a compelling argument for the 
Recommended Plan.

medium Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-11 General/Other Line 24 - 26. "Regarding the sentence, "The severity, duration, and magnitude of water 
supply shortages (i.e., cutbacks) for existing legal users decrease with the Project when 
comparing to ECB, which includes LOSOM operations." I thought we just justified using ECB 
for Savings Clause analysis because it includes LORS-08 as the intervening non-CERP project. 
Where did reference to LOSOM operations come from?

medium Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-12 General/Other Line 6 - 8. "Regarding the sentence, "For 2 of the 8 years in the period of simulation with the 
largest water supply shortages in LOSA, cutback volumes are reduced, in aggregate, by the 
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 compelling argument for the Recommended Plan.

medium Revised to compare alternatives to ECB and/or explain why cutback volumes are increased for most water shortage years. Input 
from modelers.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-13 General/Other Figure B.1-3 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not met for the Recommended Plan 
compared to the FWO, which was not discussed in the text.

medium Addressed with revised analysis for FWO Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-13 General/Other Lines 9 - 10. Regarding the sentence, "The three alternatives reduce the percentage of 
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

medium Added comment: Need to revise this sentence and an explanation for increase in demands not met in the EAA. Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-24 General/Other Lines 24 to 35. I might have missed it, but this is the first time I've seen the Lake O MFL 
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.

medium Addressed in Row 60 below Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.3-3 General/Other It’s a bit disingenuous to correctly point out that cutback volumes, frequency, and severity 
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.

medium Addressed with revised analysis for FWO Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.3-8 General/Other Figure B.3-2 shows an increase from 6 to 8% demand not met for the Recommended Plan 
compared to the FWO, which was not discussed in the text.

medium Added comment to document: The increase in demands not met for the EAA was not discussed in text. Please explain what is 
happening here and why it is not a problem.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.1-13 General/Other Lines 18 - 19. Regarding the sentence, "The Recommended Plan reduces the percentage of 
demands not met in LOSA and do not significantly change the percentage of demands not 
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

medium Added comment to document requesting to revise this with explanation for why there is a 2% increase in demands not met for 
the EAA.

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B, Part 2  General/Other I might have missed it, but this State Compliance annex is where I expected an analysis of 
the alternatives and Recommended Plan regarding the Lake O MFL would be presented, but 
I did not see it.

high Addressed: Discussed in section D.4.2: Lake Okeechobee Service Area—Restricted Allocation Area 

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 Okeechobee, including integrated conveyance systems that are hydraulically connected 
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 
over the ECB and FWO condition, while demand met shifts from Lake Okeechobee to the reservoir for some existing legal users 
such as the STOF.  

Closed

Added following comment to document:   with this revised text from Section 4? RECOVER’s performance measure for water 
supply in LOSA (WS-1) quantifies the frequency and severity of water restrictions over the period of record (Table B.1-6). Cutbacks 
are reduced by the three alternatives compared to the ECB condition. For example, a simulated cutback total of 1,335,000 ac-ft in 
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 
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 
severity, duration, and magnitude of water 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 
than the FWO due to ? (Need explanation from modelers).
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Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.3-5 General/Other Line 24-26 indicates that the UFA is the main groundwater supply source in the Lower 
Kissimmee Basin, while Page B.3-6, Line 4 indicates that drinking water supply is obtained 
mostly from the surficial aquifer. Please clarify these two points.

low Added "and Lake Okeechobee" to Line 4, since the City of Okeechobee relies entirely on lake water. Also added to Line 24,25, 
"used primarily for irrigation and freeze protection." 

Closed

Pete Kwiatkowski, 
P.G.

Hydrogeology/Water 
Supply

SFWMD Annex B B.6-4 General/Other Lines 19 -20. Regarding the sentence, "Based on the analysis, the water supply level of 
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 Recommended Plan compare to the FWO.

medium Addressed with revised text to include FWO Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES.1 PDF 3 Water Quality Any type of water treatment for the reservoir and inflows? If not included, the reservoir will 
likely end up like Lake O 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.

high Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should 
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.

STAs and FEBs are not a feature under consideration for this project.  Additionally, Water Quality is not an objective of this 
project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being considered under a different program.  

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES.4 PDF 4 Water Quality An objective of LOCAR should include water treatment to some degree even if it is labeled 
"do no harm" to existing conditions. Objective 2 mentions "freshwater" from Lake O for the 
estuaries. But we all know that this "freshwater" is usually unwelcomed by interests in the 
estuaries due to poor WQ. I do understand that the C-43 and C-44 is expected to help with 
some of the WQ issues and storage. But we can not stop there.

high Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should 
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.

STAs and FEBs are not a feature under consideration for this project.  Additionally, Water Quality is not an objective of this 
project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being considered under a different program.  

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
water level will be much lower within the reservoir. To avoid the controversy of 10-Mile 
Creek in Ft. Pierce in 2008, I recommend that wildlife entrapment be avoided by designing 
escape strategies along several places within the internal levee

medium In 2008 there was controversy regarding 
the entrapment of land animals including 
turtles in the 10-Mile Creek project in Fort 
Pierce in 2008 and 2009. Eventually, the 
Corps (I believe) designed steps with 
varying materials to allow the animals a 
way out of the reservoir.

Design a way out of the reservoir for terrestrial 
animals, including turtles and snakes.

The reservoir design includes an approximately 4 foot wave wall at the crown of the embankment. The wave wall is designed to 
have breaks occurring at a minimum every 500 feet in order to avoid wildlife entrapment.  The design does not include steps. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES. 6.3 PDF 9 Modeling "Across all alternatives, low flows (i.e., St. Lucie River and Estuary [SLE] biweekly flows of 
less than 150 cfs; and Caloosahatchee River and Estuary [CRE] biweekly flows of less than 
750 cfs) perform worse than the ECB23L and the FWO, due to Lake Operations decisions."

medium Are improved low flows of concern to 
estuary interests? If so, can water 
management coordination on say a weekly 
basis improve operations decisions?

Set up weekly or bi-weekly water management 
calls to discuss with estuary interests (much like 
the Lake O PSC calls)

We have weekly calls between Corps/District water managers and scientists as well as DEP, NPS, and DOH to discuss all aspects of 
releases in all directions. This includes lake health, estuary health, and Everglades health.  Health is defined as water quality, algal 
blooms, salinity gradients, wildlife usage (birds, fish, oysters, benthos), SAV abundance, human health, etc.  

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES 6.5 PDF 12 Water Quality "Ancillary water quality improvements may result from implementation of the 
Recommended Plan."

low If the reservoir provides 2.3-2.8% higher 
phosphorus to the Lake O system, then the 
statement that "WQ improvements may 
result..." is incorrect. But any type of canal 
connection with the reservoir has the high 
potential of worsening WQ for both the 
reservoir and Lake O.

Perhaps a better way of saying this is that the 
project is not expected to worsen WQ to a high 
degree. 

Although the PLSM indicates P loads will slightly increase with the alternatives, it is important to note that the P increase is 
attributed to the flow increase and not an increase from the baseline P concentrations. The water source for the alternatives is 
being withdrawn from Lake Okeechobee downstream of S65E to be stored in the reservoir where settling may occur reducing P 
load, and water will be returned to the Lake during dry times or when water is needed in the system.  Using conservative 
estimates, the P load increase is less than the increased flow volume due to load reductions from P removal in the reservoir due 
to settling.  Additionally, the PLSM indicated all the alternatives provide water supply benefits. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES 6.5 PDF 12 General/Other I totally agree that the reservoir will provide water resiliency to the C&SF system for the 
changing climate.

low No response warranted. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges ES 6.6 PDF 12 Modeling Please make sure that operation manuals of the reservoir are flexible with changes coming 
with new projects such as LOSOM. And what I mean by flexible is to make sure that changes 
can easily be made in operation manuals etc. without having to treat changes as a full blown 
new project that would slow the changes implementation.

low Historically, making changes to operation 
manuals, such as ERTP to COP and LORS08 
to LOSOM take years and sometimes 
rightfully so if there are changes in 
modeling or new science.

Weave in flexibility in updating operations and 
do not put yourselves in a box where the term 
"we don't have operational flexibility for this or 
that" is not acceptable.

Flexibility will be considered during the preparation of the Operating Manual. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges 1.2 PDF 21 Water Quality "BMAPs provide milestones and management measures necessary to meet the TMDL within 
a measured period. State water quality programs like BMAPs can be used to meet the 
intent of water quality improvements originally proposed by CERP Component A. As a 
result, water quality features are no longer within the Project scope."

high Although "volunteer" programs such as 
BMPs are very helpful to the overall WQ in 
any given area, they should be regulated 
to a certain degree. Those choosing not to 
conduct best practices continue to 
contribute to poor WQ with no 
consequences. At this stage of Florida's 
environment, I do not feel these are 
adequate at this time. Helpful, yes. 
Adequate, no.

Let's start regulating to a certain degree things 
like BMPs and point sources. There has to be 
consequences for those point sources, whether 
it includes penalties, tax impacts, etc.

Thank you for your comment. Water Quality is not an objective of this project. FEB and STAs north of Lake Okeechobee are being 
considered under a different program.  

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges 5.11 PDF 111 Water Quality Table 5.8 says "Ancillary water quality benefits would be expected from the alternative 
from the retention of watershed runoff ." In the near term this may be true. However, as the 
load increase in the surrounding canals and the reservoir itself, WQ will decline leading to 
higher loads in Lake O over time.

high Same as ES 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 
considered under a different program.  

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges 5.17.1 PDF 115 Water Quality "Changes in water surface elevation and flows would be expected to improve water quality, 
clarity, and improvements in SAV and emergent aquatic vegetation." How?

low How? Clarify with more language as to how and why 
changes in surface water levels improve WQ.

Zach changed the sentence to this - Moderating water levels and flows would be expected to improve growing conditions for SAV 
and emergent aquatic vegetation, which can themselves have positive effects on water quality and clarity. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges 6.2.3 PDF 140 Water Quality "Ancillary water quality improvements may result from implementation of the 
Recommended Plan."

high Same as ES 6.5 Same as ES 6.5 Thank you for your comment. Water Quality is not an objective of this project. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges 6.3.3 PDF 148 Water Quality Under Cumulative Effects, "While anthropogenic effects on water quality are unlikely to be 
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, I recommend being more specific on the 
next steps should WQ start degrading. 

high The reservoir will likely end up like Lake O 
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.

Include an STA/FEB in the project. This should 
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 will be conducted to evaluate LOCAR’s performance with regard to restoration goals and regulatory compliance. The 
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.”

Closed
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Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges Annex H PDF 5 General/Other It is unclear in the introduction who wrote this assessment. It appears to be the Corps from 
LOWRP after further reading. This should be clearly stated at the beginning of the appendix.

low Confusion for reader. Clearly state if the appendix is a product of the 
Corps or SFWMD.

This report was prepared by USACE with input and review by SFWMD. It was originally prepared for the LOWRP, but since it is the 
same study area, the assessment can be utilized for LOCAR as well.

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.4.2 PDF 15 General/Other It is unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. I 
understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in 
2017 and 2022. See Table H-6.

medium Recommend using the latest science and to 
update the data being used for the reservoir 
project.

No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.4.2.1 PDF 16 General/Other It is unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. I 
understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in 
2017 and 2022. See Table H-6.

medium Recommend using the latest science and to 
update the data being used for the reservoir 
project.

No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.4.2.2 PDF 16 General/Other It is unclear why NOAA SLR rates are being used from 2006 to calculate current rate of rise. I 
understand the assessment is from the work on LOWRP. But, NOAA updated their science in 
2017 and 2022. See Table H-6.

medium Recommend using the latest science and to 
update the data being used for the reservoir 
project.

No additional analyses are to be performed at this time. Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
protected by seawalls and other hardened structures."  The barrier island protecting the 
northern estuary on the St. Lucie side does not have a majority of seawalls, etc. As a matter 
of fact upon analyzing aerial photography, much of the island is vegetation. Some of the 
island is very thin and will likely become inlets over time due to SLR and storm surge. So this 
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.

medium Inaccuracy. Recommend deleting and updating this 
language. Either do a spatial analysis to 
determine the percentage of "build out with sea 
walls", or delete the language and not use this 
as an assumption.

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.4.3 PDF 17 General/Other Please clarify the following statement. "SLR during the next century would increase the 
exchange and circulation of Atlantic Ocean water with 4 waters in the Caloosahatchee 
Estuary, Indian River Lagoon, and the St. Lucie Estuary."  Are you considering the Atlantic 
Ocean as part of the Gulf of Mexico that will affect the Caloosahatchee estuaries?

medium Inaccuracy. Recommend restating to add the Gulf of Mexico. 
Or if there is an Atlantic Ocean connection 
through SLR through the St. Lucie canal, into 
Lake O, and out through the Caloosahatchee, 
then explain.

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.4.4 PDF 21 General/Other "The Project is vulnerable to SLR by 2061 and 2067 at the S-80 and S-79 water control 
structures..."  The values used for SLR/SLC using the Corps SLR calculator throughout the 
appendix, must have high tide added. This was determined to be the case during a 2019 T&E 
ruling where USGS was consulted. This has also been documented in a recent published 
paper.(see column G) Thus impacts by adding high tide to the SLR values will be much 
sooner than just using the SLR values alone. So impacts would be sooner than 2061 or 2067.

high Miller, L.A.; Harwell, M.C. Connecting Future 
Environmental Trends and Assessments of Fish 
and Wildlife Resources of Concern: A Case Study 
of Big Pine Key, Florida. Sustainability 2022, 14, 
14553. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142114553

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
cited to more recent publications. Also, IPCC, 
NCA, and NOAA have all updated studies on 
various climate change variables.

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
total annual 25 precipitation has increased in some parts of the contiguous United States 
since 1901, but the state of 26 Florida shows little change.  Since approximately 1990, a 
larger percentage of precipitation has come in 27 the form of intense single-day events, as 
shown in Figure H-13. Nine of the top 10 years for extreme one- 28 day precipitation events 
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.

low If the reader looks at the graph only, they could 
get the wrong impression that Florida's rain 
occurs like the rest of the country. I would 
delete Figure H-13 as it is not analyzing rainfall 
in Florida.

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
biological opinions and other documents. This language needs to be cited. With that being 
said, this language is now out of date due to the increase in warming that began around the 
early 2000s. It may be hard to determine when we move in and out of phases of the AMO 
due to the incredible increase in ocean water temperatures with climate warming. This 
should be re-analyzed.

high This language is now out of date and from 
another source.

If using this language, be sure to cite it from the 
ERTP -2016 biological opinion. 

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

USFWS - Refuges H.5.2.2.1 PDF 32-33 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 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Lori Miller Meteorology, Climate, 
Climate Change, 
Hydrology, Water 
Quality, Aquatic 
Ecology

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 
Corps is concerned by increasing temperatures in their project.

low Update literature cited and use the BLUF 
technique to explain WHY temperatures will 
affect this project sooner in the section.

The climate analysis was originally performed for LOWRP and will not be updated for LOCAR since it is the same study area 
although they are separable projects. 

Closed

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD ES.6.2 ES-6 Water Quality No discussion of stage levels with reduced benefits (e.g., % time below extreme low stage). low Not directly addressing the stage levels 
that aren't improved might make readers 
distrustful of results.

Briefly but directly address the stage levels that 
aren't improved.  Add sentence similar to the 
one in section 4.1.1.1, page 4-2, lines 6-7.

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD ES.6.3 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 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week) and maintain consistency with 
wording in Tables ES-3 and ES-4.

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 
purposes.

Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 1.4.3 1-7 Ecology Lines 39-40 only mention SAV, not oysters low SAV and oysters are indicator species for 
CERP

Modify sentence to "SAV and oysters in these 
estuaries can become stressed…"  

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 1.4.3 1-8 Ecology Lines 1-2 only mention SAV, not oysters low SAV and oysters are indicator species for 
CERP

Modify sentence to "A reduction in the size, 
distribution and health of SAV and oyster 
habitats affects the location…

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 4.1.1.1 4-2 General/Other Lines 8-9, says improvements of 12% but table 4-2 shows 20% low Numbers don't match Update so text and table numbers match. The table and text were representing different things. Updated the text to clarify. Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 4.1.1.2 4-3 Ecology Lines 15-16, high salinities can negatively impact oysters and other species if they exceed 
the species' optimal range (not just oligohaline species)

medium Not addressing the full extent of negative 
ecological affects from higher salinities

Modify sentence a bit: "Low flows to the 
estuaries could have adverse impacts on a 
variety of estuarine species, including oysters 
and oligohaline-adapted organisms, if salinities 
exceed their optimal range." 

Updated as proposed Yes
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Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 4.1.1.2 4-4 General/Other Table 4-3 and 4-4 column headings use "biweekly flow" low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week).

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 4.1.4.4 4-12 General/Other Northern Estuaries paragraph uses "biweekly flows" throughout low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week).

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 5.3.3.1 5-5 General/Other biweekly flows referenced throughout section low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week).

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 5.3.3.1 5-7 Modeling Lines 4-5 - why FWO assumptions based on LORS and not LOSOM like ECB and alts? medium Not fair comparison Too late to redo model, but at least include an 
explanation somewhere of why this happened.

Reference to modeling assumptions can be found in other sections; will suggest to team that section references to the model 
assumptions information (why FWO uses LORS08+ and not a LOSOM-like plan as the sensitivity runs reflect needs) be included 
throughout all sections where appropriate

Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 5.8.1 5-15 and 5-16 General/Other Legends for Figs 5-3 and 5-4 don’t make sense medium Unclear wording Fig legends don’t match what is in the figure 
titles.

Figure titles (at the top of the figure "criteria met") was produced by post-processing tools and need to be updated for future 
planning studies. Cropped the old title at the top of the figures, and edits the figure captions to be more accurate to what's being 
displayed.

Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD 6.2.1.3 6-14 General/Other biweekly flows referenced throughout section low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week).

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Annex D D.1-20 General/Other Line 26 - recruitment is measured year-round, not just from Apr-Nov low Incorrect timing Update text to "Recruitment - measured 
monthly."

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Annex D D.1-20 General/Other Line 28 - density is measured twice per year (spring and fall) low Incorrect timing Update text to "Density - measured 2 times per 
year"

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Appendix G G-17 General/Other biweekly flows referenced throughout section low Numbers could be misinterpreted Refer to these as average 14-day flows to 
minimize confusion (biweekly can be 14 days or 
twice per week).

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Appendix G G-17 Ecology Line 22 Halodule referred to as a marine seagrass low Halodule has an optimal salinity range 
from 15-45, so not really a marine seagrass 
like Thalassia testudinum or Syringodium 
filiforme with optimal salinity ranges of 24-
40 and 28-40, respectively.

Update text to "Halodule wrightii, a mesohaline 
seagrass"

Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Appendix G G-19 Ecology Line 7 "marine SAV" low see previous comment Remove "marine" from sentence Updated as proposed Yes

Melanie Parker Estuarine and coastal 
benthic ecology

SFWMD Appendix G G-20 General/Other Line 4 possible typo with parentheses after SL low Fixed typo from "SL)" to "SLE" Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD ES Figure ES -3 is cut off in pdf, says Alternative  rather than recommended plan, not very clear. low check the graphic Figure updated. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD ES 6.5 phosphorous loading ES 6.5  6.8.4 explains it better and that language would be better in 
the ES for understanding.

Text revised per comment. Revised the text about phosphorous in ES.6.5 to be consistent with 6.8.4. Also revised text in Table C.2-
19 and Table 6-12 to be consistent with 6.8.4.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD ES 6.6 Policy It may be wise/desirable to include language about compatibility with LOWRP wetlands PIR, 
the two projects are moving forward at the same time to meet the needs north of the lake, 
complementary projects….

medium No additional comparisons of the two projects will be made at this time to reduce public confusion about the differences and 
similarities between LOCAR and LOWRP.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD multiple LOCAR  references the Study and the Project according to the acronym definition, but it 
seems to me as I'm reading it that it is also used in place of the Recommended Plan. LOCAR 
is the study or project, the Plan gives the benefits.  Example page ES9, line 3.  LOCAR (the 
study) will accommodate public access.  This could be confusing or problematic for readers.

medium Consider using Recommended Plan where that 
is the intended meaning.

PM to read through ES and Section 6 to correct. Also mentioned this to JTech PM and they will try to correct as their tech editors 
go through each sections.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD ES 13  Land acquisition is not included in a PPA, it is covered in the Master Agreement. PPA 
describes what work the NFS can do instead of the Government for In Kind Credit.

medium Correct. Updated land acquisition reference from PPA to master agreement Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD ES 15 paragraph about land acquisition doesn't make sense.  None of the alts were on public land.  
Perhaps a carry over from LOWRP document? Suggest Land acquisition will be the 
responsibility of the non- federal sponsor under CERP.  Also es.11 line 25

medium Correct. All alternatives are on private lands (one landowner). References to private lands have been removed. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 1 2 State water quality programs like BMAPs can be used to meet the intent of water quality 
improvements originally proposed by 
25 CERP Component A. As a result, water quality features are no longer within the Project 
scope

Text addresses comment sufficiently. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 1 5 1.4.1 problem and opportunity here- what does this have to do with LOCAR is it a carryover 
from the LOWRP document?  Perhaps shift the opportunity to mention synergy with the 
LOWRP wetlands PIR?

This was carryover from LOCAR. We need to focus on the Lake Okeechobee Watershed (low)and storage. Rewrite this section or 
remove. I would prefer to rewrite and focus on why we need storage in the LOW. Sent to Carlie Klapper for assistance to rewrite. 

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 2 12 water quality FWO, maybe refer to future implemented projects identified in BMAPs rather 
than just the adoption of the TMDL to support concept that water quality is improved.

From Juli LaRock: the FDEP already has a BMAP for Lake Okeechobee Watershed and that does identify quite a few projects and 
actions that are anticipated to improve water quality; the Kissimmee Basin is basically a part of this.  If it’s not too late, I would 
adjust the word “assumed” (seems like we didn’t check) and change to anticipated.  BMAP project lists are quite long, and not all 
projects are SFWMD (municipalities, counties, DOT and others are usually part of the process).  I agree that adopting a TMDL isn’t 
the entire story, what follows are BMAPs and recognition (in some cases) that other restoration is taking place.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD KRR implemented- (increment 1 or entire headwaters schedule?) Table 2-9 Data and Modeling Assumptions was updated for KRR to state that 2019 reaches/pools (interim headwaters schedule) 
was used for both ECB and FWO.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 4113   line 10  The study doesn’t do this the project or rec plan does. LOCAR was replaced with the Project. Yes
Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD component A in YB has STA.  Could acknowledge future state project We can add this. Please let me know where it should be inserted. Yes
Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 4 19 In Wetland Impacts column  AGI= Above Ground Impoundment, not Agricultural 

Groundwater Injection.  Also typo in line 1 of page
low Text revised per comment, changing AGI to above ground impoundment throughout document. Corrected typo in line 1 of page 4-

19.
Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 4 32 In Wetland Impacts column  AGI= Above Ground Impoundment, not Agricultural 
Groundwater Injection.  

low Text revised per comment, changing AGI to above ground impoundment throughout document. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 5 5 This is the first time in the document where ECB23L is used rather than ECB (except for the 
ex summary).  Need an explanation somewhere - are ECB and ECB23L the same thing?   Is 
there a reason to use ECB 23L  rather than sticking with ECB throughout?  Also typo line 38- 
EBC23L.

medium ECB and ECB23L are the same thing. Changed ECB to ECB23L throughout the document. Corrected the typo on page 5-5 line 38. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 5 19 Table 5-9 its not explained why the effects are minimal simplify the explanation and include it in the 
main text.  

This was revised to state "Although water quality improvement is not an objective of the Project, the water quality analysis 
conducted for the alternatives demonstrates that the Project may provide minor ancillary improvements to water quality by 
demonstrating that the P load increase is less than the increase in flow volume which can be attributed to P removal in the 
reservoir due to settling."

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 6 4, 5 There are references to different Figure 6-1.  6-2 is missing. One plan labeled Fig 6-1 is the 
refined footprint, the other is labeled Recreation. Its supposed to show pump stations but it 
shows recreation.  There is a reference to a figure 6-1 to show pump stations are not shown 
in the refined footprint figure.

medium figure labeling problem and/ or missing 
figure

fix and add missing figure?  Use better figure for 
recreation from F-1 in appendix F

References to pump stations in figure 6-1 were removed. Figure 6-2 replaced with F-1 Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 6 23 for p loading issue suggest using picking one way to describe it and sticking with it 
throughout.  6.8.4 explains it well and that language would be better in the ES for 
understanding.

6.8.4 language is better Text revised per comment. Revised the text about phosphorous in Table 6-12 on page 6-23 to be consistent with 6.8.4. Also 
revised text in Table C.2-19 and ES.6.5 to be consistent with 6.8.4.

Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 6 24 Policy Why is LOWRP not part of future actions but LOCAR is?  Weird to list the project in its own 
future.  LOWRP isn't even mentioned as a possibility in table or text

medium Good suggestion. Added LOWRP to 6-26. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD "in line with" component A is clunky language Agree. Changed section 6 to state " in agreement with Component A" Yes
Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD 6 40 Policy OTMP would be different for different project features.  Would be good to be a little more 

specific up front.  Also other reservoirs under construction are showing 2 years of OTMP to 
capture two wet seasons.  Other features, pump stations, capacity improvements, etc. could 
be different.  

disagreements with Corps on OTMP length 
for smaller features, the need for each 
project to have a plan and schedule for 
OTMP & Transfer for each feature

Comment noted. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD does cost estimate include managing the land during design and construction phases (veg 
management, etc.)

During design, the land would still be managed as it is currently for cattle grazing. Yes

Mindy Parrott Planning SFWMD D 8 Text here suggests owner is unwilling to sell but in main report it is presented as if there is a 
willing seller.

medium Texted throughout based on revisions in Appendix D. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 2.5 Structural and 
Operational Assumptions

2-17 Engineering On Table 2-8, Ten Mile Creek Reservoir has a 4-ft. operating depth (not 3.6 as shown in the 
table), i.e., from +18 ft. NGVD29 to +22 ft. NGVD29

R. Sciortino: Table 2-8 has been revised to change the operating depth to 4' for the Ten Mile Creek Reservoir. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 3.2 Array of Alternatives 3-5 Engineering on Table 3-1. Array of Alternatives, provide information on the topography of the site. How 
does elevation vary from one point to another?

R. Sciortino: Table 3-1 has been revised to include the approximate average ground elevation within each reservoir cell for each 
alternative.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 3.2.1 Alternative 1 3-6 Modeling On the statement, "Seepage from the reservoir would collect in the canal and be returned to 
the reservoir via a seepage pump station. ", consider using a fixed weir to control seepage, 
in lieu of a seepage pump station to reduce construction and O&M cost.

R. Sciortino:  This concept of allowing the seepage water from the reservoir that collects in the perimeter canal to normally 
overflow by gravity via a fixed weir structure into the C-41A canal, and thereby flow to Lake Okeechobee when S-84+ is open, was 
discussed by the project team; and it was decided that for the LOCAR feasibility study that the proposed seepage pump station 
would remain as part of the design.  This alternative seepage management approach can be considered again during the PED 
phase of the project.  

Yes
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José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 3.2.1 Alternative 1 3-6 Modeling Revise statement, "The second pump station, PS-2, would be located between the reservoir 
and C-41A, and pump water from C-41A, via the reservoir inflow-outflow canal, directly into 
the reservoir.", to "The second pump station, PS-2, would be located between the reservoir 
and C-41A, downstream of S-83, and pump water from C-41A, via the reservoir inflow-
outflow canal, directly into the reservoir." 

R. Sciortino: This revision has been made to the report. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 4.3.4 Other Social Effects 4-20 Engineering On the statement, "For the environmental justice demographic analysis, data from 2020 
census tracts within a 2-mi radius of proposed LOCAR features in the focused array of 
alternatives are included.", is a 2-mile radius sufficient?  If this is a farmland, the impacts 
may reverberate farther.

N. Kennedy: I believe there is precedent from previous studies to use this approach of identifying census tracts immediately 
adjacent to the project. Of course the population within census tracts that intersects a 2-mile radius captures population that live 
much further than those within the 2-mile buffer. See Figure C.1-27.

B. Hayes: USACE guidance does not, to my knowledge, define a spatial radius required for environmental justice assessment. EJ is 
a procedural effort that requires use of appropriate tools (CEQ's Climate and EJ Screening tool and EPA's EJ Screen); identifying at 
risk populations; including the entire study area; include potential impacts to at risk populations; identify when at risk populations 
are disproportionately impacted; and ensure outreach to and opportunities for at risk populations to participate in and inform any 
decisions. Based on my read of the EJ sections of the document, it appears we were thorough in identification of affected 
populations; we have enough information to make sound, reasoned analysis of impacts; it doesn't appear that at-risk populations 
are unduly impacted (for example: no subsistence farmers are affected); and local tribes were fully engaged.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 4.3.4 Other Social Effects 4-23 Engineering On Table 4-20. Racial Composition for Project Area and Adjacent Census Tracts,  provide the 
total number and corresponding percentages for the combined tracts.

N. Kennedy: Changes made in document. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 5.2 Physical Landscape
5.2.1 Alternative 1

5-2 Engineering Revise the statement, "Geologic impacts would be expected from the removal of caprock 
from blasting and removal of limestone to obtain material for construction of levees, canals, 
and roads.", 

Based on the S-83 USACE as-built boring 
logs, this area does not have an underlying 
limestone layer.  The area is underlain by 
loose to dense sand layers and stiff clay 
layer.

R. Sciortino: This revision has been made to the report. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 5.6.1.5 Mammals 5-12 Engineering On the statement, "Some small mammals, like river otters, may benefit from increased 
aquatic habitat in areas of the reservoir footprint, depending on habitat and water depths.", 
are there and manatee sighting on C-41A Canal that will impact the project? 

G. Vince: C-41A upstream of S-84 is not normally accessible to manatees due to the existing water control structures.  However, 
requirements about manatee protection will be added to Appendix A as discussed. 

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 5.18 Land Use
5.18.1 Alternative 1

5-22 Engineering Identify impacts of future land use, e.g., land development, on the reservoir. As explained in Section C.1.3.19 of Appendix C of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report, the existing zoning and land use of the 
properties surrounding the reservoir site is agricultural, and it is expected to remain zoned and in use for agriculture for the 
foreseeable future.  This is also consistent with what is shown on the Highlands County Future Land Use Map.  The reservoir has 
been designed to be compatible with the surrounding land, which is zoned and in use as agricultural land; and is expected to 
remain so for the foreseeable future.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 6.1.1 Plan Features 6-3 Engineering On Figure 6-1. Original Alternative 1 footprint vs. Refined Alternative 1 footprint and 
environmentally sensitive area, what is the impact on the rise of groundwater to this ESA?

R. Sciortino: The updated 3D seepage model shows that there should not be any significant impact to the groundwater table 
within this environmentally sensitive area, as shown in updated Section A.9 of Appendix A.  The environmentally sensitive area is 
located adjacent to the north side of the C-41A Canal reach between S-83 and S-84, which is normally controlled between 23.1 
and 24.0 feet NAVD88.  Reach 7 of the Reservoir Perimeter Canal (CNL-1/Reach 7) will be constructed along the west, north and 
east sides of this area; and the Offsite Drainage Collection Ditch (ODCD-1) will be constructed along the south side of this area.  
CNL-1/Reach 7 and ODCD-1 will be controlled at elevation 24.0, which will help to maintain the groundwater table within this area 
at a level close to the existing groundwater level in this area, which is largely influenced by the normal control elevation of C-41A.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD 6.1.1.2 Canal 41A 
Capacity Considerations

6-6 Engineering On the statement, "Dredge 11.1 mi of C-41A (from OS-2 to upstream side of S-84)
o Lower the bottom of the canal by 10 ft
o Bottom width of the canal would be 52 ft
o The side slopes of the canal would be 1V:2H"

With a high head in the reservoir, the 2H:1V may not be stable.  If there are clayey layers, 
graded filters and riprap may be required.

R. Sciortino:  After USACE's review of the proposed C-41A canal conveyance improvements presented in the Draft Feasibility 
Study Report, it was determined that these proposed improvements should not be part of the Recommended Plan, given the 
existing conveyance capacity of C-41A, the attenuation of discharges from the Reservoir via its proposed overflow spillways (OS-1 
and OS-2), and the extremely low probability/frequency for a PMP event to occur.  As a result, these proposed improvements 
have been removed from the project. Therefore, this comment is no longer applicable to the project.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD A.3.2 CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACTS AND 
SCHEDULE

A 3-1 Engineering On Contract 1: C-41A Canal Conveyance Improvements, consider including SR70, Fulmar 
Terrace, farmers bridge west of SW Rucks Dairy Road, and SW Rucks Dairy Road bridge 
replacements.

R. Sciortino:  After USACE's review of the proposed C-41A canal conveyance improvements presented in the Draft Feasibility 
Study Report, it was determined that these proposed improvements should not be part of the Recommended Plan, given the 
existing conveyance capacity of C-41A, the attenuation of discharges from the Reservoir via its proposed overflow spillways (OS-1 
and OS-2), and the extremely low probability/frequency for a PMP event to occur.  As a result, these proposed improvements 
have been removed from the project. Therefore, this comment is no longer applicable to the project.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD Figure A.5-1. Typical 
cross-section for the 
LOCAR embankment. 

A 5-6 Engineering With the installation of the SB wall, consider eliminating the chimney drain. D. Paiko: The chimney drain is redundant according to models, but the models assume a flawless SBW. In the case of a flaw, 
layered horizontal embankment fill lifts could serve as a preferential seepage path to the downstream face, and the chimney 
provides an engineered interruption to that potential seepage path in addition to being a generally accepted feature for high 
hazard dams. With importing filter sand already part of the project, it seems a relatively low cost insurance policy.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX A-1 

Existing Canals 
Conveyance

A.3 Engineering On Figure A-1.1-2. C-38 Canal water surface profile based on 1,500 cfs from Lake to S-84, 
indicate cutoff elevation of the weir.

R. Sciortino: A sentence was added to the paragraph concerning the C-38 HEC-RAS model, that describes the upstream and 
downstream sheetpile wall weir crest length and elevation inputted for S-65EW in the HEC-RAS model.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX A-1 

C-41A Improvements for 
Discharge Conveyance

A.4 Engineering Reconcile this with Section 6.1.1.2 of the Feasibility Study Report Conflicting dredging plans R. Sciortino:  After USACE's review of the proposed C-41A canal conveyance improvements presented in the Draft Feasibility 
Study Report, it was determined that these proposed improvements should not be part of the Recommended Plan, given the 
existing conveyance capacity of C-41A, the attenuation of discharges from the Reservoir via its proposed overflow spillways (OS-1 
and OS-2), and the extremely low probability/frequency for a PMP event to occur.  As a result, these proposed improvements 
have been removed from the project. Therefore, this comment is no longer applicable to the project.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX A-1 

Proposed Canals 
Conveyance

A.8 Engineering Provide figure of the site plan showing the various reaches and structures. R. Sciortino: The following sentence was added at the beginning of Annex A-1.1 to refer the reader to the drawings in Annex C-1 
of the existing and proposed features referred to in Annex-1.1: "Existing and proposed canals and structures referred to in Annex 
A-1.1 are shown on the LOCAR Overall Site Plan for the Recommended Plan included in Annex C-1.  Cross-section drawings of the 
proposed canals and structures are included in Annex C-1."

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX A-1 

A-1.2. Structure 
Hydraulic Calculations

A.15 Engineering Provide reference to a site plan showing  the location of the structures R. Sciortino: The following sentence was added at the beginning of Annex A-1.1 to refer the reader to the drawings in Annex C-1 
of the existing and proposed features referred to in Annex-1.1: "Existing and proposed canals and structures referred to in Annex 
A-1.1 are shown on the LOCAR Overall Site Plan for the Recommended Plan included in Annex C-1.  Cross-section drawings of the 
proposed canals and structures are included in Annex C-1."

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX A-2 

4.4.1 Mean overtopping 
discharge

Pages 20 and 21 
of 23 

Engineering What is the embankment height with an overwash rate of 0.1 cf/ft?  What is the overwash 
rate without the wavewall but with the same embankment height?

R. Sciortino: Table 4-3 of Annex A-2.2, shows that the governing overwash case is Design Case 2 (100-yr/3-day storm rainfall w/ 
cat 5 hurricane wind).  The following results are from a sensitivity analysis of Design Case 2 for the East Cell, that J-Tech 
completed on 9/6/23 (for this analysis rainfall was changed from 12" to 10.9" per USACE comment to use NOAA Atlas 14, rather 
than DCM 2 outdated rainfall map, Fig. DCM 2-3), where for each scenario there is no wave wall and the perimeter dam 
interior/exterior TOB elevations are varied as shown below.
WIND-WAVE DESIGN CASE 2, LOCAR EAST CELL SENSITIVTY ANALYSIS RESULTS:
TOB Elevs. 66.0/66.4 with no wavewall, yields Mean Overtopping Disch. of 0.42 cfs/ft.
TOB Elevs. 70.0/70.4 with no wavewall, yields Mean Overtopping Disch. of 0.1 cfs/ft. 
TOB Elevs. 71.5/71.9 with no wavewall, yields Mean Overtopping Disch. of 0.05 cfs/ft. 
TOB Elevs. 75.5/75.9 with no wavewall, yields Mean Overtopping Disch. of 0.01 cfs/ft. 
TOB Elevs. 77.0/77.4 with no wavewall, yields Mean Overtopping Disch. of 0.005 cfs/ft.  

Yes
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José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD Wave Overtopping 
Analysis (Alternate 
Approach)

Page 4 of 32 Engineering On Figure 1-4 Typical cross section for the divider dam, considering that the divider levee is 
armored on both side, lower the embankment height a couple of feet above the NFSL.

This cost savings recommendation was also made by USACE during the LOCAR Risk Assessment Workshop from 8/28 to 9/1/23.  
To reduce the potential that divider dam structure DDS-1 may not be accessible during an extreme storm event, and to protect its 
control building from wave damage, the divider dam crest elevations will match the perimeter dam crest elevations along the 
portion of the divider dam crest road that extends from the southern perimeter dam to structure DDS-1.  A statement in Appendix 
A will be added recommending that consideration be given to lowering the remaining portion of the divider dam (north of DDS-1) 
as a cost savings measure.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX B-1 
GENERAL SUBSURFACE 
CONDITIONS
General Soil Profile

7 Engineering With the presence of very soft sandy clay to clay layers, there if potential settlement.  
Consider the need to surcharge areas with structures?

D. Paiko: The need for surcharging areas should continue to be evaluated in future PED phase as geotechnical explorations are 
expanded.

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX B-1 Highlands 
County, Florida

Engineering On Table 2, Provide description of the material at the screen depth. D. Paiko: The LOCAR geotechnical report has been revised to address this comment. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX B-1 Highlands 
County, Florida

Engineering On Figures 1 and 2, Show the outline of the reservoir and location of borings D. Paiko: The LOCAR geotechnical report has been revised to address this comment. Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX C-1 2 CIVIL 
PLATES

Engineering Consider armoring the banks of the  outlet canal, its junction with C-41A Canal and the 
banks across the C-41A Canal.

R. Sciortino:  See detailed site plan and updated typical section of CNL-3.  It shows armoring of CNL-3 at the locations where 
turbulence is expected, including its connection to C-41A (via CU-3).  The maximum depth-average design flow velocity of CNL-3 is 
0.6 cfs occurs when CNL-3 is conveying its maximum flow rate of 1,500 cfs as described in Annex A-1.1.  During the PED phase CFD 
modeling should be performed for all proposed canals and water management structures associated with the project, to finalize 
the extent, thickness and type of all proposed riprap/channel linings.    

Yes

José D. A. Guardiario, 
Jr., MSc, P.G., P.E

Engineering SFWMD ANNEX C-1 2 CIVIL 
PLATES

Engineering Specify for armoring both sides of the C-41A Canal bank from
upstream of S-83 to downstream of SR-70 bridge.
Consider widening all the bridges across the C-41A Canal and
providing scour protection.

R. Sciortino:  After USACE's review of the proposed C-41A canal conveyance improvements presented in the Draft Feasibility 
Study Report, it was determined that these proposed improvements should not be part of the Recommended Plan, given the 
existing conveyance capacity of C-41A, the attenuation of discharges from the Reservoir via its proposed overflow spillways (OS-1 
and OS-2), and the extremely low probability/frequency for a PMP event to occur.  As a result, these proposed improvements 
have been removed from the project. Therefore, this comment is no longer applicable to the project.

Yes

Jennifer Chastant Wetlands, Lakes, 
Trophic interactions 
(Dissertation on Lake 
Okeechobee)

SFWMD ES.6.1 ES-6, Line 3 Ecology Since wetland species will likely colonize, will we try to manage this reservoir as an 
ecosystem or treat it like a reservoir and not worry about the ecology?

low I'm wondering if it would change how this 
reservoir is managed (e.g. a water level 
envelope like Lake O).

I'm just curious, not really a concern. The primary function will be as a storage reservoir, so water depths will rise and fall accordingly. The need to maximize storage in 
the available footprint will require deep water and steep levees, so if wetland habitats do colonize, it will likely be minimal and/or 
ephemeral. 

Yes

Jennifer Chastant Wetlands, Lakes, 
Trophic interactions 
(Dissertation on Lake 
Okeechobee)

SFWMD 5.6.1.3 5-11, Line 32 Ecology Same as above, talking about the ecology of the reservoir as "too dynamic for use". low same as above, are we treating LOCAR as a 
new lake or just a reservoir?

not sure As stated above, we assume the reservoir will  provide minimal habitat due to its expected variability in water depths. Text was 
altered to clarify

Yes

Jennifer Chastant Wetlands, Lakes, 
Trophic interactions 
(Dissertation on Lake 
Okeechobee)

SFWMD 6.2.1.1 6-11, line 14 Ecology Will LOCAR have a littoral zone? Or will it just be the fringe along the edge of the levees? low Will LOCAR fluctuate so much that it dries 
out occasionally?

not sure - perhaps a section that outlines the 
plans for LOCAR ecology?

See line 24. We expect little some vegetation establishment due prolonged periods of low water, but the steep shoreline 
gradients and dynamic water levels should minimize the long-term benefits. Added text to that effect. 

Yes

Jennifer Chastant Wetlands, Lakes, 
Trophic interactions 
(Dissertation on Lake 
Okeechobee)

SFWMD ES.16 ES-17, Lines 17 
and 25

Ecology Section is titled Endangered species, but several species listed here have a Threatened 
status.

low The wording makes it sound exclusive to 
Endangered species but several have a 
Threatened status.

Make the wording Listed species or T&E species. Section title updated Yes

Jennifer Chastant Wetlands, Lakes, 
Trophic interactions 
(Dissertation on Lake 
Okeechobee)

SFWMD 6.8.5 6-47, lines 23, 
25, & 28

Ecology Same as above, Endangered only mentioned low The wording makes it sound exclusive to 
Endangered species but several have a 
Threatened status.

Make the wording Listed species or T&E species. Wording updated Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Appendix C 1 General/Other PDF title shows as LOWRP PIR/EIS The PDF title will be updated. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Exec Summary 13 (6) General/Other Not finding reference "Appendix A, Annex A-2.4" This reference was made to the modeling report which was made available with a different name. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Intro and Sig 26 (18) General/Other Each "Opportunity" should relate back to storage north of the lake like the first one does. Language connecting increased storage to lake and estuarine health added, Page 1-5,  Lines 18-21 (Word file) (B.Hayes) Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Intro and Sig 27 (9) General/Other Each "Opportunity" should relate back to storage north of the lake like the first one does. Language connecting increased storage to water management re-establishing salinity regimes added, Page 1-5, Lines 11-14 (Word 
file)(B.Hayes)

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Intro and Sig 27 (29) General/Other Each "Opportunity" should relate back to storage north of the lake like the first one does. Language connecting increased storage to water supply stability added, Page 1-8, Lines 32-35 (Word doc)(B. Hayes) Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Intro and Sig 28 (14) General/Other Each "Opportunity" should relate back to storage north of the lake like the first one does. Language connecting increased storage to recreational opportunities provided by a reservoir added, Page 11-9, Line 24 (Word 
doc)(B. Hayes)

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - 1.4.5 Recreation 28 (6) Recreation NEs mentioned here, but not discussed in the way Lake O is in this section.  Suggest adding 
similar paragraph about recreational importance of NEs

Paragraph added Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - 1.4.5 Recreation 28 (14) Recreation provide or enhance - many of these opportunities already exist, but can be improved by this 
project.  others will be created.

Language changed to "provide or enhance" Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Existing and FWO 40 (Table 2-7 
Fish and wildlife 
resources)

Ecology Nothing about estuaries included in existing conditions, but is included in FWO.  Be 
consistent for both columns.

Added text to address the estuaries in existing conditions column Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Existing and FWO 40 (Table 2-7 
EFH)

Ecology More detail needed on what "unfavorable conditions" means Added detail re: salinities outside fish salinity optima as unfavorable Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Existing and FWO 41 (Table 2-7 
EFH)

Ecology Magnuson-Stevens does not manage marine fisheries in state waters, FWC does.  MS 
authorizes designation of EFH.

Updated text. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Existing and FWO 41 (Table 2-7 
Regional Water 
operations)

Modeling Should not be using LOSOM for modeling certain conditions and LORS 08 for others.  Cannot 
accurately compare scenarios when doing this, although I assume there was a reason.

Reason stated elsewhere in the doc Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Eval of Alt Plans 79 (Table 4-19) Ecology How is the aboveground storage intake location high risk for Alt 1 and 2, but low for 3?  Not 
seeing explanation in Section 5

Alt 1 and Alt 2 include the option for back-pumping water from Lake Okeechobee to the reservoir, which could affect fishery 
resources. Alt 3 only includes pumping water from the C-41A, which has a low risk for fisheries impacts.

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Summ Env Effects 105 (33) Ecology Not sure how negligible effects conclusion was arrived at here.  One main objective was to 
improve EFH.  No NMFS BA in Annex A that I can find.

Updated text. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Summ Env Effects 108 (2) Ecology Inaccurate.  Figure shows Number of time Caloosahatchee salinity envelope criteria met.  Rephrased; effects not negligible between alts and ECB or FWO, but the differences between alts are not significant Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Summ Env Effects 109 (2) Ecology Inaccurate.  Figure shows Number of time St Lucie salinity envelope criteria met. Rephrased; effects not negligible between alts and ECB or FWO, but the differences between alts are not significant Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Summ Env Effects 116 (7) Recreation How would this have negligible effects?  Seem to be a lot of new rec opps and would 
enhance existing throughout lake and NEs.  Do not understand how the "negligible effect" 
designation was made.

Edits have been made Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Recommended Plan 130 (14) Ecology This section is missing Invasive species AM Options No changes were made. The Invasive Species AM options are imbedded in the Lake Okeechobee Uncertainties-AM Options. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD FS - Recommended Plan 131 (19) Water Quality This is the first I feel like I've seen "quality" listed here as something this project can 
improve.  Is this really an option for LOCAR project or no?  Most other parts of this 
document only list quantity, timing, and distribution

Ancillary water quality improvements are expected but water quality is not a main focus of this project, which is why the 
Feasibility Study focuses on quantity, timing, and distribution.

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 1 (2) General/Other Typo.  Should be "AMMP" rather than AAMP Corrected Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 7 (1) General/Other seems like "Adaptive Management and Ecological Monitoring Plan" and AMMP are being 
used at the beginning here kind of interchangeably and they are slightly different.  

Should be plural for monitoring plans, corrected Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 7 (3) General/Other Depending on which you are referring to here, fix this line.  Remove "and Monitoring".  
Delete "s" after Ecological Monitoring Plan.

Corrected Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 7 (33) General/Other Assume "FS" is referring to Feasibility Study, but not used or described anywhere else.  Just 
write it out.

Done Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 7 (42) Ecology Do we need somewhere to acknowledge that multiple projects going on that will have 
overlapping impacts?  LOCAR, LOWRP, IRL-South, implementation of LOSOM...  Some things 
will be impossible to tease out which project is responsible or to what degree, but can still 
measure overall "success" towards desired state

Yes, other projects and overlapping monitored attributes, but analyses will look at impacts of each project, so this one will focus 
on LOCAR ops impacts during assessment

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 8 (17) General/Other some divisions within D.1.2 are warranted.  Hard to keep track of organization of section Where these divisions were warranted was not clear. Please provide additional guidance. No changes have been made. Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 8 (28) General/Other This paragraph is a repeat of the previous paragraph. Deleted repeated language Yes
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Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 9 (Table D-1) Ecology I know this is how this is done in other AMMPs, but i think it would be better to remove the 
portion about good LOCAR performance.  Triggers will identify a need for AM action and 
refer to mgmt options.  Triggers set up to only identify poor performance, not good.  Project 
performance will be assessed in the monitoring programs.

Addressed, good point; good performance is measured by ecological monitoring plan attributes, not AM plan uncertainties Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 11 (30) General/Other New Paragraph here Done Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 12 (20) Ecology Is the AM plan actually doing any "active" AM?  Says so here, but seems to all be passive in 
the plan.

Adjusted language to reflect that it is programmatic language, not project specific Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 15 (41) Ecology Section is missing Invasive spp and water supply uncertainties, strategies, and mgmt 
options.  Should be a D.1.4.3 and D.1.4.4

Those uncerts removed, adjusted text accordingly Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 19 (Table D-2) Ecology I think EI here means Ecological Indicators, but is not clear and , if so, not necessary here 
since column header specifies that.  Remove.

Added (EI) in first column Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 19 (Table D-2) Ecology 35,000 acres of SAV is the trigger?  This can't be correct.  This would be more like a long 
term or interim goal.  Current SAV is like 2-3k acres or something.

That target had been met 8 years in a row and about 50% of the time over the last 20 years. We don't know what a normal 
coverage would be under LOSOM so we're sticking to established targets for RECOVER.

Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 19 (Table D-2) Ecology FWC has authority to adjust fishing regulations.  Unlikely these are limiting restoration 
success.  Would not recommend as a management actions option.

Removed per comment re regulating authority Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 23 (11) General/Other This section seems out of place and randomly thrown in here. Adjusted text Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 24 (35) Ecology Change to: "When flows from Lake O are altered, are the appropriate salinity regimes for 
SAV established with the estuaries, and is this evident by changes in SAV abundance, extent, 
and species composition/diversity?"

Adjusted text Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 26 (9) Ecology Change to: "When flows from Lake O are altered, are the appropriate salinity regimes for 
oysters established with the estuaries, and is this evident by changes in oyster abundance, 
density, extent, and recruitment?"

Adjusted text Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 26 (22) General/Other bold this text to match other sections Done Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 28 (Table D-3) Ecology Oyster mapping missing from table Added Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 31 (Table D-5) Ecology Switch order of Oyster and SAV in table to match rest of document Done Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 31 (Table D-5) Ecology Needs abundance/distribution from oyster mapping Added spatial extent Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 31 (Table D-5) Ecology Water Supply row comes out of nowhere.  Not mentioned anywhere else in document. Removed from table (previously removed from text) Yes

Derek Cox Marine and Estuarine 
Fisheries and Ecology

SFWMD Annex D 32 (Table D-6) Ecology Needs abundance/distribution from oyster mapping Done Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Feasibility Study, 
Introduction

2-7 Tables 2-3 and 2-4 are in conflict with flows to estuary reported in 2023 SFER Ch. 8C and 8D. 
While flows over S-308 did total 115,000 ac-ft, this does not represent 'contributions to the 
estuary'. All of the flow occurred when S80 was closed, therefore Lake discharges were for 
water supply in the C44 basin and not discharged to the estuary. 

high Contributions to the estuary should be 
calculated only when both the Lake structure 
and coastal structure are open (e.g. both S308 
and S80). See SFER Chapters 8C and 8D. 
Alternatively, language can be reworded here to 
clarify releases through S308 and S77 may be 
used for water supply within the intermediate 
basins and flows may not reach the downstream 
estuary.

More coordination is required. Updates will be made in the final report. Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Feasibility Study; 
Evaluation and 
Comparison of 
Alternative Plans

4-3 States 'FWO does not include LOSOM, whereas the alternatives do'. If FWO and FWP do not 
have the same base conditions (lake schedule), modeling results may be misleading.

medium Removed sentence as it was confusing; is desired, can reference previous FS sections (2 and 3) that discuss the modeling 
assumptions. -PK

Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Feasibility Study; 
Summary of 
Environmental Effects

5-6 Alternatives shown to increase both High Flow (Basin Runoff) and Damaging Flow (Basin 
Runoff) to estuaries compared to FWO as indicated in Tables ES-3, ES-4, 5-3, and 5-4? 

medium Review/explain how alternatives might increase 
flows to the estuaries labeled as 'basin runoff'. 

Added text in Section 5.3.3.1. that summarizes the RSM-BN calculations. Volumes of flow from local basins aren't actually 
changing, but are still categorized as "high flows" and captured as an event by the model. Because LOK-triggered events decrease, 
but high flows are still occurring from the basins, this results in what I describe as "artificial" inflation of basin-runoff triggered 
events. If the text is unclear, please check in with Clay B. on how to better describe. -PK

Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Feasibility Study; 
Evaluation and 
Comparison of 
Alternative Plans

4-10 Table 4-7. Totals seem to double-count estuary HUs (i.e. counts estuaries individually and 
Northern Estuaries subtotal)

medium Review totals. Concur, the estuary HUs were double-counted. I made the necessary revisions in Table 4-7. Please request technical editor ensure 
consistency throughout sections. -PK

Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Annex C; Draft Project 
Operating Manual

C-15 C.7.1.1. Section 1 references 'Zone BC of the authorized lake regulation schedule'. Suggest 
this is clarified as the LOSOM. 

low R. Sciortino's reponse:  The LOCAR team decided that this statement in the DPOM should include the generic reference 
"authorized lake regulation schedule" rather than LOSOM, so that the statement would remain applicable even if LOSOM is 
replaced by another lake operating schedule with a different name in the future.

Yes

Anthony Betts Lake Okeechobee 
Watershed

SFWMD Annex C; Draft Project 
Operating Manual

C-9 Header changes from Annex C to Annex H. low Editorial. updated header Yes

Jack Ismalon Cost Estimator SFWMD MII Cost Estimate General/Other 1.       The Total Cost of $1,337,559.29 increased when using the current updated Labor and 
equipment rate, which I received from the Corps, to $1,461,520,425.78.

high Labor and Equipment Rates have been 
increasing rapidly 

To use the Corps Updated Liberties for MII Used equipment database, and updated gas prices to be consistent with today's prices in the project area. Used Federal Wage 
determination rates, per USACE policy, for all labor rates. Pulled down latest Highlands county wages and used minimum of 
$16.20/hr for all labor categories.

Closed

Jack Ismalon Cost Estimator SFWMD MII Cost Estimate General/Other 1.       Moreover, the provided cost estimate uses 100% productivity, which does not reflect 
the reality of a Reservoir Project. To meet the actual duration of the project, an average of 
80% for productivity should be used.

high Due to the difficulty of finding workers in 
construction and the delay of requiring 
materials, Productivity is lower

To change the 100% Productivity in MII to 80% MII productivity was actually at 90%. USACE, especially Walla Walla, does not typically accept any productivity markup below 
100%. So 90% may not fly either, but given conceptual level of estimate, and stage of design, suggest leaving 90% for now and 
awaiting comment from Jacksonville district prior to making any changes on this markup for ATR submittal.

Closed

Jack Ismalon Cost Estimator SFWMD MII Cost Estimate General/Other 1.       FYI, when using the new average productivity of 80% instead of 100%, the total will 
increase to $1,544,444,533.08.

high Recalculating in MII with 80% Productivity Recalculating in MII with 80% Productivity See comment above. Closed

Jack Ismalon Cost Estimator SFWMD MII Cost Estimate General/Other 1.       I would also like to point out that the given cost estimate does not have the standard 
Markup necessary to add to the Contract Cost. In this project phase, an average of 50% 
should be reasonable to add to the total cost.

high Adding overhead, Mobilization/Demob., 
profit, and contingency 

Adding overhead, Mobilization/Demob., profit, 
and contingency 

Mob/demob is included in each contract already. Profit is included under the contractors tabs already, and is estimated 
separately for each of the 8 separate contracts. Per numerous submittals through ATR (Walla Walla), contingency is not to be 
included in the MCACES at feasibility stage. Contingency is only to be included in the TPCS at this time.

Closed

Jack Ismalon Cost Estimator SFWMD MII Cost Estimate General/Other 1.       When adding the average Markup of 50% to the new total project cost, this cost 
estimate should be $1,544,444,533.08 x 1.5 =  $2,316,666,799.62.            

high Using an overall 50% for Markup is 
reasonable in this project phase. 

Using an overall 50% for Markup is reasonable in 
this project phase. 

Contingency is currently estimated through the CSRA work at 56%, and is included in the TPCS spreadsheet. Closed

Alexa Menashe Legal SFWMD 00_Appendix A Annex 
LOCAR_MDR_20230725

LOCAR Model 
Documentation 
Report, Page 3

General/Other Second-to-last sentence on the page states, "Central Everglades Restoration Project (CERP)" 
instead of "Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP)"

low Fix terminology Change "Central Everglades Restoration Project 
(CERP)" to "Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP)"

Updated as proposed. Yes

Alexa Menashe Legal SFWMD 2023 LOCAR Section 203 
Feasibility Study 
(Executive Summary 
section)

Page ES-11 General/Other Line 17 uses "Herbert Hoover Dike (HDD)"  low Fix terminology Change "Herbert Hoover Dike (HDD)" to 
"Herbert Hoover Dike (HHD)"

Updated as proposed. Yes

Alexa Menashe Legal SFWMD 2023 LOCAR Section 203 
Feasibility Study (7.4 
Compliance with Florida 
Statutes section)

Page 7-9 (and 
where F.S. is 
used in general)

General/Other The use of F.S. for Florida Statutes makes the sentences hard to read in some sections and 
also seems confusing with FS referring to Feasibility Study

medium Legal - Possibly change abbreviation/ 
citation

When a statute is discussed in the text, I would 
suggest using the following format: Section _, 
Florida Statutes,                                                           
When a statute is used as a citation at the end 
of a sentence, I would suggest using the 
following format: § _, Fla. Stat. (2023)

Updated as proposed. TT Tech editors to review Yes

Alexa Menashe Legal SFWMD Annex H on Climate 
Change Assessment and 
Annex G on HTRW

Overall General/Other Looks like the document text is on LOWRP high Not updated for LOCAR yet Adjust language to be for LOCAR Language in Annex H Climate Change has been updated. Annex G includes a PDF study that was completed for LOWRP. The Study 
was completed by the Corps and we do not have access to the file to make changes.

Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Appendix A 10 Modeling Were flows to Lake Okeechobee through S84 part of the model for the C41A complex? This 
structure is not mentioned in analysis. 

medium Regional water availabilty and localized 
rainfall versus Kissimme Valley and Upper 
Chain of Lakes water contributions to 
project

Verify if S84 and S65E discharges were used in 
modeling.

Response from R. Sciortino: S-84 and S-65E discharges to Lake Okechobee were included in the regional modeling for the project, 
performed by the Modeling Section of the SFWMD Hydrology & Hydraulics Bureau, which is documented in the LOCAR Model 
Documentation Report, included in Annex A-2.4 of Appendix A.

Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Section 203 Feasibility 
Study

ES-4 General/Other Were topographic and system drainage needs factored in for back pumping water at S84? If 
regional or northern rainfall creates excess water for reservoir storage will water be able to 
be pumped back up C41A canal if it is being used for flood control through S84? Water 
availability is of concern if water needs to be pushed from Lake O (Downstream of S65E) 
back up during high stages. Could pump station be located north of S65E? 

medium Historic flows through system, and water 
availability.  

Could pump station be located north of S65E? 
Could this be a large gated structure to capture 
excess river flows to lake before entering Lake 
Okee at S65E?

Response from R. Sciortino:  The summary description of the Recommended Plan operations where it appears throughout the 
report, has been updated to match the Recommended Plan operations in the updated DPOM (Annex C).  Sections C.3.2 and 
C.7.1.1 in the updated DPOM describe 3 methods for filling the reservoir.  During times when LOCAR is to be filled and one or 
more of the S-84+ spillway gates needs to be opened to allow for flow to C-38 and the lake, (note, S-84+ spillway will replace S-84 
and S-84X per the Recommneded Plan), LOCAR filling methods 1 and 2 will be used.  Only LOCAR filling method 3, will require that 
the S-84+ gates be closed while LOCAR is being filled.  A fourth LOCAR filling method was considered, which would involve 
constructing a gated structure to divert C-38 water by gravity from the headwater side of S-65E to the discharge side of PS-1 
(headwater side of S-84+) and operating PS-2 to fill the reservoir (operating PS-1 would not occur during method 4).  This fourth 
method of filling LOCAR and the infrastructure to be built to perform this filling method is currently not in the Recommended Plan 
or discussed in the LOCAR FS report.

Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Section 203 Feasibility 
Study

4-20 (4.3.4) General/Other Will Environmental Justice considerations include targeted job opportunities to local 
population?

medium Poverty level of project area Create resources for targeted job opportunities 
utilizing and training local residents.

Text revised in Section 4.3.4, page 4-26, to address job opportunities for local residents. Also revised text in Section 5.2.21, and 
C.2.21.19.

Yes
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Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Section 203 Feasibility 
Study

5-11 (5.6.1.3) Ecology Will design of levee around reservoir take turtle entrapment into consideration? medium Risks to amphibians and reptiles Avoid using "step like" fortification of levees 
that have proven problematic for turtles at 
other constructed reservoirs. Include design 
features that help protect wildlife and avoid 
entrapment/loss of life. 

The reservoir design includes an approximately 4 foot tall wave wall at the crown of the embankment. The wave wall is designed 
to have breaks occurring at a minimum every 500 feet in order to avoid wildlife entrapment.  The design does not include steps. 

Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Section 203 Feasibility 
Study

6-48 (6.9) General/Other Will risk assessment include consideration of breach and how it would impact C-41A canal 
and downstream strucutres integrity? 

medium Dam safety and downstream risk 
assessment

Include catastrophic scenario of what would 
happen to regional canal system and water 
control structures downstream of project if 
reservoir levee is compromised. 

Response from R. Sciortino:  As stated in Section A.5.1 of Appendix A, preliminary dam breach modeling of the reservoir as 
designed under the Recommended Plan, has been performed.  The dam breach modeling has been submitted to USACE for 
review.

Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Annex D D.2.4 (Table D-
10)

Water Quality Did WQ Capital cost include platform construction for sampling? medium Cost estimate While the use of automatic samplers may not be 
required for this project, safe access and 
platforms for sampling need to be considered in 
the final design.

This should have been included in construction cost Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Annex D D.2.4 (Table D-
10)

Water Quality Were WQ cost estimates for staffing and analysis calculated using updated contractor rates? medium Cost estimate Use current contractor rates to estimate staffing 
and analysis for WQ monitoring. 

FY23 new rates were used Yes

Patricia Burke Water Quality/ 
Ecosystem Restoration

SFWMD Annex D D.2.3 Water Quality Not clear if water quality stations include inflows from S84 into C41A, as well as inflow and 
outflow from reservoir. Existing monitoring at S68 and discharges at S84 into Lake 
Okeechobee exist but rerouting water would require additional monitoring. 

medium Cost estimate Factor in sampling upstream of new pump 
station near S84.

New pump station sampling should have been included in cost estimates Yes

Joseph J. Martin Real Estate SFWMD Appendix D Real Estate D-3 General/Other Line 5 => average storage depth of 19 feet at its normal full-storage level => should be 18? medium Not consistent Change 19 to 18 (See draft edits in modified 
Appendix D)

The average depth of the Recommended Plan was updated throughout. Closed

Joseph J. Martin Real Estate SFWMD Appendix D Real Estate D-3 General/Other Line 10 => maybe incorrect language describing State Highway 70 as being upstream.  Not 
consistent with language in main report.

medium Not consistent Need to address entire Project Description 
paragraph, get language from main report. (See 
edits in modified Appendix D)

The project description was updated based on revisions made to the Draft Project Operations Manual, Annex C. Closed

Joseph J. Martin Real Estate SFWMD Appendix D Real Estate D-5 General/Other Line 11 => Add CR 721 as access road between SR 700/US 98 and SR 70 => east side of 
project

medium Not Complete Incomplete information regarding access.  SR 
721 connects SR700/US98 on the north to SR 70 
on the south along the east side of the project.

Updates were accepted as proposed. Closed

Joseph J. Martin Real Estate SFWMD Appendix D Real Estate D-8 General/Other Line 9 => No Exhibit "C" or "B" for that matter is attached to Appendix D. medium Missing exhibits No letter was attached.  The line was highlighted 
in the draft document.  If there is no letter the 
sentence should be deleted.  If there is a letter it 
should be labeled Exhibit "B" as there is no "B" 
presently.

This statement was removed because there is no letter at this time. Closed

Joseph J. Martin Real Estate SFWMD D-9 General/Other Lines 12 through 20 => Drew's comments incorporated into draft. medium Drew's comments incorporated into draft. Comment noted. Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS ES ES-6 General/Other Memo Comment 2 - Draft LOSOM-like operations for the Recommended Plan increase low 
LO stages during the driest times in the POS compared to FWOL. Evaluations for several low 
stage PMs were not apparent for review.  

high Low LO stage evaluations are as important 
as high LO stage evaluations. Typical low 
stage or dry conditions performance 
measure results for projects associated 
with Lake Okeechobee regulation 
schedules are not apparent in the LOCAR 
sections reviewed. 

Provide results for the Lake Okeechobee MFL, 
Caloosahatchee Estuary MFL, LOSA Water 
Supply RECOVER Metric LOSA Duration – 
months of cutback, Lower East Coast Service 
Areas Water Supply- RECOVER metrics for 
Duration, Frequency and Severity.  Provide a 
stage duration curve graphic for low Lake 
Okeechobee stage levels from 90% to 100% in 
the same format as the 0% to 10% graphic in 
Annex B Page B.1-20.

Figure 5-1 of the main report includes the full stage duration curve. Modeled results are avalable at 
ftp://ftppub.sfwmd.gov/pub/mcbrown/LOCAR_local/pmg/

Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS ES ES-10 General/Other Memo Comment 2 - Draft LOSOM-like operations for the Recommended Plan increase low 
LO stages during the driest times in the POS compared to FWOL. Evaluations for several low 
stage PMs were not apparent for review.  

high Lines 6-8 are not consistent with LOCAR 
Recommended Plan POS results when 
compared to FWOL. 

Provide results for the Lake Okeechobee MFL, 
Caloosahatchee Estuary MFL, LOSA Water 
Supply RECOVER Metric LOSA Duration – 
months of cutback, Lower East Coast Service 
Areas Water Supply- RECOVER metrics for 
Duration, Frequency and Severity.  Provide a 
stage duration curve graphic for low Lake 
Okeechobee stage levels from 90% to 100% in 
the same format as the 0% to 10% graphic in 
Annex B page B.1-20

Table 6-11 was updated to remove Reduction in the last column header. Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS ES ES-10 Table ES-6 General/Other "Reduction in Cutbacks Compared to ECB" Column revision needed medium The column is "Cutback % Compared to 
ECB" or change the % to reflect the column 
label with FWO havng the greatest 
reduction.

The column is "Cutback % Compared to ECB" or 
change the % to reflect the column label with 
FWO havng the greatest reduction.

Column header updated in Table 6-11 to Cutbacks Compared to ECB for consistency with Table ES-6. Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS ES ES-11 lines 24 - 
29

General/Other The relationship of LOCAR to water sources for existing legal uses/users is complicated by 
the transfer of LO watershed source water and LO source water to the reservoir and the 
redistribution of the source water. More information is provided in the body of the report 
with most STOF Brighton Reservation water demands met by the reservoir in the 
Recommended Plan.

medium LOCAR reduces water supply compoared 
to the FWOL

Consider additional information as appropriate 
in ES and be clear in the differences between 
water supply perfomance between the FWOL 
and the sensitivity run FWOLL.

Revised ES with mention of model run with LOSOM, perhaps can be stated with more detail, tried to keep short for summary 
section. There is a reference to Annex B, could also reference the MDR report location

Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS ES ES-16  Lines 27 - 
37

General/Other Memo Comment 2 - Draft LOSOM-like operations for the recommended plan increase low 
LO stages during the driest times in the POS compared to FWOL. Evaluations for several low 
stage PMs were not apparent for review.  

high Lines 6-8 are not consistent with LOCAR 
Recommended Plan POS results when 
compared to FWOL. 

Provide results for the Lake Okeechobee MFL, 
Caloosahatchee Estuary MFL, LOSA Water 
Supply RECOVER Metric LOSA Duration – 
months of cutback, Lower East Coast Service 
Areas Water Supply- RECOVER metrics for 
Duration, Frequency and Severity.  Provide a 
stage duration curve graphic for low Lake 
Okeechobee stage levels from 90% to 100% in 
the same format as the 0% to 10% graphic in 
Annex B page B.1-20

See response to row 24. Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Main Report - Section 1 1-9 end of 1.4 on 
Problems and 
Opportunities

General/Other Navigation has not been included in the  1.4 Problems and Opportunities. low Navigation is a LO project purpose Consider adding Navigation to the Problems and 
Opportunity Section

Navigation was not an opportunity sought for the Proposed Action and will not be added. Ancillary recreational benefits may be 
expected and are documented throughout the report.

Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1-7  Table 
B.1.1

General/Other Navigation not included low Navigation is a LO project purpose Consider adding Navigation Edit made to table to include recreational navigation Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1-9  Table 
B.1.4

Ecology Water Supply for Fish and Wildlife in LO is not listed medium LO fish and wildlife water supply can also 
be impacted

Consider adding LO Fish and Wildlife to the table The table was updated to include Lake Okeechobee. Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1-9  Lines 9 - 
14 

General/Other Memo Comment 4 -  LO watershed flows into LO are a source of water for water supply medium The Kisimmee Reservation identifies non-
reserved LO watershed inflows to LO as a 
source of water existing legal users.

Consider evaluating inflow volumes as a source 
of water subject to the Savings Clause if not 
already analyzed

The discussion of the water supply savings clause has been updated. Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 
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Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1.11  Lines 9-
15

General/Other Memo Comment 5 - The LOCAR will transfer the LO watershed source water and LO source 
water to a reservoir.  The LOCAR reservoir will be the source for most STOF Brighton 
Rservation water demands.  Releases from the LOCAR reservoir will be available to meet all 
C&SF Project purposes and CERP's overarching objectives (page B.1-3).

high Releases of the transferred water to both 
the Brighton Reservation and Lake 
Okeechobee are identified as water 
needed to maintain or improve water 
supply for existing legal uses.  The LOCAR 
Study indicates all releases to Lake 
Okeechobee will be identified as “for the 
natural system” and reserved. The LOCAR 
Study is silent on how the water demands 
for the Brighton Reservation will be 
identified as a water supply volume. 

Releases from the LOCAR reservoir are multi-
purpose.  Consider and incorporate the technical 
strategies needed to identify water for other 
water related needs.

This should probably be verified by the modelers, but I believe the water supply assessments that demonstrate increased water 
supplies and reduced water shortage frequency, severity, and duration and reduced water shortage cutback volumes include the 
effects of water supplies for the natural system including the quantities needed to meet the MFLs for the estuaries.

Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1.11  through 
B.1.12

General/Other Memo Comments 1 - The various operational schedules used for modeling the planning 
conditions complicate water supply performance evaluations for comparisons between the 
conditions.   

high There is large uncertainty regarding what 
the LO regulatory schedule will be after 
the CEPP EAA Reservoir is completed, 
operational and consistent with operations 
needed to meet water supply assurances 
for CEPP. Both the LCR1 Recommended 
Plan and FWOLL sensitivity run using 
LOSOM-like operations simulate LOCAR 
water supply cut-backs greater than cut-
backs using CEPP-like operations for the 
FWOL condition.

In order to evaluate water supply performance 
consistent with LOCAR FWOL planning 
operations, perform a sensitivity run using CEPP-
like operations for LCR1 to complete two 
evaluation sets:
FWOL CEPP EAA Reservoir-like / LCR1 CEPP EAA 
Reservoir-like
FWOLL LOSOM-like / LCR1 LOSOM -like

Due to the time constrants of the project, model runs will be refined during PED. Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1.11 through 
B.1.12

General/Other Memo Comment 3 - RECOVER WS-1 for LOSA is referenced as the performance measure 
used to evaluate LOCAR LOSA water supply but it is not clear which LOSA PM is being used.

medium  The RECOVER adopted WS-1 LOSA PM has 
not been updated since 2005 and uses the 
SFWMM 2X2. LOSA WS PMs are now non-
RECOVER individual updates for specific 
purposes using the RSM-BN model

Document what was used for the LOSA WS PM 
and add Duration to the results.

“ECB condition, as quantified in RECOVER WS-1” was also replaced with “the LOSOM water supply PM suite” Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1.19  Lines 26 - 
30

General/Other These lines do not seem consistent with other information. low Hard to follow Probably needs some revision to be consistent 
with other information.

No change needed,  this reads perfectly consistent with the data presented in Figure B 1-9 Closed   

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1.20 through 
B.1.22

General/Other Memo Comment 2 - Draft LOSOM-like operations for the Recommended Plan increase low 
LO stages during the driest times in the POS compared to FWOL. Evaluations for several low 
stage PMs were not apparent for review. 

high Low LO stage evaluations are as important 
as high LO stage evaluations. Typical low 
stage or dry conditions performance 
measure results for projects associated 
with Lake Okeechobee regulation 
schedules are not apparent in the LOCAR 
sections reviewed. 

Provide results for the Lake Okeechobee MFL, 
Caloosahatchee Estuary MFL, LOSA Water 
Supply RECOVER Metric LOSA Duration – 
months of cutback, Lower East Coast Service 
Areas Water Supply- RECOVER metrics for 
Duration, Frequency and Severity.  Provide a 
stage duration curve graphic for low Lake 
Okeechobee stage levels from 90% to 100% in 
the same format as the 0% to 10% graphic in 
Annex B Page B.1-20.

I have not seen any model outputs for MFL evaluations or quantifications for Lake O or Caloosahatchee MFLs. I have not seen any 
model outputs for evaluating water supply to the LEC service area either. The RECOVER metrics are in Table B.16. I'm not sure 
who creates the stage duration graphics. There are 0 to 100% charts shown.

Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1-23 Lines 6 
thorugh 12

General/Other Memo Comment 2 - Draft LOSOM-like operations for the Recommended Plan increase low 
LO stages during the driest times in the POS compared to FWOL. Evaluations for several low 
stage PMs were not apparent for review. 

high Low LO stage evaluations are as important 
as high LO stage evaluations. Typical low 
stage or dry conditions performance 
measure results for projects associated 
with Lake Okeechobee regulation 
schedules are not apparent in the LOCAR 
sections reviewed. 

Provide results for the Lake Okeechobee MFL, 
Caloosahatchee Estuary MFL, LOSA Water 
Supply RECOVER Metric LOSA Duration – 
months of cutback, Lower East Coast Service 
Areas Water Supply- RECOVER metrics for 
Duration, Frequency and Severity.  Provide a 
stage duration curve graphic for low Lake 
Okeechobee stage levels from 90% to 100% in 
the same format as the 0% to 10% graphic in 
Annex B page B.1-20

Comment above applies. Closed - According to EIS additional future evalautions will be 
performed. 

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 1 B.1 -24 General/Other Memo Comment 5 - The LOCAR will transfer the LO watershed source water and LO source 
water to a reservoir.  The LOCAR reservoir will be the source for most STOF Brighton 
Rservation water demands.  Releases from the LOCAR reservoir will be available to meet all 
C&SF Project purposes and CERP's overarching objectives (page B.1-3).

high Releases of the transferred water to both 
the STOF Brighton Reservation and Lake 
Okeechobee are identified as water 
needed to maintain or improve water 
supply for existing legal uses.  The LOCAR 
Study indicates all releases to Lake 
Okeechobee will be identified as “for the 
natural system” and reserved. The LOCAR 
Study is silent on how the water demands 
for the Brighton Reservation will be 
identified as a water supply volume. 

Releases from the LOCAR reservoir are multi-
purpose.  Consider and incorporate the technical 
strategies needed to identify water for other 
water related needs.

While I am not aware of a quantification of the inflow volumes to Lake O, the model results demonstrate the additional project 
reduces the frequency and severity of water shortages and reduces water shortage cutback volumes for existing legal users of 
Lake O and LOSA in accordance with the Savings Clause.

Closed

Rebecca Elliott Environmental 
Chemistry, Water 
Resources/Water 
Supply and 
CERP/RECOVER

FDACS Annex B - Part 2 Annex B - Part 2 General/Other The same comments apply to all information/sections that match comments provided for 
Annex B Part 1

high The same basis apply to all 
information/sections that match 
comments provided for Annex B Part 1

The same suggested actions apply to all 
information/sections that match comments 
provided for Annex B Part 1

Agree. If changes are made, we will incorporate in the final draft. Closed see backcheck response for Part 2

Nimmy Jeyakumar Regulatory  Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD Section 7 (7.4.1) Page 7-9 General/Other  7.4.1Permits, En tlements, and Cer fica ons
The Corps would obtain a WQC prior to advertising any construction contract . - This 
sentence needs to be reworded.

Currently This sentence  says USACE will 
obtain WQC. I believe District is involved 
with planning, design and construction of 
project. 

Recommend rewording sentence to say- The 
District as the local sponsor will be obtaining the 
needed State CERPRA Permit from FDEP under  
Section 373.1502 and a Federal Section 404 
permit prior to construction of project.

Text was updated as proposed Closed

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.1.1. C.1-1, Lines 34-
36

The Okeechobee Waterway is actually an Intercoastal Waterway (connecting different 
waterbodies, connecting Atlantic to Gulf, coast to coast).  Even Wikipedia has it wrong.
The Atlantic and Gulf Waterways are Intracoastal Waterways (they continue along each 
coast, not connecting different waterbodies but running along the same waterbody, within 
the same coast).  

Accepted changes as provided. Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.1.1.2 C.1-3, Line 27 suggest reword, see track changes in doc Accepted changes as provided. Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.1.1.5 C.1-32, Line 20 suggest reword, see comment in doc Accepted changes as provided. Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.3.4 C.3-11, Lines 4-5 
and 10-11, and 
14

suggest reword, see comment and track changes in doc Accepted changes as provided and update throughout as proposed. Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.3.4 C.3-17, Lines 22, 
25, 34, 36 and 
page C.3-18, Line 
7

suggest reword, see track changes in doc These are subsections of "Effects on Special Aquatic Sites." No changes were made on page 3-17. Proposed changes were made 
to add "Effect on" to Threatened and Endangered Species."

Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.3.4 C.3-18, Lines 1-3 see comment in doc Comment has been addressed. Yes to all.
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Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.3.4 C.3-18, Lines 12-
14

see comment in doc, hope we get to review draft BO Comment noted. Yes to all.

Holly Andreotta ESA, Permitting, 
Compliance, 
Everglades Restoration

SFWMD C.3.4 C.3-20 suggest reword, see comment in doc Updated to "Restoration of Lake Okeechobee Watershed hydrology" Yes to all.

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-12 General/Other Change "black bail" to "black rail" on line 10 updated to black rail Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 5 9 General/Other Change "black bail" to "black rail" on line 34 updated to black rail Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-12 General/Other Remove "not" from line 40 (unless intended as is) "not" removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-2 General/Other There is no Figure E1-1 (intend to add ES-1 as Brighton Reservation and then "Figure ES-1" is 

"Figure ES-2" since you have Figure ES-3?)
figure names referenced are updated Yes to All

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-2 General/Other Add "(Figure ES-1)" to line 2 (similar map referred to as Study Area on 1-3) added figure refernce Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-5 General/Other Change "Figure ES-3" to "Figure ES-2" (unless another figure is added) updated figure name/label Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD ES ES-6 et al. General/Other Since the District is converting and will be publishing water measurements in NAVD88 in 

2024, why not present the measurements in the report to the ASA(CW) in NAVD88? (topic is 
addressed for the FS in 6-39 line 40)

Language from Section 6 was carried forward as a footnote. Yes to All

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 3 6 General/Other Line 20 states in error that the pump stations are named PS-1 and PS-2 in Figure 6-1 reference to pump stations removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 4 1 General/Other Change "provide and account" to "provides and accounts" on line 15 text updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 4 13 General/Other Change "provide" to "provides" on line 1 text updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 4 19 General/Other Change "3Environmental" to "Environmental" on line 1 "3" deleted Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 4 21 General/Other Change "Table 4-34" to Table 4-21" on line 4 table numbering corrected Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 5 1 General/Other Change "40" to "The 40" in line 20 "the" added Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 6 4 General/Other The PS-1 and PS-2 pump stations are not lebeled in Figure 6-1 as stated in line 2 reference to pump stations removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 6 5 General/Other Change "Figure 6-1" to "Figure 6-2" on line 2 figure numbering updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 6 18 General/Other Change "Table 6-11" to "Table 6-10" on line 23 table numbering corrected Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD 6 20 General/Other Change "(xv))" to "(xv)" in line 27 ")" removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.2 1 General/Other Add intended missing word before "referred" on line 7 indication of a reference word/phrase has been removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.2 2 General/Other Remove "a" after "water" in line 21 "a" removed Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.2 3 General/Other Change "Figure D-34" to "Figure D-3" in line 2 figure name updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 3 General/Other Change "Figure D-5" to "Figure D-4" in line 2 figure name updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 4 General/Other Line 26: What type of manner to discourage vandalism is in mind?  Locked gates? Text was updated to "Water stage measuring devices will be affixed to a platform in a manner to discourage vandalism using 

hardened cases and natural or unnatural intrusions (e.g., inclement weather and animals)"
Yes to All

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 4 and 5 General/Other The sampling frequency for surface water stages "will likely be 15 minutes" - line 12, pg. 4, 
while line 3 on pg. 5 states "at least 15 minutes"; same is true for groundwater, rain and 
gate positions

Combine to something like "at least and likely 15 
minutes" or choose one for both sections

updated to "at least and likely 15 minutes" Yes to All

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 5 General/Other Change "QA/QC'ed" to "QA/QC-ed" on line 28 Changed "QA/QC'ed" to "QA/QC-ed" Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 6 General/Other Add "training logs must be provided" on line 29 added language Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 7 General/Other Add missing word after "sections" on line 10 added missing language Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD D.3 7 General/Other Add references to D.3.13-D.3.15; D.3.17 References added to these sections to FDEP's QA rule and associated SOPs. Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 7 General/Other Decrease font size on the first row of Table E-1 on line 14 size updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 7 General/Other Change "refer" to "reference" on line 12 The word "reference" (and "see") is not needed 

in the parenthesis designating Figures and 
Tables and could be removed.  Some times 
either word is not used (E-16 line 17)

Changed "refer" to "reference" on line 12. Removed "see" and "reference" when designating figures or tables Yes to All

Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 7 General/Other Decrease font size under Table E-1 on lines 15 and 16 size updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 9 General/Other Decrease font size under Table E-4 on lines 15 and 16 size updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 15 General/Other Change "ft" to "feet (ft)" on line 19 and "feet" to "ft" on line 20 updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 26 General/Other Change "Hus" to "HUs" in the fifth row in Table E-12 on line 10 updated Yes to All
Kristin Larson water quality, ecology SFWMD E 34 General/Other Change "Figure E-7" to "Figure E-7)." on line 9 added ")" Yes to All
Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.1.2 C-4 Engineering Last sentence.  Remove reference to optimum stage and instead just provide the operating 
range.

medium Stating as an operating range is more 
appropriate.  Move away from using 
'optimum'.

Replace last sentence with "S-65E, together with 
S-65EX1, in so far as possible normally operates 
to maintain headwater stage between 19.6 to 
20.0 feet NAVD through automated controls."  

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.1.3 C-5 Engineering First paragraph, second sentence.  Replace "agricultural releases" with "water supply 
releases"

low Better description of the releases. Replace agricultural with water supply. R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.1.3 C-5 Engineering Second Paragraph.  Remove reference to optimum stage and instead juat provide the 
operating range; reference that S82 works with not only S83 but also S83X.

medium Stating as an operating range is more 
appropriate.  Move away from using 
optimum stage and reference that it works 
with other structures as done in other 
sections.

Replace last sentence with "S-82, together with 
S-83 and S-83X, in so far as possible normally 
operates to maintain headwater stage between 
30.6 to 31.4 feet NAVD through automated 
controls.   

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.1.3 C-5 Engineering Last Paragraph under S-83 & S-83X.  Remove reference to optimum stage and instead just 
provide the operating range; and add the high and low ranges.

medium Stating as an operating range is more 
appropriate.  Move away from using 
optimum stage.  Specify the normal range 
versus wet and dry conditions.

Replace last sentence with "S-83, together with 
S-83X and S-82, in so far as possible normally 
operates to maintain headwater stage between 
30.6 to 31.0 feet NAVD through automated 
controls.  During dry conditions, the operating 
range may be raised by 0.2 feet to maintain a 
range of 30.8 to 31.2 feet NAVD.  During very 
wet conditions, the operating range may be 
lowered by 0.2 feet to maintain a range of 30.4 
to 30.8 feet NAVD."  

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.1.3 C-6 Engineering Last Paragraph under S-84 & S-84X.  Remove reference to optimum stage and instead just 
provide the operating range

medium Stating as an operating range is more 
appropriate.  Move away from using 
optimum stage.

Replace last sentence with "S-84, together with 
S-84X, in so far as possible normally operates to 
maintain headwater stage between 23.1 to 24.0 
feet NAVD through automated controls.   

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.2 C-6 Engineering Second Paragraph.  What will be the capacity of the two reservoir outflow culverts currently 
referenced as CU-1A and CU-2 as well as any emergency overflow?

high Need to understand the intended and 
potential outflow

Add the capacity of the outflow culverts and any 
emergency overflow in the text of this section.

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.2 C-6 Engineering List under Paragraph 3, Item 2.  Based on the reservoir full stage being 51.7 feet NAVD and 
the reservoir having average of about 19.0 feet of storage (18.8 and 19.0 feet were both 
referenced in the documents) this would indicate the empty stage of the reservoir is 32.9 
feet NAVD.  This section indicates gravity flow into the reservoir, however the high end of 
the operating range is normally 31.0 feet NAVD, up to 31.2 feet NAVD in dry conditions to 
conserve water.  

high The math doesn't add up for gravity into 
the reservoir.

Provide details on the bottom stage of the 
reservoir as well as any limitations/constraints 
such as effective storage, etc. that may be 
applicable.  Describe how gravity inflow is 
possible.  

R. Sciortino:  The ground surface elevation in the reservoir varies from about 26 to 41 ft NAVD88, with the higher ground 
elevations in the north and the lower ground elevations in the south.  Figure C-4 in the updated DPOM in Annex C shows the 
variation in ground surface elevation across the reservoir.  Also, text has been added to Filling Method #2 to explain that under 
this method water conveyed to the reservoir would be stored mostly within the southern portions of each reservoir cell.

YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.2.1 C-8 Engineering First Bullet.  Is the entire facility offline if the DDS-1 gates are closed during reservoir 
dewatering/maintenance?  If not, describe how the remaining operational cell would 
operate.

high To understand how the facility operates if 
one cell is offline and the DDS-1 gates are 
closed.

Add details to the document describing the 
operations for the scenario of one of the cells 
being offline and how (if) the rest of the project 
will function to move water through the system 
and any additional limitations or constraints 
under this scenario.

R. Sciortino:  Text has been added to the 5th bullet under C.3.2.1 to explain in general terms about the limitations to reservoir 
operations when DDS-1 is closed and one of the reservoir cells is taken out of service.  
Text has been added under C.13.3 that provides some details of how the reservoir would operate in the event either one of its 
cells must be taken out of service.

YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.3.2.1 C-8 Engineering Second Bullet.  What analysis was performed to demonstrate that the drawdown at PS-2 
will not affect flood control operations of S83/S83X?  Specifically, that the project 
operations will not further limit S-83/S-83X gate operations due to increased MAGO impacts 
from a lower tailwater due to drawdown when pumping.

high Potential impact to flood control 
operations at S83/S83X.

Provide results of analysis or reference to the 
document describing the analysis. 

R. Sciortino:  See Section 1.1.2 of Appendix A, Annex A-1.1, for a description of the HEC-RAS modeling performed to simulate the 
condition in C-41A, when PS-2 is pumping at its max design pumping rate of 1,500 cfs.

YES, but would like SFWMD H&H to review the results.

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.4.2 C-13 General/Other Last sentence.  Is this sentence meant to reference Lake Okeechobee and EAA SOM, or is it 
meant to reference the SOM being discussed in the section - Kissimmee River - Lake 
Istokpoga Basin SOM?

low Reference to Lake O and EAA instead of 
Kissimmee River and Lake Istokpoga 
appears to possibly be out of place.

Verify and correct if needed. R. Scioritno:  This sentence has been deleted from C.4.2, since it does not belong in C.4.2.  A similar sentence is included at the 
end of C.4.1, and has been kept in C.4.1, since C.4.1 is the appropriate location for this sentence.

YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.7.1.1 C-15 Engineering Item 4.  Can also deliver to the C-41A downstream of S-83. low Missing delivery to C-41A downstream of S-
83.

Add that can also deliver to the C-41A 
downstream of S83.  This can be done by 
delivery upstream of S-83 and flowing through S-
83, or by delivering downstream of S-83 
(between S-83 and S-84).

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.8 C-17 Engineering What are the pre-storm / storm operations for the project?  This section only references 
general pre-storm drawdown.  

high Missing pre-storm / storm operations for 
the project.

Add project specific details that may need to be 
considered for pre-storm.  Is there a maximum 
rate of drawdown?  Is there a pre-storm level for 
significant events?

R. Sciortino:  C.8 has been subdivided into C.8.1 and C.8.2, with additional text added to descibe pre-storm and storm operations.  
J-Tech recommends that C.8 and its sections be refined with SFWMD's input during the PED phase of the project, in coordination 
with the finalization of the project design. 

YES



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review August 21 through September 1, 2023

Reviewer Name
Area(s) of 

Experience
Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to remedy /resolve 
concern Response Backcheck 2nd Response / 2nd Backcheck

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD Annex C.18 C-20 Engineering Second Paragraph, Last Sentence.  Specifies that the pump stations will communicate 
through SFWMD's Loggernet telemetry network.  Loggernet is monitoring only.  There is no 
control via Loggernet.  Need to be able to remotely operate from the Operations Control 
Center.

high If Loggernet is specified and used, there 
will be no ability for remote operations 
from the SFWMD Operations Control 
Center in B1 in West Palm Beach.  Need 
ability for remote operations of all pumps 
and structures associated with the inflow 
and outflow and movement of water 
through the project features. 

Change reference from Loggernet to Motorola, 
or remove reference to the type of RTU here, 
such as "… through SFWMD's telemetry 
network."

R. Sciortino: Text in this section has been revised to address this comment. YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD 6.1.1 6-4 Engineering Paragraph 3, Second Sentence.  This sentence indicates the seepage pump station would 
receive runoff from adjacent farms and C-41A to relieve flooding in the event of a prolonged 
power outage.  Is this the intent of the seepage pump station?  Does it improve flood 
damage reduction for the surrounding offsite areas, does it replace flood damage reduction 
features that are being removed as a result of the project?

medium A seepage pump station associated with a 
project is typically intended to mitigate 
and return any seepage associated with 
the project to avoid offsite impacts.  This 
section indicates the intent of the seepage 
pump station is to receive runoff.

Clarify intent. R. Sciortino:  The seepage pump station's function is to pump seepage water from the reservoir collected in the perimeter 
(seepage) canal back into reservoir, to manage seepage losses from the reservoir as well as maintain the stage in Reach 7 of the 
perimeter canal at its control elevation.  The seepage pump station is not designed or intended to be a stormwater/flood 
protection pump station.  This paragraph (last paragraph of 6.1.1) has been removed from Section 6.1.1.  The 4th paragraph under 
6.1.1 has been revised to explain the purpose of the seepage pump station back-up generator.

YES

Suelynn Kirkland, 
P.E.

Civil Engineer, Water 
Resources - Reviewed 
from Water Manger 
Perspective

SFWMD 6.1.1.2 6-6 Engineering This section indicates S-83 may need relocation, but does not reference capacity of S-83 
replacement and does not reference the replacement and increased size of S-84 that is 
described in the Draft Operations Plan.  S-83 relocation was not referenced in the Draft 
operation plan and does not include details here as to the capacity.  

high Understanding the intended structures to 
be replaced, their design capacities and 
operations, and impacts to existing 
remaining structures.

Be clear in this section with which structure(s) 
need replacement and their capacities, and be 
consistent between the Feasibility Report and 
the Draft Operations Plan.  Also provide analysis 
that shows project operations will not affect 
flood control operations by imposing increased 
MAGO restrictions (for example potential for 
localized drawdown increasing the head 
difference across S83 (existing or replacement) 
and impacting MAGO and therefore ability to 
discharge.

R. Sciortino:  The potential relocation of S-83 (to a new location about 1.2 miles downstream of existing S-83) to be further 
considered/evaluated during the PED phase of the project, is not part of the C-41A conveyance improvements described in 
subsection 6.1.1.2.  Therefore, this paragraph about potentially relocating S-83 has been revised and moved to be under its own 
subsection 6.1.1.3.  The C-41 conveyance improvements are intended to increase the flow capacity of C-41A downstream of S-83, 
in order to allow for LOCAR to discharge at a max rate of 1,500 cfs during PMP events and smaller storm events.  When the C-41A 
conveyance improvements are constructed, the S-84+ gates will be operated to maintain normal stages upstream of S-84+ (like S-
84/S-84X is presently operated), in order to keep the tailwater at S-83 within a normal range, so as to allow S-83 to operate within 
its normal MAGO range as well as not create an unstable head differential across S-83.

YES

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study, 
Executive Summary

ES-10 Water Quality Line 11 inidcates water quality improvements, but lines 12-14 indicate a small increase in 
average phosphorus load to the lake. This section is titled Other Benefits and should 
describe the ancillary water quality improvements. In accordance with the TMDL for Lake 
Okeechobee, the project cannot increase loading to the Lake. Annex I conclusion says 
increases in load are smaller than the increased flow and do not increase P loads to the lake. 

high compliance with TMDL Replace sentences about loading with 
description of ancillary benefits for water quality 
by reducing high lake stages. If last sentence is 
kept, is should state …"will not significantly 
affect phosphorus loads to the lake." Provide 
additional clarification that what appears to be a 
small increase in loading is from water that is 
being recirculated and increases in load are 
smaller than the increased flow. Need to clear 
up “increased loading” and recirculation of 
water. Would recirculation of water be 
considered an increase in flow? Does this 
account for water being “removed” from the 
Lake and the settling in the reservoir before 
returning to the lake? Needs to be clear this 
project is not contributing to increased loading 
to Lake O which has a TMDL. 

The wording in this paragraph was modified. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study 1-2, 6-29 Water Quality Page 1-2, Line 23-25 and Page 6-29, Line 18-20. These statements should be edits to be 
more accurate about what BMAPs may provide. 

low accuracy Page 1-2: 
Line 24 could be revised to say…"to help meet…"
Last sentence in Line 25 should be removed. 
Same edits for page 6-29.

The wording in these two sections was revised. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study 5-19, 6-23, 6-28, 
6-47

Water Quality Table 5-9, Table 6-12, Table 6-14, Section 6.8.4: text states water quality improvements not 
expected to be affected, but then describes increased loads.  In accordance with the TMDL 
for Lake Okeechobee, the project cannot increase loading to the Lake. Annex I conclusion 
says increases in load are smaller than the increased flow and do not increase P loads to the 
lake. 

high compliance with TMDL Provide additional clarification that what 
appears to be a small increase in loading is from 
water that is being recirculated and increases in 
load are smaller than the increased flow. Need 
to clear up “increased loading” and recirculation 
of water. Would recirculation of water be 
considered an increase in flow? Does this 
account for water being “removed” from the 
Lake and the settling in the reservoir before 
returning to the lake? Needs to be clear this 
project is not contributing to increased loading 
to Lake O which has a TMDL. 

The wording in these tables and section were revised. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study 6-39 Policy The text described DEP's review as it related to water quality. 373.1502 F.S. has other 
reasonable assurance requirements.

medium compliance with 373.1502 F.S. Include complete list of reasonable assurances 
from 373.1502: 
1.The project component will achieve the design 
objectives set forth in the detailed design 
documents submitted as part of the application.
2. State water quality standards, including 
water quality criteria and moderating provisions, 
will be met. Under no circumstances shall the 
project component cause or contribute to 
violation of state water quality standards.
3. Discharges from the project component will 
not pose a serious danger to public health, 
safety, or welfare.
4. Any impacts to wetlands or threatened or 
endangered species resulting from 
implementation of the project component will 
be avoided, minimized, and mitigated, as 
appropriate.

The complete list of assurances was added to this section. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study 7-2 Policy Lines 21-23: Does not include DEP as cooperating agency, but DEP responded in agreement 
on May 24, 2023

medium omission of DEP as Cooperating Agency revised to include DEP agreed. DEP was added to this list. Closed
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Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex I 1-5 Water Quality Discussion and Conclusions need more clarity about "increased loading" and recirculation of 
water - how would recirculation lead to increased loading? There will be some settling in the 
reservoir. 

high compliance TMDL Provide additional clarification that what appear 
to be a small increase in loading is from water 
that is being recirculated and increases in load 
are smaller than the increased flow. Need to 
clear up “increased loading” and recirculation of 
water. Would recirculation of water be 
considered an increase in flow? Does this 
account for water being “removed” from the 
Lake and the settling in the reservoir before 
returning to the lake? Is there a consideration 
for runoff contributions between reservoir and 
the lake? Needs to be clear this project is not 
contributing to increased loading to Lake O 
which has a TMDL. 

Clarification was added to the conclusion. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Section 203 Study 7-2 General/Other References to Appendix A of EIS seem incorrect low typo revise to provide correct refernces to FS not EIS. Appendix A of the EIS is the correct appendix to reference. Appendix A of the EIS has copies of the agency coordination and public 
outreach documents; those public outreach documents are not included as an appendix to the Section 203 Study document.

Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex C C-4 General/Other Typo - S-68E should be 65-E low typo updated text Closed
Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex C C-7 General/Other In Figure C-3, "J" in the legend should be corrected to "S-84+" low typo In Figure C-3, "J" in the legend should be 

corrected to "S-84+" 
Figure updated Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex C C-9 and 
throughout

General/Other Typo in Headers low typo Correct header from Annex H to Annex C header updated Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex C C-14 Water Quality Last sentence of section C.5.1 could include better detail about 373.1502 F.S. requirements. medium compliance with 373.1502 F.S. 373. 1502 F.S. states "State water quality 
standards, including water quality criteria and 
moderating provisions, will be met. Under no 
circumstances shall the project component 
cause or contribute to violation of state water 
quality standards."

language added Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex C C-14 General/Other Typo in C.6 where S-83+ should be S-84+ low typo Typo in C.6 where S-83+ should be S-84+ updated text Closed
Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex I 1-2 Water Quality a constant settling rate is mentioned but does not include a reference low understanding assumptions for model include reference for how the settling rate was 

determined
LAKE OKEECHOBEE WATERSHED RESTORATION PROJECT PHOSPHORUS LOADING SPREADSHEET MODEL - PLSM (Thomas, 2018) 
pg. 11

Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex I 1-2 Water Quality Table I-1: FWO line should have a blank cell for Percent Difference from FWO column ( 
difference is N/A)

low typo Table I-1: FWO line should have a blank cell for 
Percent Difference from FWO column ( 
difference is N/A)

Text was revised as recommended Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex I 1-3 Water Quality Lines 8-9 describe an increase in flow. Please clarify, if TP load calculations did not include 
Lake O sub-basin, why is the TP increase attributed to water recycled from Lake O only? 
Would runoff from the Lake O sub-basin also be a cause of the increase? 

medium compliance with TMDL Need to clear up “increased loading” and 
recirculation of water as stated in above 
comments and provide any additional 
clarification about runoff.

Clarification was added to the conclusion. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex D D.2-2 Water Quality Should clarify that the state sets WQ criteria consistent with the Clean Water Act - criteria is 
not defined in the CWA.

medium clarification The text was revised as recommended. Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex I I-4 Water Quality Figure I-3: text is not clear/legible due to font size of numbers low legibility format Figure to better read numbers on bar 
graph

Figure updated Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Appendix C C.1-58 Water Quality Line 12-13: provide more specifics to the reference to EPA 1997 low reference Line 12-13: provide more specifics to the 
reference to EPA 1997

Text was added to include "Air-borne mercury is deposited through precipitation and accumulates in the aquatic food web (EPA 
1997)."

Closed

Jordan Tedio Policy and Permitting FDEP Annex D D.2-2 Water Quality Unclear sentence: Surface Water Monitoring
 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.

low clarification delete "will not be negatively impacted by the 
Project and…"

Julianne provided an edit similar to what was suggested Closed

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering A.7-2 Engineering Makes reference to J-Tech Report May and June 2023 and then August 2023 Low Would like to see report to see what work 
was done.

Key reports should be an Appendix. D. Paiko: The May/June investigation was included in Annex B-1, and the supplemental borings will be added as an update to that 
report for a future iteration of this report.

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering A.8-10 Modeling Seepage values seem very low for a  1 mile length using a 2D slice model high Was there any sensisivty analsyis 
conducted on the K values to see the 
ranges of discharges?

Might be best to have a meeting versus a back 
and forth response

D. Paiko: Ranges with sensitivity analyses are being performed by the 3D seepage team. They will also be provided in the next 
draft of the report

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering A.8-15 Modeling Statement "Based on the investigation and review of past geotechnical reports, it appears 
that sandy materials are acceptable for embankment construction and are readily available 
onsite". How is this going to store water if the sand content is high?

high Inconistances between sections, 
concerning if the center of the reservoir 
has a high sand content

Might be best to have a meeting versus a back 
and forth response

D. Paiko: The sandy materials are present near the surface where borrow materials will be gathered. There will be some seepage 
loss throught the bottom, but there is also lower hydraulic conductivity units deeper into the profile in most of the explorations 
performed. 

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering A.8.7-1 and A.87-
15

Modeling 2D- Cross Section Plots: How come the eqipotential lines within the aquifer all disappear on 
the rapid drawdown and cicular failures plots versus the regular analysis?

medium Does not seem right, equipotential lines 
should still be there but maybe more 
flatened.

Might be best to have a meeting versus a back 
and forth response

D. Paiko:  In the rapid drawdown condition, you no longer have a flow path from a reservoir pool to the downstream toe. We 
made an extreme assumption that the reservoir goes from full to drained in 24 hours to show the reservoir remains stable in that 
extreme case. We are happy to provide a demonstration of the model, if needed, but we believe the rapid drawdown 
equipotential lines are correct as shown.

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering Modeling Non Calibrated Steady State Model. This is a little concerning that this is so far along with 
out a calibrated model with actual field infiltration parameters. This could have a impact on 
the overall cost of infastructure and operations.

high The 3D groundwater models were not 
calibrated due to schedule and 3D data 
constraints. It is recommended for the 
design phase that a time varying 3D 
groundwater model

Might be best to have a meeting versus a back 
and forth response. No reference to other 
District Water Farm invesigations or their 
results. References are listed below.

M. Loinaz: We concur that the model should be calibrated to gain more confidence in the simulated water table, which is key to 
estimating the volume and direction of seepage. To calibrate a model, two necessary items need to be in place, one is the 
availability of groundwater level measurements in the area of interest and second, a suitable schedule that allows for developing 
a preferably integrated model that accounts for the critical water budget components that impact the water table. The schedule 
should provide for at least six months to one year for development and calibration of a time varying simulation period that 
includes wet and dry season conditions. Groundwater measurements near the project site are isolated to the few recent 
piezometer installations by JTech with minimal available readings. Recommendations for the PED phase of the projet include 
groundwater monitoring during the wet and dry season, and development of a calibrated, or at a minimum, a verified model if 
groundwater monitoring will be limited and not enough data is available for a full model calibration.

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Appendix A Engineering A.9.1 Modeling Stated in the report says the 3-D Model was used to evluate the following seepage impacts: 
1.) • The amount of flow from the reservoir due to seepage,2.) • The amount of flow that is 
collected by the seepage management canal (i.e., the Project perimeter canal), 3.) • The 
effectiveness of various seepage control elevations in the perimeter canal,
4.) • The amount of unrecoverable seepage, if any, that migrates to surrounding areas, and
5.) • The effect of any unrecoverable seepage on groundwater levels in the surrounding 
areas.

high Looked for results for Items 1, 3, 4 and 5 in 
column D. If the results are there I need to 
have them pointed out to me. Was the cut 
off wall simulated in the 3-D model?  Line 
28 in this SS indicates low seepage values 
in the canal in the 2-D model also low in 
the 3D model.

Might be best to have a meeting versus a back 
and forth response

Maria Loinaz:
Items 1, 2 and 4 are addressed in Table A.9.3-2 and Table A.9.3-3.

Item 5 is addressed in Figure A.9.3-1 (i.e., it shows the resulting head difference with- vs. without-project with optimized 
elevations).

For item 3, Table A.9.2-6 shows the initial stages and Table A.9.3-1 shows the optimized stages. The differences between the 
stage iterations to reach the optimal stages were not quantified in the report, i.e., only the optimized results are shown. The 
differences in the seepage estimates between initial versus optimized can be added to the report. In general, the project results in 
a net drawdown which is lower with the optimized stages than the initial control elevations.

The cut-off wall was included and simulated in all model simulations.

Please provide clarification on the last sentence of the comment if a response is needed for this item (“Line 28 in this SS indicates 
low seepage values in the canal in the 2-D model also low in the 3D model.”).

Comment Closed.

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Data Not Used in Model - Not Used or Referenced high SFWMD WS-37, Seepage Investigation of 
the Caulkins Water Farm Pilot Project - 
First Annual Report, Martin County, 
Florida. 2015

Should review these reports to look at the 
impact from Phase I and II Calukins project and 
associated values

D. Paiko: Reports received - thank you Comment Closed. References to the reports were added. Appendix A.7

Steve Krupa, PG Seepage, Groundwater-
Surface Water 
Interactions, 
Groundwater Flow

SFWMD Data Not Used in Model - Not Used or Referenced high SFWMD WS-49 Hydrogeology of the 
Caulkins Water Farm Project Martin 
County, Florida Technical Publication July 
2019 

Should review these reports to look at the 
impact from Phase I and II Calukins project and 
associated values

D. Paiko: Reports received - thank you Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 The memo provided some needed information but still is brief. Although lots of the 
information could be located in the model files, for documentation purposes, more 
information should be  added in the technical memo. 

Additional content has been added to Anex A-2.6 to address this comment. Comment Closed.
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Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 In the memo the NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall depths in the area are mentioned, the SFWMD 
rainfall temporary distribution was mentioned. The plots of rainfall temporary distribution 
for 10-yr and 100-yr storm should be added to the memo as references since this is a storm 
event simulation.   

The temporal rainfall distribution has been added to memo. See Figure 2. Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 S-83 was set to have constant inflow of 3,400 cfs for 10-yr and 4,150 cfs for 100-yr storm. 
These numbers are different from what the SFWMD Structure Atlas shows (max flow at S83 
and S83X is 4830cfs), and what’s recommended to the LOCAR Dam Breach 2D RAS model 
(design discharge is 5670 cfs, max discharge is 9000 cfs). Please provide the reference for 
the values applied in the 1-D RAS model. The same comments apply to S-65E and S-84. 

The design flows of 5670 cfs and 9000 cfs are for the S-84 structure, the S83 structure flows are 3,830 and 4,150 cfs.  The 3,400 
cfs will be revised to 3,830 cfs for the 10-year storm and the 4,150 cfs will remain the same for the 100-year storm (see January 
1958 USACE publication, Canal 41-A Hydraulic Design Computations Part II Supplement 7).

Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 Lake Okeechobee stage was set to be constant at 18.0 ft NAVD88. This is a very high LOK 
stage. A high stage at the downstream boundary might be a worst case scenario to simulate, 
however, using S352_H, S191_T as reference, the highest historical stage at LOK is 18.7 ft 
NGVD29 (17.34 ft NAVD88). Please add the source of the 18.0 ft NAVD88 for LOK stage. 

These stages were used in the Dam Breach Model, presented in Annex A-2.7 of the LOCAR Section 203 Feasibility Study report. Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 Pages 14-19, the water surface profiles are Maximum Water Surface Profile. Since this is 
unsteady state analysis, water surface profiles are changing all the time. Please name the 
figures titles clearly and correctly. 

The figure titles have been revised to address this comment. Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 Please add a few representative structure discharge plots in “Results” section, to show the 
simulated flow at structures during the storm events. 

These plots have been added to the memo. Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD Annex A-2.6 Please add a “Conclusion” section to explain the model results. A Conclusion section has been added to the memo. Comment Closed.
Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.1 Is cutoff wall part of evaluations? Even cutoff wall is designed from previous study, it is still 

worth running a scenario without cutoff, and comparing seepage rate out of reservoir with 
the one with cutoff wall. 

The seepage cutoff wall is a required component of the perimeter dam because it is needed to ensure the stability of the 
perimeter dam; and therefore, all of the 3D seepage models include the perimeter dam seepage cutoff wall.

Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.1 Has the model domain been reduced and the area southwest of the C-40 Canal been cut off 
as presented 
in previous meetings? 

Yes, the model domain was reduced from the original extent that was submitted in August of 2023. The areas south and west of 
the C41 canal were removed since seepage impact south of the C41A was found minimal and it is expected that the influence of 
the C41 canal will be dominant over seepage in the areas that were removed.

Comment Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 The hydrostratigraphy shown in Table A.9.2-1 is too coarse for seepage modeling. Reservoir 
leakage could be sensitive to the hydraulic properties of any shallow, restrictive units (e.g., 
spodic horizons) that could exist. More detailed layering within unit A may be warranted. In 
particular, this information is needed to reliably estimate the characteristic leakage length.

It is expected that more hydrostratigraphy data will be collected during the PED phase and included in a refined groundwater 
model. A recommendation to refine the model layering with a refined hydrostratigraphy was added to the A9 report.

Close with Flag. Additional data will need to be acquired during 
the next phase of the project. The data acquisition plan should 
be coordinated with and reviewed by District staff. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 Was the model layering scheme depicted in Table A.9.2-1 applied to the entire model 
domain? 

Yes, but the elevations and conductivities were spatially interpolated according to the boring data available, as shown in figure 
A.9-3 to A.9-8 and extrapolated to the extent of the model domain.

Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 What was the basis for selecting the inverse distance interpolation scheme with the 
distance exponent indicated? This interpolation scheme tends to produce a choppy surface. 
Consideration should be given to another methodology that leads to more realistic surfaces. 
The figures provided show some abrupt, local variations. 

Several interpolation techniques were tested and the IDW method used produced smooth surfaces, while maintaining the data as 
measured near the boring location. This was stated in the A9 report.

Close with Flag. The IDW method did not appear to produce a 
smooth surface as indicated. A better methodology is 
recommended for the next phase of the project. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 In Figures A.9.2-2 to A.9.2-7, Are these interpolations (K and surface elevations) 
implemented through entire model domain?

Yes, the boring data interpolation was extrapolated to the boundary of the model. Close with Flag. The extrapolation of aquifer parameters 
beyond the tested areas is generally not recommended. The 
spatial domain for data acquisition should be expanded, if 
possible, in the next phase of the project. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 The bottom elevation of the model is assumed to be a uniform value (-120 ft-NAVD). Please 
justify this is a no-flow boundary. 

This was addressed in the document, please refer to the second paragraph on the Vertical Grid section, pg. A.9-9. Close with Flag. As indicated in the report, lithologic data 
should be acquired at deeper depths during the next phase so 
the locations of the intermediate confining unit can be refined. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.2 Please move all figures to the end of the Appendix A. Placing the figures next to the text where these are referenced is consistent with other appendices in the feasibility report. This 
format creates a good flow in the content of the document.

Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.3 As mentioned previously, cell sizes within three times the characteristic leakage length of 
the reservoir perimeter should not exceed the characteristic leakage length. Close to the 
reservoir perimeter, the cell dimensions should preferably not exceed 10% of this length. 
Preliminary estimates of the characteristic leakage length using the information provided 
suggest that the minimum cell size near the reservoir perimeter should be close to 6 feet, 
which is smaller than the 18 feet indicated. As discussed above, further refinement of the 
characteristic leakage length is recommended. 
The cell sizes shown in Figure A.9.2-8 (upper right) may be too large. Additionally, the aspect 
ratio shown 
may be problematic. 

The characteristic length as described in Haitjema et al., (2001) depends on the flow resistance (conductivity and thickness) 
between the zone underneath the water body (reservoir or canal) and the aquifer. Since this parameter is unknown further 
investigation needs to be conducted to determine a reasonable assumption for this parameter. Instead, a comparison with the 2D 
cross section models served to test that the model resolution is adequate since the 2D model resolution is much finer. This 
comparison showed that the flow and heads predicted by the 2D models with similar layering are closely approximated by the 3D 
model. Further testing and refinement of the model resolution and numerical grid during the PED phase was recommended in the 
A9 report.

Open. As indicated in the response, the characteristic leakage 
length is an unknown 
parameter and additional data are needed to quantify it with 
sufficient accuracy for model 
purposes. These data need to be acquired during the next 
phase. Further testing and 
refinement of the spatial discretization also needs to be carried 
out. However, the 2-D 
model used to verify the seepage rates computed with the 3-D 
model needs to be submitted for review. This comment will 
remain open pending this review. 

The 2D seepage model file for the 2D seepage and slope stability analyses presented in 
Section A.8 of Appendix A is on Sharepoint at (note there is second model file dated Dec. 
2023, just for the sensitivity analyses presented in A.8.10): 2D Seepage and Slope Stability 
Model File.     
Table A.9-2, in Section A.9.2.3, has been updated to be consistent with the output from the 
latest 2D and 3D seepage models (see tracked changes).  The 2D flow data shown in Table 
A.9-2, is from Table A.8-3, in Section A.8. 

/ Comment closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.3 Average Reference ET in Dry Season in Table A.9.2-3 does not seem to match the value in 
the model. Please 
make sure the values in the Table A.9.2-3 match those in the models. 

The values on the table show the reference ET, which is converted to potential ET for the various land uses based on typical crop 
coefficients values. The actual ET was then adjusted to avoid cells drying and allow for model convergence.

Close with flag. Please add the explanation in model calibration 
section.

See text added to Section A.9.2.4.1, above Table A.9-4, to address this backcheck comment 
(see tracked changes). 

/ Comment closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4 Should a current conditions model be constructed for history matching to the measured 
piezometer water levels mentioned here?

The data collected to date is insufficient for model calibration, but it was used to verify that the simulated water table is within 
the range of the available data.

Close with Flag. There needs to be plan for demonstrating that 
the model is capable of 
replicating current conditions with acceptable accuracy. This 
will require a monitoring plan that acquires the data needed for 
this purpose. Such a monitoring plan should be submitted as 
part of the next phase. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4.1 Is it assumed that all the rainfall results in aquifer recharge? Yes, but ET is also extracted. The A.9 report recommends that an integrated model be used to more accurately calculate recharge 
based on other hydrological processes.

Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4.1 The conductance values applied to the perimeter seepage canal should be based on cross 
section modeling as opposed to the formula shown. Depending on the width of the channel, 
neglecting the effects on bottom sediments may lead to errors since their hydraulic 
conductivity is usually lower than those of the surrounding soils.

The equation used for conductance of the perimeter canal uses the cross section of the canal. It assumes that the resistance to 
flow across the aquifer - canal interface is controlled by the aquifer conductivity. This is also true of the 2D cross section models 
for geotechnical analysis (A.8). A sensitivity analysis was added to the A.9 report that tested the effect of the perimeter canal 
conductance of the simulated flows and discusses the implications of this uncertainty. 

Close with Flag. The approach used to quantify the conductance 
values of the seepage perimeter canal may be unreliable for 
this type of modeling effort. In the next phase, cross sectional 
modeling should be used to estimate the conductance values. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4.1 Drain boundaries: please include drain ditches network in the report. This was added to the A.9 report. Close. 
Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4.1 Need confirm: are only farm canals/ditches (not areas adjacent to major canals/ditches) 

defined as drain 
with control elevations? 

Yes, the drain cells are those that intersect farm canal/ditches only. Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.2.4.1 For perimeter seepage canal, resistance due to accumulated sediments in future may 
reduce collected seepage rates. Sensitivity analysis of seepage canal conductance also needs 
to be conducted. 

Two sensitivity runs on the perimeter canal conductance were added reducing the canal conductance by one and two orders of 
magnitude. The results will be added to the A.9 document.

Close with Flag. The effects of accumulated sediments on future 
canal-aquifer interchanges should be investigated in the next 
phase using cross section modeling. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.2 The results shown in Figure A.9.3-1 imply that the perimeter canals capture all the seepage 
while also extracting ground water from surrounding areas. Cross sectional seepage 
modeling with refined stratigraphy should be carried out to verify this result.

Cross section modeling was conducted section A8 but the layering differed from the 3D model for the purposes of the 
geotechnical analysis. Verification of the 3D model with 2D models was added to the recommendations for the PED phase in the 
A9 report.

Close with Flag. The recommendation indicated in the response 
needs to be carried out in the next phase. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.3 The results shown in Tables A.9.3-2,3 should be verified with more detailed cross section 
modeling. 

Verification of the 3D model with 2D models was added to the recommendations for the PED phase in the A.9 report. Close with Flag. The recommendation indicated in the response 
needs to be carried out in the next phase. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.3 Table A.9.3-3: how are these seepage coefficients compared to those from 2-D cross section 
models? There may be some differences due to different layering and modeling objectives, 
but the seepage rates from 2-D and 3-D should be comparable in magnitudes. 

The results shown in this section are not comparable due to the different layering and materials used for the 2D model analysis 
for the purposes of the geotechnical analysis (A.8). In the test comparisons show in section A.9.2.3, the layering and materials 
used were the same as the 2D models, and thus the flow results were comparable.

Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.3 Last paragraph: better mention which studies had cutoff walls. If there are cutoff walls, are 
seepage coefficients comparable? 

Some of the studies mentioned have cutoff walls and some don't. It was stated that the relatively low seepage flow from the 
LOCAR reservoir is due to both the effect of the cutoff wall and the low permeability of the materials in the project site. 

Close. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.4 Table A.9.3-4: increasing seepage rates due to increased K values (and thus transmissivities) 
in layers, especially in deeper layers imply cutoff wall depths need to be optimized. Cutoff 
walls cost and increasing 
seepage pumping rates need to be balanced when optimizing cutoff wall depths. It is 
recommended that predictive uncertainty analyses be used to evaluate possible ranges of 
reservoir seepage outflow. The single-parameter perturbation approach used here may not 
yield reliable results. 

This was recommended for the PED phase in the A.9 report. Close with Flag. The recommendation indicated in the response 
needs to be carried out in the next phase. 

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD A.9.3.5 Once groundwater levels are collected in piezometers installed in the project area, the 
baseline model (without project) should be revisited and recalibrated using those observed 
data. 

This was recommended for the PED phase in the A.9 report. Close with Flag. The recommendation indicated in the response 
needs to be carried out in the next phase. 
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Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 2D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

For all cross section models: What are cross sections lengths? Which types of boundary 
conditions at each of the model ends? Has boundary conditions effect been tested?

For 2D Seepage Specifically: Cross sections in the models extend a minimum of 800 ft to each side from the crest of the 
embankment centerline. Boundary conditions are included in the output files and extend on all the surfaces for the reservoir side 
and are open on the downstream side. Boundary conditions at ends of model were varied in testing and have little impact on the 
model since the extent of the model has a ratio of more than 6 on each side. 

Closed with flag - please refer to similar comments from Mark. Comment noted.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model Please present statistics of without- project model calibration. Statistics were not calculated because this was a soft (or qualitative) calibration or verification. Moreover, it is a steady state 
model. Nevertheless, a comparison between average observed values and simulated values can be added in subsequent 
deliverables.

Open: A scatter plot between average observed values and 
simulated values, and contours for both without and with 
projects should be added in subsequent deliverables. Looking at 
the model, there are massive drain cells except for those for 
perimeter seepage canal, these drains will remove seepage 
from entire model domain, is this realistic? Checking the model 
results, groundwater contours in model domain do not look 
reasonable. 

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment.

/ Comment closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model Table 2: water budget look questionable. For both 2D and 3D models, Flow into seepage 
canal shall be a sum of Flow through embankment and flow into the seepage canal 
underneath. Total seepage loss from reservoir (not listed) shall be a sum of Flow into 
seepage canal and Flow beyond seepage canal (deep seepage). Please verify.

The 3D flow reported is only through a cross section of the canal. The total flow will be added in the next deliverable. Since we 
don’t have the USACE 2D model, we can only report what is in the documentation for the 2D model.

Open- Please compare Seepage Coefficients from 3D model 
with those from 2D model.  the coefficients are very small 
which may be caused by cut-off walls, but need confirm them 
from 2D seepage models. 

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment. 

/ Comment closed.
Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model The order of model development shall be adjusted. A without project model (or existing 

conditions) model is developed and calibrated first, and a with-project model is then 
constructed and to compare the simulated head elevations of the without-project model.

That is what was done, the recharge was first adjusted in the without project model and then applied to the with-project model. 
The report can be revised to make this clearer.

Closed

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model Model domain may be restricted to the project area, which is surrounded by Lake Istokpoga, 
Kissimmee River and C-41A Canal.

The model area includes the areas south of the C41A canal in order to assess the seepage impact south, which can be more 
susceptible to seepage impact.

Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model What is northwestern boundary? Should it be Lake Istokpoga and defined as a constant 
head boundary?

Agree, the CHB for Lake Istokpoga has been added. Closed

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model The seepage canal is usually simulated with Drain Package in MODFLOW, in which seepage 
canal stages are fixed or specified. Drain collects seepage from the reservoir and adjacent 
areas. Please justify why River Package is used to simulate seepage canal. 

Concur, the seepage canal boundary will be revised to a drain to represent the flow pumped out of the canal. Closed

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model Section 3.1: For the results in Figure 5, whether or not a cutoff wall is used? Head difference 
between with- and without- project is not anticipated to be significant for different 
recharges, which needs to be investigated. Need present groundwater contours for entire 
model domain for both with- and without- project.  

The cutoff wall was used in all with project models. The recharge raised the baseline (without project) water table by as much as 
12 feet in some areas near the reservoir, and on average around 6.5 feet in the C41A basin and 7 feet north of the C41A canal. 
Head contours with and without project will be added. This lower water table without recharge will produce larger head 
differences when the project is added.

Open - Figure A.9.3-1 in revised memo showed aerial 
groundwater level decreases with project along the perimeter 
seepage canals. Is this caused by lower control elevation in 
seepage canals than without project? in such sense,  total 
seepage rates (from both reservoir and landside) should be 
estimated.  

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment. 

/ Comment closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model In Table 5, in most reaches the flow intercepted by the seepage canal is similar in magnitude 
to the flow out of the reservoir. However, Figure 5 shows large head increases beyond the 
seepage canals, which flows cause such large head increase all around the reservoir. Please 
explain. 

Table 5 correspond to the lower left image on Figure 5, which shows relatively low head differences. Closed.

Zhongwei Li Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model Need run and present a scenario without cut-off wall for with-project conditions. Optimizing 
cut-off depths is also need conducted. 

The cutoff wall depth was determined in coordination with the project's geotechnical group. Per the geotechnical group, the 60' 
cut-off wall is required for dam stability and therefore other depths were not evaluated with the 3D seepage model.

Closed.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 2D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Do the cross section models include the extra resistance to seepage imposed by canal 
bottom sediments?

No. This is a great question. A quick check performed on one model suggested a sediment layer could raise the phreatic surface at 
the perimeter canal to above the sediment if the hydraulic conductivity of the suggested sediment layer is decreased sufficiently. 
This may be a great analysis to explore in a subsequent Engineering Design Phase beyond the Feasibility study.

Open. The response is not clear. What effects on the seepage 
rates and water table elevations did the sediment layer have?

A test run was performed with a very low hydraulic conductivity to simulate a low 
permeability sediment layer. In this case, the phreatic surface was raised slightly higher 
compared to a model without the layer, but exit gradients remained low and no major flow 
condition changes were observed downstream from the perimeter canal. This was not a 
detailed analysis and we are not publishing the results of this test run for this feasibility 
level planning report. Suggest evaluating this condition during the PED phase when a more 
detailed analysis can be performed.

/ Comment closed.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 2D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 3.2 What is meant by, “… close proximity to the K-42 concept..”? USACE issued a memorandum in 2017 for a similar conceptual phase evaluating two locations called K-42 and K-05. The K-42 
concept footprint is essentially the same location as the LOCAR Alternative 1. Therefore, the soil properties and hydraulic 
conductivity parameters proposed by the Corps were used in this preliminary J-Tech analysis due to the accelerated timeline 
requiring a seepage/stability TM prior to results from an ongoing subsurface investigation. As mentioned in the J-Tech TM, the 
ongoing investigation will be used to confirm or adjust those parameters. The Corps TM is reference #8 in Section 1.1 (USACE, 
2017.).

Close with Flag. Understood - please include this information in 
the current report. 

Section A.7.4 of Appendix A has been revised to address this comment.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 2D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

In Table 3.2.1, the soil classifications for the surficial soils suggest that their saturated Kh 
value should be the same or higher than the Kh value for Sand with Silt and Miscellaneous 
due to some clay content inherent to the latter. However, Kh for the former is given to be 
26.08 ft/d while Kh for the latter is 85.04 ft/d. Is this correct?

This is correct. The hydraulic conductivity for the surficial soils was estimated using the NRCS mapping tool and the values for 
both layers were presented on the USACE TM referenced above. The surficial soils are 2-feet thick and will have little effect on the 
model given the presence of the seepage wall. All hydraulic conductivity parameters will be reviewed with the results of the 
ongoing geotechnical investigation performed by J-Tech (June 2023) and will be modified, if necessary.

Close with Flag. Just to be clear, Table 3.2.1 appears to suggest 
that clay has a higher hydraulic conductivity than sand with silt. 
This should be revisited when the new geotechnical data have 
been acquired.

The referenced conductivities were taken from the USACE report. Revisions have been 
made in the updated report (Engineering Appendix A, Section A.7).

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 2D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Appendix: Figure 3.3-3 or an additional accompanying figure should also display model 
results between the southern seepage canal and C-41A.

Model does include C-41A canal at Cross Section B. An additional figure will be added/presented to reflect this. Close.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

The model appears to be based on the same existing geotechnical and hydrostratigraphic 
information as the cross-section seepage models. This does not include any results of the 
current geotechnical investigation results. Hence, this model should be considered as 
preliminary only. The hydrogeologic conceptualization and aquifer parameters used in this 
modeling effort should be revisited after the completion of the study that is currently 
underway. In particular, seepage from the impoundments into adjacent seepage canals can 
be affected by shallow hydrostratigraphy (e.g., spodic layers). It is recommended that, 
insofar as is possible and feasible, the current study be used to refine the hydrostratigraphy 
within the top 20 feet or so of the surficial aquifer.
Previous research on this type of ground water modeling has demonstrated that seepage 
rates from surficial impoundments can be sensitive to spatial discretization (Haitjema et al., 
2001; Hunt et al., 2003). Nearly all of the seepage from these impoundments will originate 
within a distance of 3 times the characteristic leakage length from the perimeter levees. 
Hence, it is important that enough data be collected to estimate this length. The maximum 
model cell sizes within this zone should not exceed the characteristic leakage length of the 
surficial aquifer under the impoundment. For best seepage accuracy, the model cell sizes 
within this zone should not exceed 10% of the characteristic leakage length.
Prior to construction, rainfall and water levels within the entire project area and over a 
distance beyond should be monitored for at least one wet season and one dry season to 
establish a set of baseline conditions that the existing-conditions model can be calibrated 
to. To the extent possible, canal base flows should be included in the monitoring plan as 
well. The three monitoring wells mentioned in the report are insufficient for this purpose.

Yes, the model is considered preliminary and will be refined with spatially distributed hydrogeology. 
The model grid is also currently being refined to add more resolutions between the reservoir and the seepage management canal. 
We anticipate this type of information and evaluation will be done for the design phase of the project.

Close with Flag. The model resolution along the first 3 
characteristic leakage lengths within the reservoirs should be 
revisited as well.

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 2.1: The project features displayed in Figure 1 should also be shown with an aerial 
image as the base map.

Figure 1 shows the topography with transparency so that the areal image can be seen in the background. Another image can be 
added without topography zoomed to the project features with the aerial imagery.

Close with Flag. This addition to the report should be made. Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 2.5.1: The embankment K value differs from the value given in Table 3.2.1 of the 2-D 
modeling report.
How were the control elevations given in Figure 3 determined?
In general, the formula for river conductance neglects vertical and convergence head losses 
associated with ground water flow into the channel. These losses can be significant under 
certain circumstances. However, it appears that seepage rates computed with this model 
under the conditions of interest were verified through comparisons to corresponding 
seepage rates computed with a 2017 cross section seepage model. The latter model should 
be submitted for review to verify its results. In particular, does the cross-section model 
account for the effects on accumulated bottom sediments on seepage rates? What 
hydrogeologic stratigraphic conceptualization is it based on?

The embankment K will be corrected to matcht the 2D model. 
The conductance equation shown does not show the full flow equation that is calculated in MODFLOW. The head losses are taken 
into account in the flow equation, i.e., Q = dH x C. 
The 2D model used in the comparison was developed by the USACE. The assumptions made are for the hydrostratigraphic 
conceptualization described in their 2017 memo.

Open. Since all head losses associated with the interchange 
between ground water and the seepage canal are represented 
by the parameter C, a physical basis for the resultant C value 
should be provided. Also, the 2017 USACE memo should be 
included in an appendix so it can be reviewed.

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment. 

/ Comment closed.
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Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 2.5.2: The discussion given in the first paragraph indicates that the model boundary 
conditions are influencing the model results within the project area. This suggests that the 
boundaries either need to be moved further away or reformulated so that they are more 
physically realistic.
Mitigating the types of structural model errors discussed here through the addition of an 
assumed recharge rate and then adjusting the recharge for the sole purpose of achieving 
history matching goals does not appear to be sound modeling practice. An attempt should 
be made, insofar as is possible, to reduce model structural errors through incorporation of 
the missing hydrologic processes mentioned. Even if this was done, however, achieving a 
meaningful calibration will not likely be possible with only three sets of water level data that 
are not well distributed and no flow data. Consequently, the use of Null-Space Monte Carlo 
or similar predictive uncertainty techniques to assess the uncertainties inherent to the 
simulated comparisons of with and without project conditions is recommended.

Stage boundaries along water bodies are a typical type of boundary in groundwater models and they are expected to influence 
the nearby heads, as they are a representation of the influence that channel stages have on adjacent groundwater levels. 
Moreover, these boundaries are located several miles outside the project area.
Recharge is a function of various hydrological processes for which model parameters are calibrated in order to achieve measured 
heads. For example, ET parameters, soil storage, saturated hydraulic conductivities, etc., are parameters that when calibrated 
influence the recharge rates and produce different simulated heads.
The project schedule and limited data availability does not allow for model calibration where all these processes are calibrated 
individually in a time-varying model. The use of recharge in the model as currently set-up is purely to act as a mechanism for 
establishing baseline water table conditions. It is not intended to represent the exact pathways that establish the baseline water 
table. The results presented in the technical memo demonstrate the need to simulate an accurate baseline water table, as it 
shows to have a large impact on the predicted seepage impact of the project. Given the timeframe available for this feasibility 
analysis a simplified methodology for establishing the baseline water table condition is required. It is suggested to move forward 
by verifying the baseline water table condition established by the mechanism of recharge with control elevation data available in 
the model domain (via ERP documents and monitoring well data). By doing so the baseline water table can be verified as 
reasonable (or adjusted if needed). The mechanism that produces the baseline water table is independent of the ability of the 
model to estimate the impact of seepage since head differential is what drives the seepage impact.

Open. In general, boundary conditions should have small or 
negligible effects on model results in the project area. This is 
true for the type of Dirichlet boundary condition used here 
since this boundary condition implies that ground water can 
enter or exit the model domain without resistance. Depending 
on the conditions modeled, this could inflate the effects of the 
boundaries on the project area. If the boundaries cannot be 
modified or moved further away from the project area, then it 
is suggested that a sensitivity analysis be conducted to 
ascertain their effects on modeled results and model-based 
conclusions. Adjusting the recharge rate as the sole means for 
achieving calibration is not recommended since the resultant 
rate may not be realistic while other parameters such as 
hydraulic conductivity and seepage canal conductance can 
influence seepage impacts.

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report has been updated to 
include some sensitivity analyses with recommendations for additional sensitivity analyses 
in future phases of the project.

/ Closed with Flag. A baseline monitoring plan and model history matching approach should 
be prepared at the beginning of the next phase of the project. All of this should be done in 
consultation with SFWMD and USACE staff.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 3.1: The uniform recharge rate specified in Figure 5 is 0.0012 inches/day. This rate 
does not appear to be physically meaningful. Is this rate strictly the result of model history 
matching or is it intended to represent a specified hydrologic condition?
Comparing the results shown in the upper right display of Figure 5 with the results given in 
the lower left display reveals that increasing the recharge north of C-41A from 0.0012 
inches/day to 0.012 inches/day has a substantial effect on model results. This should be 
further explained.
It is agreed that the model result comparisons contained in the lower right display of Figure 
5 do not appear meaningful. The comparisons can be improved by incorporating the existing 
agricultural water management features into the model.
How is the increase in seepage of 42 cfs distributed spatially? Do the existing agricultural 
water management systems have the capacity to handle this increase?

We are working on estimating water budgets for the C41A basin to provide physical meaning to the recharge values. The spatial 
distribution of the flow to the farm fields will be calculated with the revised approach and will be put in the context of typical 
farm field discharge capacities.

Open. This comment will remain open pending review of the 
new information mentioned.

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment.

/ Closed with Flag. A different approach to incorporating recharge and agricultural water 
management practices into the model will be needed in the next phase of the project. All of 
this should be done in consultation with SFWMD and USACE staff.

Mark Wilsnack Seepage modeling SFWMD 3D Seepage Model and 
Appendix

Section 3.2: The unit seepage rates in Table 5 are specified with respect to the head 
difference between the reservoir and the seepage canal. Seepage rates are also dependent 
on water levels beyond the seepage canal. The total seepage loss of 5.3 cfs in Table 5 
translates to 10.5 acre-feet per day. Was the spatial distribution of this extra seepage 
determined? Do the water management systems within the impacted areas have the 
capacities to handle this increase? What is the resultant increase in base flow to C-41A?

The seepage out of the project area was calculated for each reach. The spatial distribution within each reach was not calculated. A 
more detailed spatial distribution of the seepage canal flow and the flow to C41A can be added in the subsequent deliverable.

Open. This comment will remain open pending review of the 
new information mentioned.

Section A.9 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report has been updated to 
address this backcheck comment.

/ Closed with Flag. A more comprehensive review of these seepage impacts is 
recommended for the next phase of design.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

It is not clear if the CFD model is 2D or 3D. How does the interIsoFoam solver treat the air-
water interface in the CFD model? Is it a RANS based solver?

The CFD overtopping model is a 2D model (similar to a wave flume) with only one cell in the y direction. The model solves the 
RANS equations (described in the openFoam literature  as RAS) with a kOmesgaSST turbulence model defined. The interIsoFoam 
solver is derived from the interFoam solver, which is a Volume of Fluid (VOF) based solver and is modified to use the isoAdvector 
scheme. Section 5.1 was edited to indicate the model was set up in a 2D geometry.

Open. Please include these details on interIsoFoam solver and 
turbulence closure used in the Tech Memo.                                      
Is only one cell in the y-direction sufficient for the LOCAR 
application?

A single cell in the lateral direction is analagous to a 2D physical modeling flume (with 
similar limitations) and significantly less computational demands than a 3D model. 

Due to computational requirements, a full 3D model is not feasible for running numerous 
runs at this stage of the process. Typically a limited number of 3D runs would be made 
during the detailed design which, normally results in slightly lower modeled overtopping.

Added details to Section 5.1 on turbulence model dexcribe in the previous response.

/ Comment closed.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

What was the mesh type used (such as: hexahedral/tetrahedral, structured/unstructured)? 
Please indicate the assembly method applied and total number of cells in the model 
domain.

The model uses an unstructured mesh. The mesh was  initially generated as a structured hexahedral mesh with the OpenFoam 
command blockMesh which defines the overall model mesh. This was then modified using the command snappyHexMesh, adding 
higher definition (finer mesh with smaller cells) at the surfaces/boundaries and where required. The overall number of cells is 
approximately 160.000 (~10% of level 0, ~70% of level 1 and ~20% of level 2). This  discussion has been added to Section 5.2.

Comment closed.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

interIsoFoam solver does not provide a scheme for imposing free surface boundary 
conditions. How were the wall and free-surface boundaries treated in the CFD fluid domain? 
Also based on literature review, velocity prediction by interIsoFoam can have severe 

�over and underpredic on. Please consider adding some suppor ng descrip on and 
literature review of the solver.

Re: the free-surface boundary. The Volume of Fluid (VOF) solver uses a alpha.water parameter to define the fraction of water in 
each cell, being 0 fully air and  1 for fully water. A cell with a  mix of water and air at the free surface will have a value between 0 
and 1. This generates some smearing at the water surface, and the isoAdvector scheme is used to determine a more precise 
surface within those cells and deals with the sharp change from the 2 fluids. Added supporting reference which supports the use 
of VOF solvers for wave tank applications.

Schmitt P Windt C Davidson J et al Beyond VoF: alternative OpenFOAM solvers for numerical wave tanks J Ocean Eng Mar

Open. Please include in the Tech Memo these details on the 
free surface boundaries for the interIsoFoam solver.                       
Some more literauture review on the interIsoFoam solver will 
provide more confidence in the velocity predictions. 

Added detail from the previous response to Section 5.1. 

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

How was the surface roughness represented in the CFD model? Surface roughness was defined as a smooth surface for the overtopping model. Open. Please indicate it in the Tech Memo.  On page 10, it is 
stated that the roughness height of the ground around the 
reservoir was defined as 0.03m, which is the value suggested 
for fallow fields. For the embankment, the roughness height 
was defined a of 0.01m. It's quite confusing with the response 
that a smooth surface was defined.

The roughness values stated on page 10 were for the Atmospheric Boundary Layer model 
that was used to model the wind as it transitioned from the land surrounding the reservoir, 
over the embankment, and over the water. This model was used to define the wind field for 
wave growth modeling.

The overtopping modeling used a separate CFD model which defined the embankment on 
the water side as a smooth surface. A statement indicating this was added to Section 5.1.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Section 5.2: The use of terms ‘lowest’ or ‘highest’ grid resolution can be confusing. Please 
consider replacing with ‘fine’ and ‘coarse’ resolution terminologies.

When discussing the different levels inside the mesh we have added that the low resolution level has the largest cell size and the 
highest resolution has the smallest cell size. We use coarse and fine when referring to two individual meshes as a whole. We feel 
using the same terminology for the individual meshes and the different areas within each mesh would be confusing so have kept 
the descriptions as is with the exception of adding "largest" and "smallest" cell sizes when describing the lowest and highest 
levels, respectively, within the mesh.

Closed

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

The wave height in the CFD setup was increased by 10% to ensure that it matched the 
design value at the toe of the embankment. Was this modification verified? 

Measurements were taken of the wave conditions at the toe of the embankment. These are shown in Table 5-3. An additional 
10% was added to Design Case 2 in order to achieve the target wave height for this case. This is discussed in the text surrounding 
Table 5-3.

Closed

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Please discuss the wave energy at toe of the crown wall and scouring potential at the toe. The focus of this TM is on freeboard requirements and overtopping and therefore scour potential is not addressed at this time. 
Structural design and potential scour issues will be addressed during detail design. At this point in the conceptual design, the 
crown of the embankment fronting the wall has a layer of soil cement, so scour should not be an issue.

Closed

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

A 3.5-foot-high crown wall with a bull nose has been recommended for the preliminary 
embankment design based on Design Case 1 in the CFD study. However, the parallel study (J-
Tech 2023) that addressed all five design cases resulted in a required wall height of 4.1 feet. 
Isn’t Case 1 the critical scenario? Should the other cases also be modeled using CFD? 

Other cases were not initially modeled due to time constraints. All five design cases have been modeled using CFD. Closed

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Please discuss the model uncertainty analysis considering both the CFD and ACES analyses. Added a discussion of modeling uncertainty to section 6.1 Open. While the generic discussion on model uncertainty is 
useful, they are not LOCAR project specific. Could the 
uncertainties in CFD and ACES analyses used for the LOCAR 
project be quantified? 

Because the wave wall was removed from the design, this technical memorandum is a 
reference document only and no longer represents the geometry of the reservoir design for 
the feasibility study. Estimates of uncertainties specific to the LOCAR project, if needed, 
should be addressed in the PED phase based on the geometry of the reservoir and 
approach used for evaluating overtopping.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Please discuss the maximum overtopping volume from CFD results. Maximum overtopping volumes are included in Table 5-3 and discussed in the following paragraphs Closed



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review August 21 through September 1, 2023

Reviewer Name
Area(s) of 

Experience
Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to remedy /resolve 
concern Response Backcheck 2nd Response / 2nd Backcheck

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Was long term settlement estimate considered in recommendation of the elevation of the 
crown wall? Please discuss the assumptions (if any) on the permeability effects of the 
embankment.

No. It was assumed that embankment height is the final height after settlement is done and construction will account for 
settlement based on results of the geotechnical analysis. Modeling assumed no permeability in the embankment. This is 
reasonable as the embankment slope and crown has a soil cement surface.

Closed with flag. Please include a discussion on these 
assumptions in the Tech Memo. 

Added text at the start of Section 5.2 indicating that dimensions are final dimensions after 
settlement. Added text in Section 5.1 on assumption about permeability.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Please comment on the rare face overtopping rates at the crown wall. It is unclear what this comment is asking. Overtopping is measured at the rear of the wave wall, so represents the overtopping 
flows/volumes that will potentially land on the embankment

Closed with flag. Please indicate the overtopping measurement 
location in the Tech Memo. 

Overtopping measurement location is shown on Figure 5-1. A centence indicating that 
overtopping rates were measured at the rear face of the wave wall was added to the 
paragraph preceding the figure.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

Zubayed Rakib H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Please discuss the wave loads on the crown wall. The focus of this TM is on freeboard requirements and overtopping and therefore wave loading on the crown wall is not 
addressed at this time. Structural design based on the dynamic loads on the wall will be addressed during detail design. 

Closed

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

2.0 Design Storm Events is DCM-2 (Haapala et al. 2006) a widely used/referred 
Memorandum for defining combinations of extreme winds and precipitation?

All DCMs were developed jointly by the SFWMD and USACE for the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. DCM-2 has been 
used to develop design cases for all of the CERP reservoirs.

Closed 

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Page 6: Please add more details on the ABL model from openFoam, including governing 
equations, turbulence modeling etc. Discuss the turbulence closure used.

Edited the TM to discuss turbulence model and associated variables used following guidance from Hargreaves. Also refer to the 
OpenFOAM model website for governing equations for the simpleFoam solver.

Closed 

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

What is the convergence criterion for model simulation? Table 5-1: Please clarify the criteria 
used to determine the simulation results convergence on the correct solution.

No convergence criterion was defined, however the models were run for over 1000 waves which is considered a good number of 
waves to capture the overtopping capacity of the structure (a common number for physical modeling). To check that values had 
converged, the mean discharge was  plotted as a function of time to observe that it had converged to a value, with larger 
overtopping events having little impact in the resulting mean discharge. This is described in the text of Section 5.2. Table 5-2 from 
the draft TM, which presented overtopping results for different grid sizes was removed from the TM.

Open. Page 23/32: "Comparison of the model results from the 
coarse and finer mesh model runs indicate that the model 
results converged". This does not indicate model convergence, 
rather mesh independence. The discussion on CFD model 
convergence needs clarification. 

Convergence criteria are appropriate for static models in which the model converges to a 
single solution. Because the overtopping model is a dynamic model in which each individual 
wave can impact the average overtopping value, the model results were plotted to 
determine that the model had been run for a sufficient amount of time so that the average 
value was insensitive to the influence of the largest waves.

Moved "The mean discharge for the initial runs was plotted as a function of time to observe 
that the run length was sufficient so that the mean discharge converged on a singsle value 
and that large overtopping events had an insignificant impact on the resulting mean 
discharge." from Section 5.2, Model Geometry, to Section 5.1, Modeling Approach. This 
describes the approach  to determining that the model converged on the average 
overtopping rate and is probably more appropriate for the model approach than the model 
geometry section.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Shouldn’t at least three mesh sizes be tested to determine whether the mesh resolution is 
adequate?

Three mesh sizes were tested for the ABL model, a coarse, finer mesh and in between. Open. Please list the cell sizes of the medium mesh in Table 5-1. The three mesh sizes tested for the Atmospheric Boundary Layer model are described in 
Section 3.2. Only two mesh sizes documented in Table 5.1 were used to test the 
overtopping model described in Section 5. No medium mesh size was tested for the 
overtopping model.

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

3.2 Model Inputs and Assumptions: “The model sensitivity to model cell size was evaluated 
for the cell dimensions in the horizontal (x and y) directions.” Please explain why the mesh 
independency analysis was only conducted on the horizontal direction. 

Cell size in the vertical dimension was selected using the Hargreaves et all (2007) approach, as mentioned in the following 
paragraph. As a check of the modeled wind profile, the 10 m windspeed was checked in front of the embankment to ensure it was 
at the target wind speed.

Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Page 7: According to Hargreaves et al.’s approach (2007), what is the vertical mesh size for 
the top layer?

Hargreaves, et al (2007) does not explicitly give the top cell size, but it is a geometric progression from the 1 m thick bottom cell, 
consistent with their approach.

Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

Table 5-2: The simulated Vmax with the coarse and fine meshes were 348 m/s and 494 
m/s, respectively for the bullnose case. It seems fine mesh would yield higher Q and V than 
coarse mesh. If mesh sizes are reduced further, will the Q and V exceed the 
thresholds? Please explain.

This is difficult to predict. Some differences could occur, however these numbers are in the same ballpark and within variability 
expected random waves

Open. New Table 5-2 is totally different from old Table 5-2. 
Please clarify the reasons for replacing this table. The response 
was not convincing enough because the numbers in the old 
table were not in the same ballpark.

The earlier Table 5-2 represented results of preliminary modeling that had been completed 
at the time the June 31, 2023 draft was submitted. Since then, the geometry of the 
reservoir changed (resulting in changes in water levels) and additional model runs were 
able to be made to address all five of the design scenarios. The earlier Table 5-2 (which only 
addressed design case 1 due to time constraints) was no longer valid for the new geometry 
and was removed. The present version of this TM represents runs made for the new 
reservoir footprint (which still included a wave wall along the embankment). Note that the 
CFD approach was not carried forward for the final version of the design which did include 
a wave wall and no further modeling was done for the final geometry. 

This revision is shown in the updated version of the CFD modeling memo, which is Annex A-
2.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

How long did it take to run a simulation with coarse and fine meshes, respectively? Just 
curious.

The finer model took over 108,000 s (30 hrs) for approximately a 6000 s model run.

The coarser model took about half that time for the same 6000 s model run.

Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

It is not clear how the MIKE21 wind/wave results were used as input for the CFD model 
setup. Please list the model input for ABL model like section 4.3

This appears to be two separate comments, one for the overtopping model and one for the wind.

For the overtopping analysis, a section on Wave Inputs (new section 5.3) was added to describe how the time series of waves was 
generated.

A bullet list of ABL model input has been added to section 3.2 and text reorganized consistent with this list.

Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 3.0 Hydrology: PMP directly obtained from the previous study for this area or constructed 
using HEC-MetVue or HEC-HMS should be applied, instead of “No additional rainfall on the 
surface (outside of the reservoir) was assumed for both breach conditions.”

Rain-on-grid modeling will be developed for PMP and 100-yr rain events for the second phase of modeling. Closed Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model For precipitation temporal distribution, the SFWMD has the standard 3-day rainfall 
distribution which could be applied to simulate the rainfall event. Or, NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall 
also provides different temporal distribution for various durations.

Noted. Closed. Closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 3.1 Model Domain: Is the east boundary along the Kissimmee River aligned with the big 
levee 
all the way to the Lake Okeechobee? Please clarify

It is not, however, in the next iteration, the applicability of model domain will be tested. Closed with flag. Please indicate it in the Tech Memo.  The memo has been updated to discuss the revised boundary.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 4.2 Model Topography: what percentages of 1 meter USGS DEM and 1/3 arc-second NED 
raster are for the whole model domain?

1/3-arc DEM was used only to fill missing parts in Indian reservation. Closed Closed.
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Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 4.3 Model Components: the important hydraulic structures especially pump stations, need 
to be identified through historical data analysis, and be included into the model to reflect 
the main operation and physics of the study area.

Although water control structures will be included in the modeling, pump stations will not be included. Open. please clarify why pump stations will not included. Structures that would have the most impact on the results were prioritized for inclusion in 
the model. It was agreed that the capacity of the pump stations would not have a big 
impact on the results.

See latest version of the dam breach modeling memo, which is Annex A-2.7 of Appendix A 
of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 4.5 Boundary Conditions: The perimeter of the model domain along Lake Okeechobee is 
recommended using one or a few lake stage boundaries instead of a normal depth with a 
slope of 0.0001. The normal depth assumption is not appropriate here due to two reasons: 
1), not a realistic boundary; 2), this assumption would result in overestimated inundated 
area and underestimated maximum inundation depth. Other boundaries need to be 
reassessed and verified through historical data analysis. For the downstream boundary 
condition, why not set the boundary on the actual levee or road around LOK or the HHD 
dike? That would be a more reasonable boundary than a random line across the “mostly flat 
topography”. The structures on the HHD dike will have flow based on the operation, which 
could be applied to set the boundary condition. Also, C-4 38/Kissimmee River, C-40, C-41 are 
all flowing out of the model domain, outflow boundary conditions should be set up at the 
outlet of these canals.

 •The model domain will be extended to the shoreline of Lake Okeechobee. 
 •The boundary condi on labeled “Outlet” that has normal depth assigned to it will be removed.
 •Three structures along C-41A, Kissimmee River, Herbert Hoover Dike where water enters from the model domain enters Lake 

Okeechobee will be included in the model with appropriate stage/flow conditions. 

Closed with flag. Please indicate it in the Tech Memo.  These details are now included in the memo.

Liqiong Zhang H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model 4.6 Breach Parameters: It’s well known that there are significant uncertainties in breach 
parameters. It’s recommended using Monte Carlo simulation to provide a more robust 
statistical dam breach output if possible.

Noted. However, this is outside the scope of work. Closed. Closed.

Kang Ren H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

P. 5. a) To estimate the maximum wave conditions generated across the LOCAR during 
extreme design wind events through wave transformation modeling (STWAVE); b) 
Assessment of the embankment crest and wave wall configuration based on the predicted 
volume of overtopping for the design wave conditions using empirical methods (EurOtop).
It is acceptable to apply the STWAVE and EurOtop models to calculate the above 
parameters.

Noted Closed

Kang Ren H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

P9-P10 Table 3.1-3.2: Table 3-1 shows that the maximum wind set-up (Case 1) is 1.2 ft, 
which is close to the calculation of 1.16 ft based on the DCM-2 formulation, while in Table 3-
2, the maximum wind set-up (Case 1) is 1.0 ft, close to the calculation of 1.1 ft based on the 
DCM-2 formulation.

Noted Closed

Kang Ren H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

P16. Table 4-1 and Table 4-2: Maximum water level elevation = NFSL (50.6 ft) + Precipitation 
+ wind setup; with the exception of Design Case 1 where Maximum water level = PMF water 
level from the PMP Routing Assessment (57.45 ft NAVD88) + wind setup
Why would the wave run-up not be considered in this formulation, and why is the wave run-
up not shown in the above tables?

The tables are intended to summarize the design wave conditions and still water levels adopted as input into the overtopping 
calculations. Wave run-up is not an input into these calculations, but rather calculated as part of the maximum overtopping 
volume estimate. 

Closed

Kang Ren H&H modeling SFWMD CFD Wave and 
Overtopping Analysis

P.20 Table 4-5 summarizes the results for this analysis based on the East Cell (most 
conservative scenario), including the percentage of overtopping waves which is a function of 
the 2% wave run-up height (EurOtop, 2018).
Please add the wave run-up results to Table 4-5.

Added Closed

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 6/42, Section 3.0 Hydrology. It is stated that “Two dam breach conditions were 
evaluated: PMP and Sunny Day”. A standard Dam Breach Analysis suggested a 100-yr storm 
condition be simulated besides PMP condition. A non-breach scenario for each storm events 
should also be simulated (Sunny Day condition would only have the breach scenario). Why 
only PMP and Sunny Day conditions were evaluated and not the other conditions?

Based on the quick turnaround, two worst case scenarios were selected and were modeled. Open. Is this information updated with the latest model? The 
workshop *8/28 ~ 9/1/2023) shows that 5 scenarios are 
simulated: 3 breach scenarios: Sunny day, 100-yr 72-hr, PMP; 2 
no-breach scenarios: 100-yr and PMP. Please confirm and 
update teh responses to comments. Please include a table 
showing all the simulated scenarios in the tech memo.

Since the original model was developed, the dam breach model is now being run for sunny 
day, 100-year, and PMP for the breach scenario and 100-year and PMP for the no-breach 
scenario.

/ Comment closed.

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 6/42, Section 3.0 Hydrology. It is stated that “for PMP breach condition, as the LOCAR 
Alt1 has no contributing drainage area, only the precipitation falling directly on the reservoir 
was considered”. Although LOCAR Alt1 has no contributing drainage area, the precipitation 
falls on the surrounding areas of the reservoir would contribute to the inundation depth 
after breach happens since the surrounding areas would have water from the storm before 
the breach happens. Hence, the whole model domain should have precipitation. HEC-RAS 
now has the capability to apply gridded precipitation (with Hec-MetVue) to spatially 
distribute rainfall over the model domain. If this grid file isn’t available, as a simplification, 
precipitation could have a uniform distribution across the model domain. Breach could be 
set to be triggered right after the 3-day design storm event.

Following scope change, a rain-on-grid model will be developed to model the PMP breach conditions applying PMP depth across 
the basin using uniform distribution.

Open. The LOCAR workshop is ongoing this week "8/28 ~ 
9/1/2023". The workshop presentation shows that the PMP 
breach scenario will spatially distribute PMP precipitation 
across the model domain, so this is not a uniform distribution. 
The tech memo is consistent with the workshop. Please confirm 
and udpate the responses to comments.

The PMP precipitation is being spatially distributed across the model domain as described 
in the memo.

See latest version of the dam breach modeling memo, which is Annex A-2.7 of Appendix A 
of the LOCAR Feasiblity Study Report.

/ Comment closed.

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 8/42, Section 4.2.1 Features. This section is too brief. More details are needed to show 
how the many canals (C-41A, C-38/Kissimmee River, C-41, C-40, etc.), levees (L-48, L-49, 
�LD 4, L-59, L-61, etc.), structures (S83, S84, S84X, S65E, S65EX, S154, S266, S208, S72W, etc. 

Too 
many to list) in the model domain are represented in the model.

Per the scope, a limited number of water control structures were included in the modeling, however, in the next iteration of the 
memo, more details will be added to include information on water control structure representation in the model. 

Closed. 

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 8/42, Section 4.2.1 Features. It is stated that “It was assumed to be less conservative 
to route the dam breach flood wave with no water in the canal systems; therefore, no 
changes were made to the merged DEM raster to represented canals and the Kissimmee 
River.” This statement is confusing. Does it mean the canal cross sections were not burned 
into the terrain, since LiDAR DEM would not have canal bathymetry since the bathymetries 
were under water? As a standard treatment, at least the major canals/river (C-41A, C-
38/Kissimmee River, C-41, C-40, etc.) bathymetries inside the model domain should be 
burned into the terrain to reflect the hydraulic system in the model domain. The canals 
could have an initial water level set up so there’ll be water in the canal, and precipitation on 
the model domain would also fill the canal. Either way, canals should not be treated like flat 
surface and canal cross sections should be burned in the terrain to capture the hydraulics 
system. If no recent survey data are available for the major canals, the design cross sections 
could be applied as a simplified solution.

The LiDAR DEM used in the modeling had well represented canals and Kissimmee River. However, following the scope change, the 
major canals C-41A, C-38/Kissimmee River, C-41, C-40 within the model domain will be burned in the terrain to be used in the 
dam breach modeling. 

Closed. 

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 8/42, Section 4.2.1 Features. It is stated “A total of 7,870 buildings were identified 
within the model domain. To better represent the hydraulics around built-up structures, 
these buildings were assigned an elevation of 10 feet above the ground and added to the 
merged DEM raster”. For a dam breach analysis, the DEM terrain should be applied directly 
to get the inundation depth. Buildings details are considered in the risk assessment and loss 
analysis after dam breach analysis. Assign an elevation of 10 ft above the ground to the 
buildings could result in misleading inundation depth.

Representation of buildings will be removed from the terrain data. Closed. 

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 10/42, Section 4.3.1 Model Mesh. This section is too brief. More details are needed to 
show that the model mesh setup captured the needed hydraulic details in the model. For 
example, breaklines should be drawn on the major roads (SR70, SR78, SR79, etc.), levees (L-
48, L-49, LD-4, L-59, L-61, etc.) and canal banks, since these infrastructures would serve as 
weirs to block flow when dam breaches and are important features in dam breach analysis. 
Cells along the breaklines should be refined to capture the details of the topo. A mesh 
independency analysis is recommended even though it is planning phase to provide reliable 
preliminary estimations.

Following the scope change, additional breaklines will be added to represent major roads (SR70, SR78, SR79), and levees (L-48, L-
49, LD-4, L-59, L-61) and canal banks (C-41A, C-38/Kissimmee River, C-41, C-40) and cells along the breaklines will be reviewed to 
check if additional refinements are needed to better capture the details of the topo. 

Closed. 
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Reviewer Name
Area(s) of 

Experience
Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to remedy /resolve 
concern Response Backcheck 2nd Response / 2nd Backcheck

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 12/42, Section 4.3.3 Bridges. The two bridges where SR70 crosses C-41A and C-
38/Kissimmee River are represented. The detail of the bridge dimensions should be 
included. These two bridges are bridges on major roads, but the simulated bridges do not 
have piers. Also, without the canal cross sections burned into the terrain, the bridge 
hydraulics won’t be rightly represented.

The canal cross-section will be burned in the model and bridge representation will be shown in the next iteration of memo. Closed. 

Lichun Zhong H&H modeling SFWMD Dam Breach Model Page 15/42, Section 4.5 Boundary Conditions. This section is also too brief. More details are 
needed to show how the upstream and downstream boundary conditions were chosen. For 
upstream boundary condition, it is stated that “the Lake Istokpoga regulation schedule was 
referred to as provided in the G-207 pump structure book page. Zone A regulatory release of 
6,900 cfs was used as an inflow boundary condition from Lake Istokpoga into C-41A.” Why G-
207 pump structure which is on C-41 was referenced here instead of S-68 and S-68X, the 
spillways directly sending water from Lake Istokpoga to C-41A? The Istokpoga regulation 
schedule show that for Zone A “S-68 and S-68X firm capacity of 3000 cfs; S-68 and S-68X 
secondary capacity up to 6900 cfs”. However, if LOCAR has a dam breach, it is unlikely that S-
68 and S-68X would still have high releases. Even if regulatory releases are to be made, a 
firm release of 3000 cfs might be more reasonable. Or more reasonably, the regulatory 
releases might be stopped temporarily when LOCAR breaches. More discussion on this 
upstream boundary condition is needed. For the downstream boundary condition, why not 
set the boundary on the actual levee or road around LOK or the HHD dike? That would be a 
more reasonable boundary than a random line across the “mostly flat topography”. The 
structures on the HHD dike will have flow based on the operation, which could be applied to 
set the boundary condition. Also, C-38/Kissimmee River, C-40, C-41 are all flowing out of the 
model domain, outflow boundary conditions should be set up at the outlet of these canals.

 •S-68 and S-68X was referred to for the Lake Istokpoga regulatory releases. In the next itera on of the memo, the source will be 
corrected.
 •Worst case scenario was being modeled for the dam breach modeling, and therefore, 6900 cfs was released from Lake Istokpoga 

along with dam breach of the reservoir. However, following the scope change, 3,000 cfs will be released from Lake Istokpoga. 
 •The model domain will be extended to the shoreline of Lake Okeechobee to capture communi es that may get inundated. 
 •Three structures along C-41A, Kissimmee River, Herbert Hoover Dike where water enters from the model domain enters Lake 

Okeechobee will be included in the model with appropriate stage/flow conditions once the data is received from the SFWMD. 

Closed.

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model The simulated routing scenarios covered a period of 23 to 24 days, during which the total 
rainfall amounted to 7.2 feet. Assuming an initial water level of 50.6 ft NAVD and no 
discharge (0 cfs) during the routing period, incorporating this rainfall into the reservoir will 
lead to peak stages reaching 57.79 ft NAVD. Analyzing the routing results, Scenario I 
indicates a volume removal of approximately 1.06 ft from the reservoir, while Scenario 2 
suggests a removal of about 0.34 ft. Considering the boundary conditions in HEC-RAS, the 
peak stage at the C41A Canal measures approximately 31.78 ft NAVD upstream of S-83 and 
26.58 ft NAVD downstream of S-83. Notably, there are significant head differences between 
the reservoir and the surrounding areas, which can result in substantial seepage volumes. 
Understood there will be a separate section talking about seepages. But excluding seepage 
from this step might result overestimated peak stages.

The DCM does not require a seepage evaluation for this analysis. Excluding seepage flow is more conservative in terms of 
predicting the peak stages. However, seepage flow is an additional flow from the reservoir that is not accounted for in the total 
allowable discharge. A seepage scenario with simple assumptions could be added to see implications with and without but there 
would be uncertainty associated with the seepage quantities.

Closed with flag.  Suggest a seepage scenario being added as a 
sensivity testing. 

During the PED phase, this seepage scenario for PMF Scenarios 1 and 2 should be simulated 
using the updated/improved LOCAR 3D seepage model to be prepared during the PED 
phase; to determine the contribution that seepage outflow from the reservoir would make 
to lowering the MWSL simulated in PMF Scenarios 1 and 2. If DCM-2, Design Case 1 
governs the freeboard requirement for the reservoir perimeter dam, then the results from 
these two PMF seepage simulations could be considered in determining the required 
freeboard for the perimeter dam.  Appendix A, Section A.9.4 has been updated to include 
the recommendation that this PMF seepage scenario be simulated using the 
updated/improved LOCAR 3D seepage model during the PED phase.

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model The 35.4 CSM is for a 10 yr event. Please check the pre/post requirement for other less 
frequent event.

The maximum allowable assumption during the PMP is being revised. Open.  In the revised report, the maximum allowable 
assumption during the PMP was increased from  658.4 cfs to 
1500 cfs, but no justification was provided. 

The justification for setting the maximum allowable stormwater discharge limit for the 
reservoir to 1,500 cfs is provided in Section A.5.3.3 of Appendix A of the LOCAR Feasibility 
Study Report.  An abbreviated version of this justification is repeated in Section 6.1.1.2 of 
the main body of the LOCAR Feasibility Study Report and in Section 2.1 of the main body of 
the LOCAR Draft EIS Report.

/ Comment closed.

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model In the routing model, a pump station was coded into the HEC-RAS model to represent the 
gated outflow culverts. What will be the dimensions for the equivalent gated outflow 
culvert? What will be the operation rules for the gated outflow culvert to achieve the 
intended discharges.

This can be calculated once the flow ratings for the designed gated culverts have been determined. closed.

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model We were able to rerun of the HEC-RAS model at the District’s machine. See the two 
screenshots of model output below. The model simulation results suggested 57.26 ft NAVD 
for eastern cell and 56.80 ft NAVD for eastern cells. These numbers don’t match the results 
summarized in section 3.3 and table 8. The model simulation results suggested a maximum 
outflow of 665.85 cfs from Eastern cell and a peak discharge of 473.27 cfs from Western 
cell. These two peak discharges don’t match the results summarized in section 3.3 and Table 
8. The total discharges exceed the allowable discharge of 35.4 CSM.

The screenshot provided shows cell outflow (gate flow + spillway flow) while the table only refers to spillway outflow. Maximum 
allowable discharge is being revised, and new model files will be provided.

closed.

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model The HEC-RAS model suggested different peak stages for western and eastern cells. Is the 
design intent to equalize the peak stages in these two cells as suggested in table 8? If yes, 
the dimensions of DDS-1 need to be reviewed to accomplish this

This will be consulted with the project team when the revised PMP scenarios are conducted. closed

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model From cross section 36954 to 35000, in addition to the discharges from West Cell to the 
canal? The peak flow increased 471 cfs? Are there any other discharges to the canal?

No discharges to C41A modeled except for cell outflow. Model is being revised and updated model files will be provided. closed

Hongying Zhao H&H modeling SFWMD PMP-PMF Model From cross section 35000 to 25000, in addition to the discharges from East Cell to the canal, 
the peak flow increased 663 cfs? Are there any other discharges to the canal?

No discharges to C41A modeled except for cell outflow. Model is being revised and updated model files will be provided. closed
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1.0 Introduction 
The purpose of the Lake Okeechobee Component A Storage Reservoir (LOCAR) is to construct a 200,000-
acre-feet (ac-ft) reservoir for storing water north of Lake Okeechobee during wet periods. This stored 
water will be used during dry periods, providing operational flexibility to draw and store water from both 
the lake and the basin to enhance its littoral ecosystems. LOCAR, also known as Component A in the US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Central and Southern Florida Project Comprehensive Review Study: 
Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (a.k.a. Yellow 
Book), is a crucial element of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Project (CERP). CERP, approved 
by Congress as a framework for natural system restoration under Section 601 of WRDA 2000, comprises 
68 components. 

The primary objective is to detain water during wet periods, releasing it to Lake Okeechobee during dry 
periods, with a storage goal of 200,000 ac-ft. Augmenting storage capacity north of Lake Okeechobee will 
enhance flexibility in timing and water distribution to the lake, Northern Estuaries, and throughout the 
Lake Okeechobee Watershed. Storing water during wet periods will mitigate the duration and frequency of 
both high and low water levels in Lake Okeechobee, which are stressful to the lake's littoral ecosystems 
and result in damaging discharges from the lake affecting downstream estuary ecosystems. 

The South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) is the state agency responsible for managing 
water resources in south Florida and serves as the non-Federal sponsor for Federal water resources 
projects, including the Central Everglades Restoration Project (CERP). 

SFWMD commissioned the development of a Feasibility Study (FS) to document the effects of 
implementing LOCAR. The FS has been prepared 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 (CFR), Chapter V, Parts 1500 through 1508) assessment to 
support the ASA(CW) review of the FS. SFWMD initiated the LOCAR FS in 2023 as the non-federal interest 
in response to Florida Governor’s Executive Order 23-06.  

In accordance with USACE Engineer Regulation (ER) 1165-2-217, an Agency Technical Review (ATR) of 
the FS is required and the ER enables engagement of engineering consulting firms to conduct the ATR.  
Accordingly, SFWMD selected Black & Veatch Corporation (Consultant) to conduct the ATR services as 
independent review in accordance with the ATR process in Engineer Regulation (ER) 1165-2-217, Civil 
Works Review Policy, dated 1 May 2021. The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the ATR as 
outlined in Section 5.10 of ER 1165-2-217. 

As per the scope of work provided by Black & Veatch to SFWMD under EXHIBIT “B-9” STATEMENT OF 
WORK - CONTRACT NO. 4600003988-WO10 - Lake Okeechobee Component A Storage Reservoir (LOCAR) 
Feasibility Study, This ATR report is based on the following:  

 The ATR team of reviewers is to perform an independent review of the PDT work and is not to 
make project decisions. The Project Delivery Team (PDT) of the South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD) is responsible for the work product/design.   
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 The corporate intent is for the ATR process to ensure overall technical analyses and approaches 
are correct and compliant with all pertinent USACE guidance to achieve high quality work 
products and facilitate vertical alignment early in work product development.    

 The level of review provided in this report is commensurate with the significance of the 
information being provided by SFWMD.  

2.0 ATR Reviewer Resumes 
For all disciplines required for the ATR listed below, each of the personnel meet the requirements of 
Level 3 reviewers having a minimum of 15 years of specialized experience and being a recognized expert 
in their field except for Jhon Arbelaez-Novak, who has 12 years of experience. The following is the list of 
reviewers and their associated disciplines. 

Table 1  List of Reviewers 

Reviewer Name Discipline 

John Bianco, PE ATR Project Manager/Environmental Engineer 

Jeff Beriswill, PE Team Leader/Geotechnical Engineer 

Amr Ewais, PhD, PE Geotechnical Engineer 

Todd Schellhase Structural Engineer 

Heriberto Torres Civil/Construction Engineer 

Zan Kugler Mechanical Engineer 

Joe Santogatta Electrical Engineer 

Kevin Shelton Environmental Scientist 

Renee Murch Hydrologic & Hydraulic Modeler  

Terry Hull Hydrologic & Hydraulic Modeler  

Todd Bednar Cost Estimator 

Bryce Weinand Climate Change 

Dave Friesen Real Estate 

Drew Ackerman Water Quality Modeling 

Dusty Miller Environmental 

Eric Gates Environmental 

Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental 

 
Resumes for each of the reviewers are provided in Appendix A. The list of reviewers and their resumes 
were provided to SFWMD on December 14, 2023. Additional reviewers were added for specific areas of 
expertise in climate change, real estate, water quality modeling, and other environmental/permitting 
issues. The mechanical engineer was also changed due to staff availability. 
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3.0 Charge Questions  
The ATR Team reviewed the work products against published guidance in general accordance with 
Appendix C.2 of ER 1165-2-217. In addition, a brief Guidance for Reviewers document was developed and 
provided to the ATR Team during project orientation (see Appendix B). 

4.0 Summary of Review 

4.1 Document Quality Control 
The Document Quality Control (DQC) procedure was implemented to ensure the ATR was conducted in 
accordance with ER 1165-2-217 and aligned with the scope provided by Black & Veatch to SFWMD under 
EXHIBIT “B-9” STATEMENT OF WORK - CONTRACT NO. 4600003988-WO10 - Lake Okeechobee 
Component A Storage Reservoir (LOCAR) Feasibility Study. The quality control procedures were 
conducted by both by Black & Veatch and SFWMD.  

DQC was conducted by the Reviewers’ team lead in Black & Veatch and the SFWMD technical lead or 
under their supervision ensuring:  

 All sections of the feasibility study were reviewed in timely manner. 

 Each reviewer provided at least one comment.   

 Each reviewer considered the Charge Questions described in Section 3.  

 All reviewers adhered to the Guidance for Reviewers in providing their comments outlined in 
Appendix B. 

 Timely delivery of all specified deliverables.   

4.2 Table of Comments and Resolutions 
The ATR Team had 163 comments on the FS documents provided by SFWMD. The comments were input 
in the spreadsheet template provided by SFWMD and are provided in Appendix C. For each comment the 
significance, basis for the concern, and suggested remedy were provided.  

All of the 163 comments were resolved as documented in Appendix C. The Project Development 
Team(PDT) reviewed each comment and provided a response. If necessary, the ATR Team provided a 
backcheck comment to the response, which was then followed by a second response from the PDT. 
When the PDT made a modification to the existing documentation, the ATR Team reviewed the 
modifications that were provided using “Track Changes”. Many of the comments were agreed by SFWMD 
and the PDT to be addressed in the subsequent preconstruction engineering and design (PED) phase of 
the project. 

  

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 



South Florida Water Management District | Agency Technical Review Report – LOCAR Feasibility Study  

BLACK & VEATCH  4 
 

4.3 Significant or Unresolved Comments 
The level of significance was based on the guidelines provided in Table 2. 

Table 2 Review Comment Level of Significance 

Level Description 

Critical Fundamental issue highly likely (near certain) to influence plan selection, justification, or ability to 
implement. Tagged as critical in comments.  

High Fundamental issue that has a 50% or greater chance to influence plan selection, justification, or 
implementation 

Medium Fundamental issue that has less than 50% chance to influence plan selection, justification, or 
implementation 

Low Technical, legal, or policy discrepancy/inconsistency that affects clarity, understanding, or 
completeness of study documents, but does not influence plan selection, justification, or 
implementation 

 
Based on the criteria in Table 2 most of the comments were low to medium levels of concern. Ten 
comments were considered to be high levels of concern in the areas of Real Estate, Socioeconomics, 
Pump Station Design, Groundwater, and Geotechnical, as detailed in Appendix C. All the high concern 
comments were resolved. 

5.0 Significant Correspondences 
The ATR review was expedited with the majority of the correspondences relating to schedule and 
information sharing. Three key correspondences from early in the review process consisted of the 
following: 

 Submittal and Acceptance of Reviewer Qualifications 

 Submittal and Acceptance of Work Plan 

 Orientation Meeting Memorandum 

 
Appendix D includes emails for the submittal and acceptance of the Reviewer Qualifications and the Work 
Plan, as well as the Orientation Meeting Memorandum. 

6.0 Technical Review and ATR Certification  
The ATR Technical Review Certification and the ATR Certification are provided in Appendices E and F, 
respectively. They were prepared based on the templates provided in Appendix D of ER 1165-2-217.  

7.0 Limitation  
The ATR was performed in accordance with ER 1165-2-217, dated 1 May 2021 and in accordance with 
generally accepted engineering principles and practices. The review is limited to the information provided 
by SFWMD and our understanding of the project. Neither design calculations nor field investigations were 
conducted by Black & Veatch.  No other warranty is expressed or implied. 
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ZAN KUGLER  
 
   Zan Kugler    West Palm Beach, Florida  (561) 718-5037  
                    zkugler@yahoo.com 
        
EDUCATION:   B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Pittsburgh, 1971 
   M.S. Civil Engineering, New Jersey Institute of Technology, 1979 
 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:  
 
Zan Kugler, PE, LLC (2010 to Present): Established in 2010 to continue to provide water resource 
engineering for both private and governmental clients. 
 
Powell Kugler, Inc. (2004 to 2010): (Retired) (6+) years as Chief Design Engineer and founding 
partner for the water resource engineering firm of Powell Kugler, Inc. Clients included both 
governmental and private firms with project scopes primarily for design of water supply and flood 
protection pump stations in the South Florida area. Assignments include numerous South & Central 
Florida Flood Control and Everglades Restoration projects for the South Florida Water Management 
District. The project scopes involve repair and restoration as well as design of new large capacity 
pump stations. Also provided engineering design services for local city, county as well as agricultural 
projects including sand transfer pump stations and farm drainage pump stations.  
 
South Florida Water Management District (1984 to 2004): (Retired) (19+) years as Director, 
Engineering Division and Chief Design Engineer. The South Florida Water Management provides 
flood protection, water supply as well as restoration and management of natural ecosystems for an 
area that encompasses all or part of 16 Florida counties. The Engineering Division provided design, 
environmental permitting, survey, and project management services for the construction of flood 
control and water supply works, constructed wetlands and environmental restoration projects, 
emergency operation and recovery projects, repair, modification, or replacement of field operations 
and administration facilities, inspection and assessment of water control works and administration 
facilities, findings of fact and technical support for legal claims and litigation, site development, road 
and bridge construction.  
 
US Army Corps of Engineers (1972 to 1984): (12) years with the US Army as a Civil Engineer, the last 
(4) years as Chief, Construction Section, US Army Corps of Engineers, Miami Area Office, JAX District. 
Construction projects supervised included the Miami Beach Restoration, Port Everglades Harbor 
Deepening and a number of other ICWW dredging projects, Fort Jefferson Restoration, Krome 
Avenue Refugee Center, and the construction of a number of flood control structures and large 
capacity pump stations of the South & Central Florida Flood Control Project. 
 
ORGANIZATIONS: Hydraulic Institute: (20+) years as a standards committee member of the 
Hydraulic Institute. Participated as a member for the intake, pump acceptance, and vibration 
standards committees. Was member of first intake standards committee that developed the original 
standard ANSI/HI 9.8 for the design of pump intakes. 
   
CERTIFICATIONS: Professional Engineer - Florida   

ZAN KUGLER P.E. LLC 
Water Resource Engineering 
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Bryce J. Weinand, M.S., B.S.
Bryce J. Weinand is a Senior Air Permitting Specialist. Weinand has 
experience in air permitting regulations across several of Black & Veatch’s 
global business lines including Power Generation, Water, Oil & Gas, and 
Federal Projects. Weinand specializes in air permit preparations, air 
regulation compliance assessments, air emissions calculations, hazardous 
air pollutant assessments, health risk assessments, greenhouse gas 
inventories and avoidance assessments, hydrogen feasibility studies, and 
meteorological and climatological studies.
Weinand is also excited to work with clients to achieve their sustainability 
goals. He specializes in conducting baseline greenhouse gas assessments, 
life cycle analysis, and greenhouse gas avoidance projects. Weinand 
understands the needs of clients and assist them with using the proper 
GHG methods, determining boundaries, identifying data sources, and 
conducting the GHG analysis. He is familiar with the many variants of the 
LCA including cradle to grave, cradle to gate, gate to gate, and many more.
Weinand also has significant experience in assisting clients with 
compliance of EPA’s Risk Management Plan (RMP) and OSHA’s Process 
Safety Management (PSM) regulation. He has performed as a scribe and 
facilitator for process
hazard analyses (PHAs) and Hazard Reviews (HRs) and in performing 
compliance audits for RMP programs at water, wastewater treatment 
facilities, and power plant facilities.

AIR QUALITY 
SCIENTIST

EXPERTISE:
Air Permitting; Air Quality Scientist; 
Consulting Engineering Services; 
Environmental Consulting; 
Meteorologist

EDUCATION
Masters, Science, Atmospheric 
Science, University of Illinois, 2000, 
United States
Bachelors, Science, Atmospheric 
Science, University of Missouri, 
1998, United States
TOTAL YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE
25.3
BLACK & VEATCH YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE
16.3
PROFESSIONAL 
ASSOCIATIONS
Air & Waste Management 
Association - Member
LANGUAGE CAPABILITIES
English
OFFICE LOCATION
Overland Park, Kansas, USA: 
United States

PROJECT EXPERIENCE
Navy ERCIP; NavFac; Confidential, United States; 2022-In-
Progress
Air Permitting Assessment - Black & Veatch. Responsible for leading 
the air permitting team to provide federal and state rules related to air 
permitting for several Naval Facility locations. The air permitting 
assessment provides the project a summary of federal and state rules 
regarding air permitting that may impact the project.

  

USACE; Ft. Stewart Microgrid; Georgia, United States; 2021-In-
Progress
Air Permitting Assessment - Black & Veatch. Weinand led the execution 
of the air permitting assessment for a microgrid project at Ft. Stewart, 
Georgia for the Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District. In this role, 
Weinand led the development of the air permitting calculations and 
summarized the federal and the Georgia state air quality rules for the 
microgrid project at 15% and 35% design review. This microgrid project 
provides new natural gas generation (non-emergency engines), integration 
of existing natural gas generation, behind the meter (BTM) battery energy 
storage, and integration of utility scale solar PV. Weinand supported two 
design review presentations/meetings with the USACE and base 
environmental staff to discuss the air permitting path.

  

USACE; Ft. Benning Microgrid; Georgia, United States; 2021-In-
Progress
Air Permitting Assessment - Black & Veatch. Weinand led the execution 
of the air permitting assessment for a microgrid project at Ft. Benning, 
Georgia for the Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District. In this role, 
Weinand led the development of the air permitting calculations and 
summarized the federal and the Georgia state air quality rules for the 
microgrid project at 15% and 35% design review. This microgrid project 
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provides new natural gas generation (non-emergency engines), integration 
of existing natural gas generation, behind the meter (BTM) battery energy 
storage, and integration of utility scale solar PV. Weinand supported two 
design review presentations/meetings with the USACE and base 
environmental staff to discuss the air permitting path.

  

Energy Services of Pensacola; Greenhouse Gas Reporting; 
Pensacola, Florida, United States; 2018-In-Progress
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for estimating 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from operation of the client’s natural gas 
distribution system. The GHG emissions estimate prepared for 2017 and 
2018 were calculated in accordance with 40 CFR 98, Subpart W and 
Subpart NN requirements based on data reported in the client’s Annual 
Reports submitted to the U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S 
Energy Information Administration. The resulting data was input into the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) electronic
reporting system (e-GGRT).

  

Confidential Client; Air Permitting Services; St. Joseph, 
Missouri, United States; 2014-In-Progress
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Black and Veatch conducts air 
permitting services with a leading Midwest manufacturer of a variety of 
herbicides, insecticides, and fungicides for agriculture applications. The 
work includes assisting the client with estimating volatile organic compound 
(VOC), hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and fugitive particulate matter 
emissions that would be released from new projects that install new 
storage and mixing tanks located at the client’s facility. The method to 
estimate possible air emissions is based on an EPA document regarding 
batch process emissions from pesticide manufacturing. Black & Veatch will 
assist the client in determining the air permitting path for each project.

  

City of Topeka; RMP Services; Water Treatment Plant; Topeka, 
Kansas, United States; 2011-In-Progress
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting the WTP with 
maintaining compliance with the RMP regulation. The services include an 
ongoing program to assist the WTP with updating RMP documentation 
relevant to the WTP’s chlorine process system whenever changes to staff, 
the chlorine process, or other documentation occur. Under this program 
Black & Veatch has conducted hazard reviews, conducted compliance 
audits, updated standard operating procedures (SOPs), updated chlorine 
process drawings, updated the RMP manual, and updated the Emergency 
Response Plan. Weinand also attended the EPA compliance audit 
conducted at the WTP and assisted the WTP with the compliance audit 
process. As a result the WTP did not receive any violations from the EPA 
compliance audit.

  

Various Confidential Clients; Due Diligence; United States; 
2010-In-Progress
Air Permitting Specialist - Black & Veatch. Performed due diligence 
reviews of air permits, including construction, operation, and acid rain, as 
well as compliance histories of several facilities located throughout the 
United States. Facilities include biomass fired units located in Florida.

  

Google; Staff Augmentation Role with Google; Mountain View, 
California, United States; 2022
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Senior GHG Specialist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for supporting 
Google's Sustainability Lead for Data Centers. Responsibilities include 
researching embodied carbon materials that are used in data center 
construction and reporting the research to google with Google Slides. Work 
has also included researching sustainability goals of other data center 
companies. Workload is determined during weekly calls with Google. Other 
responsibilities include overseeing projects and managing schedules with 
other employees at Google.

  

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD); EPA Renewable 
Identification Number (RIN) Application; Sacramento, California, 
United States; 2021-2022
Senior GHG Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted team in preparing EPA 
RINs application for client owned renewable electricity production facilities. 
Advised on RINs application and general EPA policy for client business 
strategy setting.

  

Smithfield Foods; Data Mapping Scope 1, 2, and 3 Emissions 
from Existing LCA; San Jose, California, United States; 2021-
2022
Senior GHG Specialist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for leading team to 
develop methods for mapping out Scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions from the 
client’s existing LCA. Responsible for working with client to identify 
organization boundaries and data gaps in their existing LCA. Assisted team 
in populating framework of GHG activities for the Power BI tool that will be 
developed for the client and allow them to track GHG emission for future 
years.

  

Google; Energy-Water Nexus Cooling Study; Mountain View, 
California, United States; 2021-2022
Senior GHG Specialist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting the 
team in assessing the LCA impact for two different cooling tower 
technologies proposed for client’s data centers. Work that will be conducted 
for this project include data processing, gathering data needed for the 
SimaPro model, assisting with conducting the environmental impact, and 
preparing a report that summarizes the project.

  

Orange County Sanitation District; P2-128 TPAD Digesters; 
Huntington Beach, California, United States; 2021-2022
Air Permit to Construct - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the 
air permit to construct application for the installation of new anaerobic 
digesters, digester batch tanks, digester gas boilers, cooling tower, and 
odor control unit for digester sludge blending facility. Black & Veatch is 
currently supporting the preliminary design by outlining the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) that will apply to the emission 
source installed for the project. Black & Veatch is developing the emission 
calculations from facility data and will determine the associated emission 
increase to assess the applicability to SCAQMD Regulation XIII - New 
Source Review. Black & Veatch also is preparing the screening Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1401.

  

City of Palo Alto; Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control 
Plant; Palo Alto, California, United States; 2021-2022
Advanced Water Purification System Environmental Permitting -
Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the air permit to construct 
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application for installation of a new odor control unit. Black & Veatch 
assessed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) rules 
that would apply to the project and provided regulation interpretation during 
the design of the project. Black & Veatch developed the emission 
calculation and BACT analysis for new equipment. Black & Veatch also 
performed the screening level Health Risk Analysis (HRA) for the new 
emissions from the odor control unit.

  

Confidential; Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Services; Bay 
Area, California, United States; 2019-2022
Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Risk Reduction Scenarios, Onsite 
HRA, and HRA On-Call Support Services - Black & Veatch. The 
wastewater treatment client requested additional Health Risk Assessment 
(HRA) services in advance of a new rule in the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) to reduce toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
emissions from existing sources. The project included three separate HRA 
tasks. The first task included collaboratively working with the client to 
develop a list of health risk reduction scenarios to examine. Black & Veatch 
modeled eight separate HRA scenarios to determine possible strategies to 
reduce the baseline health risk determined in a previous project. After 
examining the risk reduction results, the client requested three combined 
risk reduction scenarios. Black & Veatch modeled the combined risk 
reduction scenarios, developed a risk reduction scenario report, and 
presented the risk reduction results to facility management, operators, and 
facility engineers.

The second task that the client requested includes developing the onsite 
health risk. Black & Veatch examined two separate scenarios that included 
a snapshot of the current onsite health risk and a projection of the health 
risk after two significant projects are completed. The health risk results from 
the two scenarios will assist the client in demonstrating the potential benefit 
of the two capital projects at the facility. Black & Veatch prepared a report 
that contains the method, inputs, and onsite HRA results. Black & Veatch 
also presented the results of the onsite HRA to client management staff. 

The third task of the project involves Black & Veatch providing HRA on-call 
services to the client as needed. The client requested Black & Veatch be 
available to provide HRA support services for when the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) approaches them for the official 
HRA. The client has requested HRA support services for the duration of 
BAAQMD Rule 11-18 activities, which may include reviewing the official 
HRA results, providing comments on the official HRA, and/or attending 
client meetings with the BAAQMD.

  

Southern Europe: EU Innovation Fund Application - GHG 
Avoidance Estimate; Confidential, Confidential; 2021
GHG Avoidance Estimate - Black & Veatch. Black & Veatch completed a 
“second stage” greenhouse gas (GHG) emission avoidance application for 
a proposed floating offshore wind and battery storage project being offered 
into a competitive solicitation for funding by the European Union (EU) 
Innovation Fund. The application required following a prescribed 
methodology set forth by the EU Innovation Fund that calculated an 
estimate of expected emissions during the operation and maintenance of 
the project, to be contrasted against baseline GHG emissions, which would
be displaced. The process and inputs required knowledge and application 
of specific technical performance parameters of the proposed project, and 
associated expected maintenance support. Black & Veatch, with its 
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understanding of operational and maintenance requirements, developed 
sound estimates for such support from local ports. The application also 
required assessment of the scalability of the project, owning to its potential 
to be replicated and offer similar GHG avoidance benefits. While the 
methodology was prescriptive, it also allowed for innovation concepts, such 
as demonstration of new technologies for the benefit of building a sound 
foundation from which to grow a fleet demonstrating proven 
commercialization.

  

City of San Jose; San Jose-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater 
Facility; San Jose, California, United States; 2020-2021
New Dewatering Building Air Permit to Construct - Black & Veatch. 
Responsible for preparing the air permit to construct application for 
installation of a digested sludge dewatering building. The dewatering 
building new emission sources includes centrifuges, sludge cake 
conveyors, sludge cake bins, and sludge cake loading. Black & Veatch 
assessed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) rules 
that would apply to the project and provided regulation interpretation during 
the design of the project. Black & Veatch developed the emission 
calculation and BACT analysis for new equipment. Black & Veatch also 
performed the screening level Health Risk Analysis (HRA) for the 
dewatering building.

  

Natural Gas Utility; GHG Inventory Assessment; Pennsylvania, 
United States; 2020
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the 
baseline greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory for the client's natural gas 
gathering, transmission, and distribution. The baseline inventory included 
gathering the data needed to estimate Scope 1 (direct GHG emissions) and 
Scope 2 (indirect GHG emissions). The assessment also included some of 
the optional GHG Scope 3 emissions. Another aspect of the report was to 
contact peers of the client and compare them to Peoples method and 
magnitude of GHG emissions. Finally, the project estimated the reduction 
of GHG that would be realized in current initiatives and also recommended 
other initiatives that Peoples could employ to obtain further reductions. A 
method to estimate GHG emissions from methane leaks was also 
developed.

  

Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD); P2-98 Air Permit to 
Construct; Huntington Beach, California, United States; 2018-
2020
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the air 
permit to construct application for the replacement of four primary clarifiers 
and the existing odor control scrubber complex with new primary clarifiers 
and a new odor control scrubber complex at the Huntington Beach 
wastewater treatment plant. Black & Veatch developed the emission 
calculations from facility data and determined the net emissions change to 
assess the applicability to South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Regulation XIII - New Source Review. Black & Veatch also 
prepared the screening Health Risk Assessment (HRA) in accordance with 
SCAQMD Rule 1401. The air permit application for the project includes the 
applicable SCAQMD forms, drawings, emission calculations, and the 
technical support document which was supplied to OCSD for submittal to 
SCAQMD.

  

U.S. Air Force Civil Engineer Center; Value Engineering 
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Initiative Support ; Multipl, United States; 2019
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Black & Veatch was contracted 
with the United States Air Force Civil Engineering Center (AFCEC) to 
support their subcontractor for the Value Engineering (VE) initiative. The 
VE initiative mission is to maximize the effectiveness and minimize 
regulatory liabilities of the USAF air quality program through value 
engineering. Black & Veatch coordinated with the AFCEC’s subcontractor 
for the VE initiative to conduct site visits to three USAF bases. The purpose 
of the site visits was to conduct an over-arching review of the base-wide air 
permitting program and identify potential improvement related to air 
regulatory and air compliance in order to reduce the risk of receiving 
violations from State and EPA inspections. In advance of each site visit 
Black & Veatch conducted a desktop technical review of the base’s air 
permits, compliance related documents, and applicable state and federal 
regulations that were applicable to the base. During each VE site visit Black 
& Veatch attended meetings with the base’s air program manager and 
contributed to the discussion related to the air permit requirements and 
related compliance documents in order to identify any compliance related 
risks. The site visit included conducting a walk-through of specific air 
emission processes (i.e, boilers, engines, painting and depainting 
operations, airplane maintenance operations, storage tanks), interviewing 
USAF personnel responsible for operation of specific emission units, 
reviewing air permit documents and air compliance documents, and 
providing a list of observation verbally to the air program manager prior to 
leaving the air base. Black & Veatch assisted the AFCEC VE team after the 
site visit in refining the list of observations and providing corrective action 
support as needed to assist the air base in resolving the final observations 
compiled during the site visit. The goal of the AFCEC VE team is to support 
the air program manager, as needed to reduce the risk of compliance 
violations from state and EPA inspections.

  

City of Oceanside San Luis Rey Water Reclamation Facility; 
Greenhouse Gas Assessment; Oceanside, California, United 
States; 2018-2019
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for conducting a 
baseline greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis for existing emissions 
sources at the wastewater treatment plant. The existing emission sources 
that emit GHG emissions include internal combustion engines, waste gas 
flares, plant owned vehicles, boilers, wastewater treatment process, 
electricity consumption by the facility, and natural gas combustion needed 
for facility buildings. The methodology outlined in the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) publication titled “Local Government Operations 
Protocol for the Quantification and Reporting of Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventories, Version 1.1” was used to calculate Scope 1 and 
Scope 2 GHG emissions. The purpose of the project was to provide an 
estimate of the facility’s baseline GHG emissions profile such that it can be 
compared to other GHG emission scenarios being considered for future 
modifications to the facility.

  

Confidential Client; BAAQMD Rule 11-18 Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) Services; Bay Area, California, United 
States; 2017-2018
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing a 
baseline Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for a wastewater treatment plant 
in advance of a new rule in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) aimed at reducing toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from 
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existing facilities. The project collected data on each emission source that 
emitted TACs, developed representative emission rates, and used 
approved models, such as AERMOD and Hotspots Analysis and Reporting 
Program Version 2 (HARP 2), to estimate current health risk impacts 
associated with the facility’s TAC emissions. The project included 
examining the emission sources and pollutants of concern to assist the 
client with planning ahead for the new rule and costs associated with 
reducing TAC emissions.

  

Kansas Army National Guard; Engine Applicability Assessment; 
Topeka and Wichita, Kansas, United States; 2016-2017
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing a report 
that assessed the applicability of regulations for Reciprocating Internal 
Combustion Engines (RICE) that are owned and operated by the Kansas 
Army National Guard (KSARNG). The report summarized the requirements 
individually for each emergency engine based on the National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants(NESHAP) for Stationary 
Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 63, Subpart 
ZZZZ, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for Stationary 
Compression Standards for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal Combustion 
Engines (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart JJJJ), and NSPS for Stationary 
Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 60, 
Subpart IIII). The project included site visits to each engine, interviews of 
maintenance staff, and review of documents that provided data on the 
engines. Ultimately the report provide the KSARNG a handbook to decode 
the complex requirements currently applicable to each engines and 
provided the requirements that would be applicable if the engine was re-
categorized for non-emergency purposes.

  

City of San Diego; RMP Services for Alvarado Water Treatment 
Plant; San Diego, California, United States; 2015-2016
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting the WTP with 
the five-year update to the facility’s RMP as required by the EPA’s RMP, 
the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) CalARP, 
and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) PSM rules. 
The facility uses chlorine and aqueous ammonia for their water treatment 
process. The project included updating the RMP manuals, conducting 
compliance audits, conducting a hazard review, updating the off-site 
consequence analysis, and preparing the facility’s online submittal to EPA 
via the CDX system.

  

Missile Defense Agency (MDA); Enivironmental Impact 
Assessment (EIS) for CONUS CIS; United States; 2014-2016
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the air 
quality impact assessment for a proposed action that included installation 
of emergency reciprocating internal combustion engines (RICE) and boilers 
for heating purposes. The air quality impact analysis was conducted for 
various sites in the eastern United States. The project required calculating 
estimated emissions from construction sources (combustion source and 
fugitive emissions) and estimating emissions from operational sources (i.e., 
backup generators, boilers, worker vehicles, and on-road haul/delivery 
trucks). The air emission calculations during operation and construction 
were used to determine the impact to the local and regional air quality, as 
well as determine if a general conformity determination was required for the 
project.
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Missile Defense Agency ; Environmental Assessment ; 
Anderson, Alaska, United States; 2015
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the air 
quality impact assessment for a proposed action that included installation 
of emergency reciprocating internal combustion engines (RICE) and boilers 
for heating purposes. The project required calculating estimated emissions
from construction sources (combustion source and fugitive emissions) and 
estimating emissions from operational sources (i.e., backup generators, 
boilers, worker vehicles, and on-road haul/delivery trucks). The ACAM 
model was utilized to estimate the estimate of air emissions during 
construction of the project. The air emission calculations during operation 
and construction were used to determine the impact to the local and 
regional air quality, as well as determine if a general conformity 
determination was required for the project.

  

Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association; RMP 
Services; Colorado, United States; 2014-2015
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Performed as a scribe for the process 
hazard analysis (PHA) for a new process at the facility. The PHA sessions 
assisted Tri-State in identifying several changes to the design that will be 
implemented into the final design prior to construction of process system. 
The PHA sessions also identified the worst-case and alternative release 
scenarios, which were used in performing the Offsite Consequence 
Analysis (OCA) that is a requirement of EPA’s Risk Management Plan 
regulation. Prepared draft standard operating procedures for the facility.

  

GNPower Kauswagan; Environmental Assessment; Lanao del 
Norte, Davao Region, Philippines; 2014
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing an air 
quality assessment report for a proposed power plant that would be located 
in the Philipines. The air quality assessment report provided an evaluation 
of the project’s proposed emission rates compared to those listed in 
Philippine air standards and World Bank/International Finance Corporation 
(IFC) guidelines. The assessment also included a description of the 
preliminary air dispersion modeling conducted for the proposed project and 
an assessment of the air quality in the airshed where the project is located. 
Equator Principles were also applicable to the project, which includes a 
requirement for a greenhouse gas assessment. The air quality assessment 
report included a review of the greenhouse gas analysis provided in the 
proposed projects Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and how the 
project intended to comply with this requirement.

  

Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District; Lemay and Bissell Point 
WWTP; St. Louis, Missouri, United States; 2014
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting MSD 
with preparing a construction permit application for planned modifications to 
each of the plants. The planned modifications are required to comply with 
EPA’s Sewage Sludge Incinerator Maximum Achievable Control 
Technology regulation (40 CFR 60, Subpart MMMM). As typical of 
construction permit applications, the project included estimating the 
baseline and actual air emissions, obtaining the necessary permit 
application forms, and conducting a regulatory review in support of the 
application preparation

  

Brownsville Board of Public Utilities ; Silas Ray Power Plant –
Unit 9 Standard Permit Renewal; Brownsville, Texas, United 
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States; 2014
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting BPUB 
with preparing the 10 year renewal of its State of Texas New Source 
Review permit for the Unit 9 combined cycle combustion turbine located at 
the Silas Ray Power Plant. As typical of permit renewal applications, the 
project included gathering plant data, establishing the emissions inventory, 
obtaining the necessary permit application forms, and conducting a 
regulatory review in support of the application preparation. The renewal 
application was submitted to the TCEQ in October 2014 and was renewed 
by the agency within 12 weeks.

  

Miami-Dade County Water and Sewer Department; RMP 
Services; Miami, Florida, United States; 2014
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in assisting the client with 
required activities that are part of the five-year RMP update required by 
EPA. The RMP activities that were conducted included conducting 
compliance audits, revalidation of the previous PHAs, updating the RMP 
submittal, and updating the RMP manual.

  

City of El Dorado; RMP Services; El Dorado, Kansas, United 
States; 2014
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Conducted a compliance audit for the 
chlorine system as a component of the facility’s RMP. As part of the 
compliance audit process, a walk-through inspection was conducted to 
understand and verify the system prior to reviewing the facility’s documents 
that demonstrate compliance with EPA’s RMP regulation.

  

Tampa Electric Company ; Risk Management Plan Services; 
Bradley, Florida, United States; 2011-2014
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Performed as a scribe for the process 
hazard analysis (PHA) of the facility’s anhydrous ammonia system for use 
in a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system. TECO is in the process of 
converting several of their simple cycle combustion turbines to combined 
cycle. The initial PHA was conducted at 50% design (2013) and updated at 
100% design (2014). The PHA sessions assisted TECO in identifying 
several changes to the design that will be implemented into the final design 
prior to construction of the ammonia process system. The PHA sessions 
also identified the worst-case and alternative release scenarios, which were 
used in performing the Offsite Consequence Analysis (OCA) that is a 
requirement of EPA’s Risk Management Plan regulation.

  

Sacramento Municipal Utility District ; BioEnergy Assessment; 
Sacramento, California, United States; 2013
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in preparing an 
assessment of air permit requirements for two different biomass 
gasification processes being considered. The assessment focused on the 
implications to air permitting requirements among eight different counties 
where the project could be sited. The majority of the assessment included 
discussion of the New Source Review (NSR) permitting requirements, Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) and Lowest Achievable Emission 
Rate (LAER) thresholds and requirements, Emission Offset thresholds, and 
discussion of potential source-specific requirements (i.e., New Source 
Performance Standards and Maximum Available Control Technology 
(MACT) for the two types of biomass gasification technologies being 
considered.
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W.R. Meadows; Air Permit Services; Boonville, Missouri, United 
States; 2013
Air Quality Scientist  - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting W.R. 
Meadows in obtaining a renewed operating permit for an existing 
manufacturing facility in Booneville, Missouri. As part of the renewal 
process Black & Veatch assessed the applicability of the National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Area Sources: Industrial, 
Commercial, and Institutional Boilers, commonly known as Area Source 
Boiler MACT, and incorporated these requirements into their renewed 
operating permit. The project also included assisting the facility with 
understanding the requirements of the Area Source Boiler MACT regulation 
and providing guidance to the facility on how to demonstrate initial 
compliance, as well as maintain ongoing compliance.

  

USTDA NEA; NG Tri-Generation Climate Greenhous Gas Impact 
Assessment; Tianjin, China; 2013
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for performing a 
climate change impact assessment for implementation of a Tri-Generation 
Distributed Energy Combined Cooling, Heat and Power (CCHP) project at 
two locations in China. For each project an estimation of carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions was developed for a base case, which would be the 
emissions if the Tri-Generation CCHP distributed energy project was not 
developed, and a Tri-Generation case, which is based on the combustion 
sources proposed for the Tri-Generation CCHP distributed energy projects 
that would be used to offset existing CO2-intensive generation. The change 
in CO2 emissions between the base case and Tri-Generation case 
provided a quantification of the benefits from a carbon emissions 
perspective for the Tri-Generation CCHP distributed energy projects.

  

Orange County Sanitation District ; Project J-111 Plant Nos. 1 
and 2 Central Power Generation Systems AQCS; Orange 
County, California, United States; 2012-2013
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in preparing air permit 
application for the installation of post-combustion air quality control systems 
(AQCS) to digester gas-fired internal combustion engines at Orange 
County Sanitation District’s Plant 1 and 2. The two plants are located within
the South Coast Air Quality District (SCAQMD) and were applicable to the 
revised regulation 1110.2, Emissions from Gaseous and Liquid Fueled 
Engines, which required internal combustions engines to comply with more 
stringent emission limits for the pollutants NOx, VOC, and CO. The air 
permit application also contained a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the 
installation of the digester gas engines based on SCAQMD Rule 1401. The 
post-combustions AQCS that will be installed includes an Oxidation 
Catalysts, Selective Catalytic Reduction system, and Urea injection system. 
The project also includes installation of a digester gas cleaning system 
prior to combustion of digester gas in the engines.

  

Brownsville Board of Public Utilities; Reciprocating Internal 
Combustion Engine – Applicability ; Brownsville, Texas, United 
States; 2013
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting BPUB in 
assessing the applicability of requirements for the RICE National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) regulation, commonly 
referred to as RICE MACT, found in 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ, for existing 
RICE engines owned by the city of Brownsville. The assessment included 
determining the rule applicability and identifying any subsequent 
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requirements (including regulatory notification submittals) associated with 
the rule for 10 RICE engines that were located at various locations within 
the city of Brownsville.

  

Brownsville Board of Public Utilities; Silas Ray Power Plant –
Unit 10 Standard Permit Renewal; Brownsville, Texas, United 
States; 2013
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for assisting BPUB 
with preparing the 10 year renewal of its electric generation standard permit 
for the Unit 10 simple cycle combustion turbine located at the Silas Ray 
Power Plant. The project included preparing the application to meet the 
general and specific emission requirements of the “Air Quality Standard 
Permit for Electric Generating Units with an effective date of May 16, 2007”. 
As typical of permit renewal applications, the project included gathering 
plant data, establishing the emissions inventory, obtaining the necessary 
permit application forms, and conducting a regulatory review in support of 
the application preparation. The renewal application was submitted to the 
TCEQ in 2013 and was renewed by the agency within 10 weeks.

  

Brownsville Board of Public Utilities; Standard Permit 
Renewals; Brownsville, Texas, United States; 2012
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for preparing the 10 
year renewals of four electric generation standard permits for distributed 
generation engines located at various points around Brownsville. As typical 
of permit renewal applications, the project included gathering plant data,
establishing the emissions inventory, obtaining the necessary permit 
application forms, and conducting a regulatory review in support of the 
application preparation. The renewals were submitted to the TCEQ in 2012 
and were renewed by the agency within 6 weeks.

  

BioKyowa, Inc.; Construction Permit Application; Cape 
Girardeau, United States; 2012
Air Permitting Specialist - Black & Veatch. Prepared construction permit 
application and forms for planned modifications to an existing human and 
animal feed additives manufacturing plant. As part of the project, estimated 
emission increases were calculated as a result of the proposed 
modifications to the different process. The resulting potential emission 
increases were below de minimis emission rates and the project will require 
only a de minimis construction permit.

  

City of Winston-Salem; Annual Emissions Reports; Winston-
Salem, North Carolina, United States; 2012
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Developed emission estimates for 
two wastewater treatment facilities firing a mix of digester gas, natural gas, 
and fuel oil. Emissions were estimated for operation of combustion source 
boilers, internal combustion engines, and flares. Prepared the submittal of 
the emissions estimate to submit to the local compliance agency.

  

Confidential Client; Compliance Strategy Assessment; Multiple 
Oil Fired Facilities;; Hawaii, United States; 2011-2012
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for performing air 
dispersion modeling (AERMOD) for multiple existing coal fired facilities in 
Hawaii. The project scope is to determine the facility's compliance with the 
newly promulgated 1 hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for nitrogen oxides (NOx) and sulfur dioxide (SO2), and the 
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particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) NAAQS. The 
NO2 modeling analysis incorporated the use of Tier 3 methodologies: 
specifically, the Ozone Limiting Method (OLM) and the Plume Volume 
Molar Ratio Method (PVMRM). The modeling ultimately determined the 
level of control that would be needed on a unit basis to bring the facility into 
compliance with NAAQS. Additionally, he was responsible for preparing 
reports demonstrating the meteorological representativeness of the 
meteorological data used in the modeling for the facilities. The location of 
the facilities is in a region that could not use the AERSURFACE program to 
derive surface characteristics for the area surrounding the facilities. 
Instead, he used accepted published methodology to calculate the surface 
characteristics manually for each facility, and used the calculated surface 
characteristics in AERMET to create the meteorological data for AERMOD.

  

Detroit Edison Company; Fermi 3 Combined Operating License 
(COL) Application Project; Enrico Fermi Nuclear Facility; 
Michigan, United States; 2007-2012
Meteorologist / Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Responsible for 
assisting in coordinating and preparing analysis for air quality and 
meteorological requirements. Such requirements include analyzing large 
meteorological and climatological datasets in order to provide a detailed 
statistical analysis of normal daily and extreme weather conditions for the 
Fermi 3 nuclear facility and surrounding region. Other requirements include 
calculating probable maximum annual frequency of meteorological events 
(i.e., dust storms, precipitation, tornadoes, and extreme temperatures); 
calculating estimated emissions from construction sources (combustion 
source and fugitive emissions); and estimating emissions from operational 
sources (i.e., cooling towers, backup generators, fire pumps, worker 
vehicles). Tracked the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) guidelines 
and developed the meteorology and air quality sections for the COLA and 
Final Safety and Analysis Report (FSAR) that are submitted to the NRC. 
Attended meetings and continues to support the project for air quality and 
meteorological-related activities.

  

Saudi Electricity Company; Stack Height Air Modeling; Riyadh, 
Saudi Arabia; 2011
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Performed air quality modeling 
using ISCST3 Prime for 40 simple-cycle combustion turbines firing heavy 
crude fuel oil that will be converted into combined cycle combustion 
turbines with heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs). The project 
considered raising the stack height to assess the effect on air quality 
modeled ground-level impacts.

  

JEA; Title V Initial Permit Application, Simple Cycle Combustion 
Turbines; JEA Greenland Energy Center; Jacksonville, Florida, 
United States; 2011
Air Permit Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in preparation of an 
initial Title V permit application for a newly constructed electric generating 
station in Jacksonville, Florida. The primary units at the facility are two 
simple cycle combustion turbines. Performed walkthrough of facility and
inventoried combustion sources for the air permit application.

  

Grand River Dam Authority; PSD Construction Permit 
Application; Coal Fired Complex; Oklahoma, United States; 
2011
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Performed air dispersion modeling 
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(AERSCREEN) for an existing coal fired facility. Maximum modeled 
impacts were determined using surface characteristics derived from 
AERSURFACE and meteorological data from a local Oklahoma mesonet 
site. The resulting application document was major for carbon monoxide 
(CO) and minor for all other pollutants.

  

CST Storage; Class I Renewal Operating Permit 
Application;Manufacturing Plant; Parsons, Kansas, United 
States; 2011
Air Permit Specialist - Black & Veatch. Prepared air permit application for 
renewal of state of Kansas Class I Operating Permit. The facility has a 
potential to emit greater than 100 tons per year of VOCs. During the most 
recent renewal period, the facility's shot blast, machining, and welding 
activities became subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart XXXXXX, National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Area Source Standards 
for Nine Metal Fabrication and Finishing Source Categories.

  

PG&E; Construction Emissions Estimate, Transmission Line 
Reconductoring; San Francisco, California, United States; 2011
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Developed emissions estimate for 
construction activities associated with the reconductoring of a segment of 
transmission lines located near San Francisco, California. Emissions were 
estimated for operation of combustion source non-road construction 
equipment, on-road vehicles, and helicopters. The project estimated 
emissions were compared to emissions thresholds applicable for 
construction projects in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD).

  

Confidential Client; Various Projects; United States; 2010-2011
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Prepared emissions inventory 
using plant-specific operational data from the Energy Velocity database. 
Prepared high-level analysis and developed risk of retirement for coal fired 
units in the central and southern United States based on capacity of unit 
and air permitting regulations.

  

Hastings; RMP Services; Anhydrous Ammonia System; 
Hastings, Nebraska, United States; 2010
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a hazard review 
of the facility's anhydrous ammonia system for use in a selective catalytic 
reduction (SCR) system and a coal fired power plant. Developed an RMP 
manual for the plant and assisted the client in preparing several other RMP 
elements necessary for submittal to the EPA.

  

BioKyowa; Title V Renewal; Cape Girardeau, Missouri, United 
States; 2010
Air Permitting Specialist - Black & Veatch. Prepared a renewal Title V 
permit application for an animal and human feed additive manufacturer. 
The primary emission units at the facility include natural gas fired steam 
boilers, wastewater treatment plant, chemical storage tanks, and vent filters 
for various processes of the production lines.

  

City of Wichita; RMP Compliance Audit; Water Treatment Plant; 
Wichita, Kansas, United States; 2009
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a compliance 
audit for the chlorine and ammonia system as a component of the RMP.
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City of Bristol; RMP Compliance Audit and Process Hazard 
Analyses (PHAs); Water Treatment Plant; Bristol, Connecticut, 
United States; 2009
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a compliance 
audit and PHAs for the chlorine system as a component of the RMP.

  

City of Hannibal; RMP Compliance Audit and Hazard Review; 
Wastewater Treatment Plant; Hannibal, Missouri, United States; 
2009
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a compliance 
audit and hazard review for the chlorine system as a component of the 
RMP.

  

Sun Energy LLC; Air Permit Application; Louisiana, United 
States; 2009
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Provided air quality assessment 
services related to determining the amount of federal hazardous air 
pollutants, as well as state toxic air pollutants, potentially emitted from the 
operation for a first-of-its-kind municipal solid waste plasma arc gasification 
electric generation facility. The project consisted of a 2,500 ton per day 
gasification process resulting in the production of 115 MW of electricity to 
the grid for distribution. Additionally, assisted in the development of the air 
quality permit forms for a minor source permit application.

  

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power; Air Permit 
Application and Health Risk Assessment; Los Angeles, 
California, United States; 2008-2009
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Provided air quality and health risk 
assessment services required for a minor source air permit application 
package for the construction of two new 22 MW LM 2500 combustion 
turbines fired on digester gas produced at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 
The project included air dispersion modeling for both criteria pollutants and 
toxic air contaminants for various modes of operation, including normal 
operation, startup / shutdown, and commissioning. The toxic air 
contaminants modeling included performing a Tier 4 Health Risk 
Assessment.

  

Entergy Lousiana, LLC; River Bend Unit 3 COL Application 
Preparation, River Bend Nuclear Facility; St. Francisvile, 
Louisiana, United States; 2007-2009
Meteorologist / Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in 
coordinating and preparing analysis for air quality and meteorological 
requirements. Such requirements included analyzing large meteorological 
and climatological datasets in order to provide a detailed statistical analysis 
of normal daily and extreme weather conditions for the River Bend Unit 3 
Nuclear Facility and surrounding region. Other requirements included 
calculating probable maximum annual frequency of meteorological events 
(i.e., dust storms, precipitation, tornadoes, and extreme temperatures); and 
calculating estimated emissions from the cooling tower. Tracked the NRC 
guidelines and aided in the development of the meteorology and air quality 
sections for the COLA and FSAR that are submitted to the NRC.

  

JEA Greenland Energy Center; Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Air Permit Application; Greenland Energy Center; 

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 



BVCI | BRYCE J. WEINAND 15

Florida, United States; 2008
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Provided air quality assessment 
services related to determining the potential impact of the conversion from 
a single cycle configuration to a 2 x 1 combined cycle configuration. 
Assisted in permit application services, including Class II air dispersion 
modeling and air permit application preparation.

  

City Water, Light, & Power; RMP Compliance Audit; Dallman 
Power Station; Springfield, Illinois, United States; 2008
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a compliance 
audit for the ammonia system as a component of the RMP.

  

City Water, Light, & Power; RMP Compliance Audit; Water 
Purification Plant; Springfield, Illinois, United States; 2008
RMP Specialist - Black & Veatch. Assisted in completing a compliance 
audit for the chlorine system as a component of the RMP.

  

Florida Municipal Power Agency; Title V Air Operating Permit 
Application; Treasure Coast Energy Center; Fort Pierce, Florida, 
United States; 2008
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Provided air quality assessment 
services related to determining the impact from the operation of natural gas 
turbines at the combined cycle power plant. Assisted in permit application 
services, including Class II air dispersion modeling.

  

Topeka Water Treatment Plant; RMP Services; Water Treatment 
Plant; Topeka, Kansas, United States; 2007
Air Quality Scientist - Black & Veatch. Assisted client in development of 
the plant's RMP manual, updating drawings, conducting hazard review, and 
updating manual of standard operating procedures.

  

PRESENTATIONS & PUBLICATIONS
"Mesoscale Shear Eddies in the Upper Troposphere." Monthly Weather 
Review, Volume 128, Issue 12. December 2000.

"Climatological Study of the Relationship Between Clouds and Surface 
Temperature During Formation of Arctic Air Outbreaks in North America." 
Master's Thesis. October 2000.
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Drew Clark Ackerman, PE 
Mr. Ackerman is an analytical, data-driven water resource manager with 29 
years of consulting and research experience who has successfully navigated 
complex environmental and water quality compliance issues in consultative, 
research and project management engagements. He has specialized, multi-
state experience characterizing and quantifying runoff impact and 
discharges on freshwater, brackish, and saline environments and 
demonstrated a record of developing innovating hydraulic, hydrologic, 
hydrodynamic and water quality models to enhance clarity of water 
management issues. 

SENIOR WATER QUALITY 
ENGINEER 

EXPERTISE: 
Environmental Compliance; 
Eutrophication; Hydraulic 
modeling; Hydrodynamic 
modeling; Hydrology; 
Modeling; Project 
management; Sampling; 
Stormwater; Stormwater 
water quality; Water quality; 
Water quality management; 
Water quality modeling; 
Water resource 
management; Watershed 
management 

EDUCATION 
Master of Science, Oceanography, 
Physical Oceanography, Louisiana 
State University, 1995 
Bachelor of Science, Civil 
Engineering, Environmental 
Engineering, Purdue University, 
1993 
Bachelor of Arts, Pre-Engineering, 
DePauw University, 1993 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION 
License, Andrew Ackerman, Civil, 
#0051762, Colorado, 2016 
TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
29 
BLACK & VEATCH YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE 
7 
OFFICE LOCATION 
Denver, Colorado 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
Johnson County TMDL Planning; Kansas City, Kansas; 2022-2023 
WWater Quality Lead -- Black & Veatch. Reviewed past water quality analyses 
and directed additional water quality spatial/temporal analysis to identify 
potential TMDL compliance trends and areas of significant pollutant loading 
concern. Developed a range of follow up studies for client consideration to 
improve identification of pollutant sources and impacts of management 
approaches. 
Central Arizona Project Water Quality Modeling; Phoenix, Arizona; 
2022-2023 
Technical Lead and Head Water Quality Modeler - Black & Veatch. Led the 
CEQUAL-W2 water quality modeling of the 336-mile canal and Lake 
Pleasant. The Canal modeling simulated nutrients, dissolved oxygen, 
attached and floating algae as well as other conservative constituents of 
concern. The Lake model simulated temperature with the infrastructure 
developed for additional follow-on water quality modeling. Client staff were 
trained on model use and analysis of results using a customized model 
interface under client defined shortage and introduced water conditions. 

Charlotte Water Source Water Protection Planning; Charlotte, 
North Carolina; 2022-2023 
Source Water Planning Lead - Black & Veatch. Led the analysis of the 
potential sources of pollutants of concern in the zone of concern upstream 
of the Charlotte Water drinking water intakes. Coordinated the analysis of 
regional regulations which impact receiving water quality. Directed the 
development of an ArcGIS dashboard and app for client use in identifying 
pollutants sources and updating the developed database. Conducted 
stakeholder meetings for input on source water protection concerns in the 
plan development and final plan. Identified potential funding sources and 
entities in the watershed with shared water quality concerns for potential 
teaming. 

Tampa Bay Water Bypass Canal Water Source Water Protection 
Planning; Tampa Bay, Florida; 2022-2023 
Source Water Planning Lead - Black & Veatch. Worked as a subconsultant to 
highlight past water quality studies in the Tampa Bypass Canal Watershed. 
Coordinated with other regional consultants to develop a consistent water 
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quality improvement planning approach. Identified hazards within the 
watershed, changes in land use and permitted dischargers and the 
associated water quality trends. Developed a list of sampling 
recommendations which would enhance the water quality dynamics 
understanding. Identified opportunities for improving water quality in the 
watershed through changing hydrologic operations, additional studies and 
potential teaming for water quality controls. 

Hampton Borrow Pit Storage and Inundation Modeling; Lakeland, 
Florida; 2020-2022 
SStormwater LLead Modeler - Black & Veatch. Developed a paired PCSWMM 
and 1D/2D HEC-RAS model of runoff into an existing large detention basin, 
the impact of a new overflow structure to meet revised state freeboard 
requirements and the inundation impacts downstream of the overflow 
basin on marsh water levels. 
City of Clearwater; Clearwater Marshall Street WRF THMs Mixing 
Zone Evaluation; Clearwater, Florida; 2022-2023 
Mixing Zone Modeler - Black & Veatch. Reviewed sampling results and the 
dilution of the WRF discharge in a small tidal creek. Developed a CEQUAL 
model to evaluate the range of potential mixing zone conditions. Used that 
information to propose a modification in effluent THM concentrations to 
the FDEP. 
 
Zeeland Wastewater Treatment Plant Permit Limit Impact 
Evaluation; Zeeland, Michigan; 2022 
Surface Water Quality Lead - Black & Veatch. Reviewed historic selenium 
and temperature data for potential discharge concentration modifications. 
Provided recommendations on potential permit limits and discussions with 
state agencies. Facilitated discussions between client and state agencies to 
understand background on thermal discharge requirements and potential 
site-specific standards. 
  

Catawba Wateree Watershed Management Group; WATER 
QUALITY PHASE III Data Needs Assessment; North Carolina; 2019-
2021 
Technical Lead - Black & Veatch. Helped lead the technical advisory 
committee on the next phase of water quality data analysis for the Basin. 
Led the development of a basin-wide questionnaire on water quality data 
needs and spearheaded the development of a Power BI data platform. 
Summarized the results of two large stakeholder meetings to identify water 
quality data shortcomings for better water quality management. 
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Dusty L. Miller, ENV SP 
Dusty L. Miller is an Environmental Scientist and Regulatory Specialist within 
Black & Veatch's Environmental business unit.  Ms. Miller has a strong interest 
in environmental sustainability and prevention and minimization of project 
impacts on the environment and wildlife.  She has been a credentialed 
Envision Sustainability Professional (ENV SP) in association with the Institute 
for Sustainable Infrastructure (ISI) Envision sustainable infrastructure rating 
system since early 2014 and is a member of Black & Veatch's Sustainability 
Catalyst group.  She has over 18 years of environmental experience working 
on a wide variety of projects, particularly site selection and wind and solar 
projects, and is responsible for identifying and obtaining the permits and 
licenses required for the construction and operation of facilities of all types.  
She evaluates environmental resources that should be considered in the siting 
of energy generating facilities and prepares environmental reports to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and comparable state 
statutes such as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENTIST 

EXPERTISE: 
Environmental Compliance and 
Permitting; Environmental Impact 
Assessment; Environmental Justice; 
Environmental Regulatory Reviews; 
Equator Principles; Institute for 
Sustainable Infrastructure (ISI) 
Envision; NEPA Compliance; Site 
Selection; Sustainability; Due 
Diligence 

EDUCATION 
Bachelor of Science, Environmental 
Studies, University of Kansas, 1997, 
United States 
Associate of Arts, General Studies, 
Johnson County Community College, 
1995, United States 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION 
Envision SP - Envision Sustainability 
Professional, Environmental, 
Multiple, United States 
TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
25.8 
BLACK & VEATCH YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE 
25 
LANGUAGE CAPABILITIES 
English 
Spanish 
OFFICE LOCATION 
Overland Park, Kansas, USA: United 
States 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
Valley Water; Anderson Dam Removal - Environmental Justice 
Evaluation; California, United States; 2023 
EEnvironmental Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the review and evaluation of 
environmental justice for a large dam removal project near a heavily 
populated urban area in California. Worked with the client, a regional water 
authority, to ensure that the environmental justice evaluation included all 
methodology requirements from FERC and the client. Coordinated with third 
parties working on other EIR sections to ensure consistency of information 
for the final EIR document submittal.
  
Confidential Client; Project Atlantis; Tennessee, United States; 
2018 
EEnvironmental Scientist -- Black & Veatch. Coordinated with multiple 
engineering disciplines with project scope and design still in progress to 
determine regulatory interpretations and permitting requirements for a 
proposed brownfield gas-based protein feed plant. Contacted multiple state 
and local agencies to pinpoint likely permit requirements specific to the 
project and associated activities (especially NPDES wastewater discharge 
and other water-related requirements from state and local authorities), 
which continued to change throughout the project timeframe. Provided 
information updates to others on the Black & Veatch team to help ensure 
that the team members all had current information. Project was suspended 
by the client in late 2018. 

  
Newberry County Water & Sewer Authority; EA for FERC Request for 
Authorization for Water Withdrawal from the Saluda Hydroelectric 
Project ; Newberry County, South Carolina, United States; 2016 
Environmental Scientist -- BBlack & Veatch. In response to a FERC request, 
wrote an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate environmental 
impacts to specific resources in support of Newberry County's application to 
withdraw an increased amount of water from the FERC-regulated Lake 
Murray upstream of Saluda Dam. Resources addressed included land use; 
surface water quality, use, and interbasin transfer; wetlands; fish and wildlife; 
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special status species; environmentally sensitive areas; recreation; cultural 
resources, and scenic/aesthetic resources. 

  
PacifiCorp; Swift and Merwin Dam Fish Collection and Transport 
Facilities; Washington, United States; 2009-2010 
EEnvironmental Scientist / Regulatory Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. Researched 
the project areas for these dam improvements along the Lewis River and 
completed preliminary environmental portions of Joint Aquatic Resources 
Permit Applications and Washington State Environmental Policy Act 
checklists for both projects in mid-2009. In 2010, updated previous 
applications and determined requirements for local permits for the projects. 
Compiled information to support permit applications, which included 
summarizing Washington Department of Ecology guidance to assist the 
client in determining the ordinary high water mark of the Lewis River in the 
field.

  
Confidential Client; Hydrogen Hub - NEPA and Permitting Advisory 
Services; United States; 2023 
EEnvironmental Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the review and environmental 
evaluation of a multi-part, multi-state proposed hydrogen hub soliciting 
funding from the Department of Energy (DOE). Based on applicant 
information provided, completed DOE application documentation drafts 
including evaluation of baseline environmental conditions, environmental 
impacts, permits required, Justice40 considerations, and environmental 
overview of the proposed project for this preliminary DOE funding 
application. 

  

Salisbury Rowan Utilities; Yadkin River Raw Water Intake Relocation 
- Environmental Assessment and Permitting; Salisbury, North 
Carolina, United States; 2021-2023 
EEnvironmental Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Black & Veatch's environmental team 
worked with our engineers and the client to write the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for this FEMA-funded project. This work included 
preparation of informal consultation solicitations for agency input, field work 
including wetland delineation, protected species, tree identification and 
cultural resources surveys, and preparation of the EA. Additional work will 
also include Section 404 and Section 10 permitting for wetland impacts and 
the new intake installation through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

  

Metropolitan Council; Fourth Incinerator Addition Environmental 
Justice Advising; Minnesota, United States; 2022 
EEnvironmental Scientist --  BBlack & Veatch. Provided an overview 
environmental justice evaluation of the area where the Met Council plans to 
install a fourth waste incinerator at an existing incineration facility that 
serves the Twin Cities area. Provided advice and participated in discussions 
with members of the Met Council to ensure that environmental justice 
aspects of the project were thoroughly considered. 

  

Confidential Client; SMR Feasibility Study - Environmental Reviews; 
Michigan, United States; 2022 
EEnvironmental Scientist/Technical Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the 
environmental review of one potential site location provided as a possibility 
for locating SMRs for a large Midwestern utility. Wrote and oversaw the 
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writing of feasibility study document sections, including site area, land use, 
topography, environmentally sensitive areas; terrestrial habitat and wildlife; 
aquatic habitat and wildlife; wetlands; threatened and endangered species; 
water resources; socioeconomics; historic and archaeological sites; and 
environmental justice. Coordinated with the client to review approaches to 
each of these subject areas and to incorporate their inputs. Served as overall 
reviewer of the feasibility study document. 

  

Confidential Client; SMR Feasibility Study - Environmental Reviews; 
Virginia, United States; 2022 
EEnvironmental Scientist/Technical Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the 
environmental review of five potential site locations (existing power plant 
properties and one reclaimed coal extraction site) provided as possibilities 
for locating SMRs for a large Eastern utility. Participated in site visits to the 
locations to make environmental observations. Wrote and oversaw the 
writing of feasibility study document sections, including site area, land use, 
topography, environmentally sensitive areas; terrestrial habitat and wildlife; 
aquatic habitat and wildlife; wetlands; threatened and endangered species; 
water resources; socioeconomics; and historic and archaeological sites; and 
coordinated with the client to review approaches to each of these subject 
areas and to incorporate their environmental justice and other inputs. Served 
as overall reviewer of the feasibility study document. 

  

USTDA; Bac Lieu Transmission Line Feasibility Study (ESIA, 
Regulatory Review); Bac Lieu, Viet Nam; 2022 
EEnvironmental Scientist/Technical Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the 
environmental effort for this transmission line project in Vietnam, which was 
proposed as a way to connect renewable generation sites and an LNG 
project on and near the coastal area of Bac Lieu province to substations 
further inland so that electric grid capacity in the area would be improved. 
Oversaw the creation of the regulatory review document, which explains the 
Vietnam regulations that would be applicable to the project activities, and 
authored portions of and oversaw the Environmental and Social Impact 
Statement, which describes existing conditions, the project, potential project 
impacts during construction, operation, and decommissioning of the project, 
and mitigation measures that may be implemented to avoid or minimize 
expected impacts. Participated in calls with the local subcontractor in 
Vietnam and the greater project team throughout the project. 

  

Confidential Client; Equator Principles Advising; United States; 2022 
EEnvironmental Scientist/Technical Lead --  BBlack & Veatch. Prepared a memo 
at the request of this power generation project developer client advising on 
the best potential ways to ensure that their projects can be found in 
compliance with all of the Equator Principles (including IFC Performance 
Standards at a high level) by proactively performing environmental and 
social reviews and ensuring that programs and plans are in place for each 
project that include documentation of the information needed to assess 
Equator Principles compliance and find projects in compliance from the 
perspective of an independent reviewer. Also included general information 
about the gaps between what is required in certain states and particular 
countries by their environmental regulations compared to requirements for 
full compliance with the Equator Principles. Explanatory information was 
also included about the concept of Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) 
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and the process and documentation that would be needed in the event that 
any of the client’s projects may involve impacts to indigenous peoples.
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Eric Gates 
Eric Gates is a highly skilled Project Manager in Black & Veatch's Government 
and Environmental business line with over 20 years of experience in 
managing environmental programs for large manufacturing facilities in the 
Construction, Mining, Chemical and Power industries. Eric's expertise lies in 
compliance management related to Air, Water and Waste regulations, with a 
strong focus on sustainability development, Permitting compliance and 
reporting. He has managed environmental compliance programs covering 
investigation, characterization, risk assessment, design audits, pollution 
prevention, and waste management of solid and hazardous wastes. 

PROJECT MANAGER 

EXPERTISE: 
Coal Combustion Residuals/By-
product(CCR/CCB) Pond 
Closures ( VA, AL) ; 
Environmental Compliance 
Management ; GHG; 
Groundwater; Landfill ; Mine 
Reclamation ; Permitting  / Due 
Diligence Phase I ESAs  ; 
Sustainability ; TRI; Water 
Monitoring; Mine (coal ) 
Management ( Surface / 
Underground) 

EDUCATION 
Bachelor of Engineering, Bachelor of 
Science in Civil Engineering; 
Associates of Mining Engineering, 
Bluefield State College, 2004, United 
States 
TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
21 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 
Virginia Manufacturers Association  - 
Member / Water and Air sub-
committees 
American Society of Civil Engineers  - 
Member 
 
OFFICE LOCATION 
Bluefield, Virginia, USA 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
 
Environmental Due Diligence; Multiple Clients; 2022-In-Progress 
Project Manager - Black & Veatch.
Serving as the Subject Matter Expert (SME) for the Phase I ESA program 
leading multiple Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) for multiple 
clients located across the United States & Canada. Assessments include 
desktop reviews of site conditions and history, site visits, interviews, and 
preparation of technical documents to identify recognized environmental 
concerns. Assessments have included gas stations, wind farms, power 
plants, bulk storage facilities, parking garages/lots, and vacant fields for 
areas including Ontario CA, California, Florida, Kansas, Michigan, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, Idaho, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia and more. 
 
Strata Green Energy; Permit Matrix Development; United States; 
2023-In-Progress 
PProject Manager  --  BBlack & Veatch. PM - Developed permit matrix for 6 sites 
in multiple states for proposed hydrogen plants. This matrix assists in the 
strategics path of expansion of growth as well identifying all compliance 
needs for each site. 

  

Georgia Pacific; Emissions Reporting Software Development; 
United States; 2023-In-Progress 
PProject Manager  --  BBlack & Veatch. Assisted client management and mills 
with software developers to create a reporting network for all facilities to 
upload and report all regulatory requirements with dashboard trends for 
compliance awareness and goals. 

  

Siemens AG; HYDROGEN: Siemens Aldbrough Phase 2B FEED; 
England, United Kingdom; 2023-In-Progress 
EEnvironmental Lead  --  BBlack & Veatch. Ongoing Development of 
Environmental Management and plan and Systems for new Hydrogen 
Storage facility. Also providing permit support to the facilities environmental 
department. 

  

PowerSouth; CCR Pond Closure; Alabama, United States; 2022-In-
Progress 
PProject Manager  --  BBlack & Veatch. Led the design of CCR pond closure, 
design and post-closure activities. Responsible for assisting our client with 
state and federal reporting, compliance and negotiations related to the 
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project. Additionally, oversaw all groundwater monitoring activities and 
prepare groundwater reports for submission to ADEM and EPA. 

  

Arizona State University; DOE DAC Hubs Funding Support; Arizona, 
United States; 2022 
EEnvironmental Lead  --  BBlack & Veatch. Led a team of environmental 
professionals in completing the necessary application information for 
Environmental Health and safety Risks analysis associated with the regional 
direct air capture hubs. This grant was successfully awarded in August of 
2023. 

  

Sustainability Program Development; Virginia, United States; 2019-
2021 
CCompliance MManger --  CCelanese Acetate. Developed site sustainability 
metrics program for facility and assist in corporate metric tracking software 
for reporting. This program included training key production engineers how 
to monitor and report metrics to the site compliance team. 

  

Coal Ash Pond and Landfill Closures with solar design; Narrows, 
Virginia, United States; 2015-2020 
CClosure of Coal ash Pond A --  CCelanese Acetate. Project management of a 
successful closure of the first coal ash pond in Virginia under the Coal 
Combustion Byproduct (CCB) rule with added permitting as a high hazard 
dam permit under the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) as 
well as Virginia solid waste landfill under the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality (VADEQ) 
 
CClosure of AAsh Landfill / Solar post closure Design- Celanese Acetate. 
Project management of a successful landfill closure with the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality (VADEQ) with post closure design for 
brownfield solar expansion to supplement power to the natural gas power 
facility on site.  
 

  

Landfill Leachate Pumping Station; Virginia, United States; 2016-
2017 
EEnvironmental PM  --  CCelanese Acetate. Managed consultant design, 
sampling, monitoring and state negotiations to construct a pumping station 
that can filter solids prior to entering the wastewater treatment leachate 
system. This station also captured a source of ammonia rich water to be 
treated before discharging to the environment. 

  

Coal Stockpile Upgrade; Virginia, United States; 2012-2013 
MMine Engineer --  MMassey Energy. Design, permit and budget the addition of a 
new raw and clean coal stockpile at the Knox Creek Coal Corporations' 
Preparation Plant. Role also included managing the contractor safety and 
environmental compliance. 
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Jhon Arbelaez-Novak 
Jhon Arbelaez-Novak is an Environmental Analyst and Regulatory Specialist 
within Black & Veatch's Environmental & Land Services unit. Jhon has a 
strong interest in environmental sustainability, climate adaption and 
resilience, renewable energies, policy analysis, and environmental justice. 
He has 10 years of experience working on a wide variety of projects among 
many industries, including oil & gas, transportation, government, 
groundwater remediation, and coastal zone permitting. Jhon has worked 
with rural and BIPOC communities, and dealt with a variety of stakeholders. 
He has prepared and published environmental reports to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), ranging from categorial exclusions/exemptions to 
Environmental Impact Reports/Environmental Impact Statements (EIR/EIS). 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
PLANNING ANALYST 

EXPERTISE: 
Environmental Compliance; 
Environmental Justice; 
NEPA/CEQA; Regulatory 
Permitting; Stakeholder 
Engagement 

EDUCATION 
Master of Arts, International 
Environmental Policy, Middlebury 
Institute of International Studies, 
2013, United States 
Bachelor of Arts, Environmental 
Studies, Florida International 
University, 2005, United States 
TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
12 
BLACK & VEATCH YEARS OF 
EXPERIENCE 
1.5 
LANGUAGE CAPABILITIES 
English 
Spanish 
OFFICE LOCATION 
Walnut Creek, California, USA: 
United States 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
JEA; Gas Fired Combined Cycle Power Plant; Jacksonville, Florida, 
United States; 2023-In-Progress 
LLead Regulatory Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Coordinate and co-author Site 
Certification Application.  
- Coordinate with regulatory agencies, including the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, and other federal, State, and local agencies. 

  

DG Fuels, LLC; Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF) Facility; Louisiana, 
United States; 2023-In-Progress 
LLead NEPA Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Lead NEPA clearance process.  
- Coordinate and author NEPA document, in conjunction with the US 
Department of Energy.  
- Coordinate NEPA with regulatory agencies. 

  

San Diego County Water Authority; San Vicente Energy Storage 
Facility; California, United States; 2023-In-Progress 
CCEQA/NEPA Consultant --  BBlack & Veatch. - Ensure project compliance with 
CEQA/NEPA requirements.  
- Provide assistance and information for permit acquisition.  

  

Mekong Clean Energy Interconnection Company, Ltd.; Bac Lieu, 
Vietnam Environmental and Social Impact Assessment; Bac Lieu, 
Viet Nam; 2022-In-Progress 
EEnvironmental Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. -Co-author Environmental and 
Social Impact Assessment. 

  

Coachella Valley Water District; WRP 7 Tertiary Treatment 
Improvements and MP 113.2 Pump Station Rehabilitation Project; 
California, United States; 2022-In-Progress 
LLead CEQA Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Lead CEQA clearance process.  
- Draft CEQA documents.  
- Coordinate CEQA with regulatory agencies. 

  

Dominion Energy; SMR Alternative Studies; United States; 2022-In-
Progress 
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EEnvironmental Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Analyze environmental impacts 
for the feasibility of placing Small Modular Reactor units throughout 
various sites in Virginia and West Virginia. 

  

Southern Nevada Water Authority; Horizon Lateral; Nevada, 
United States; 2022-In-Progress 
LLead NEPA/Regulatory Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Manage all 
environmental tasks for the project.  
- Oversee development of NEPA documents.  
- Manage environmental subcontractors.  
- Coordinate environmental. permitting and ROW access with various 
agencies, including BLM and BOR. 

  

California Hydrogen Business Council; H2 Station Permitting; 
California, United States; 2022-In-Progress 
SSubcommittee Member --  BBlack & Veatch. Assist in developing a hydrogen 
station permitting handbook handbook that provides essential information 
for improving the permitting process for hydrogen fueling stations in 
California. 

  

EQT; Sub-Zero; United States; 2022-In-Progress 
RRegulatory Specialist --  BBlack & VVeatch. Develop environmental permit 
matrix, coordinate environmental permitting, NEPA requirements, and 
analyze environmental impacts for a multi-state LNG pipeline. Coordinate 
with multiple federal, state, regional, and local agencies. 

  

Northern California Power Authority; CEQA Draft EIR Public 
Comments; Lodi, California, United States; 2023 
LLead CEQA Specialist --  BBlack & Veatch. - Coordinate and author public 
comments for a CEQA Draft EIR.   

  

Programmatic Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement for 
Continued Operation at the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory; Livermore, California, United States; 2019-2021 
EEnvironmental Planning Analyst --  LLawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 
Coordinated data collection for all Program Area Directorates regarding 
upcoming projects up to the year 2035. Served as primary author and 
editor for various subjects analyzed in the EIS. 

  

Supplemental Analysis (SA) of the Final Site-wide Environmental 
Impact Statement for Decontamination and Decommissioning 
(D&D) Projects; Livermore, California, United States; 2018-2019 
EEnvironmental Planning Analyst --  LLawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 
Authored for the 2019 NEPA/CEQA SA for D&D projects, which analyzed 
demolition and disposal of hazardous and radioactive waste, as well as 
potential impacts from transportation and storage of such materials. 

  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project"; Oakland, California, 
United States; 2017-2018 
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CCoastal Program Analyst --  CCalifornia Department of Transportation. Served 
as reviewer for publication of "State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge 
Project" Final NEPA/CEQA EIS/EIR. 

  

Republic of Ghana Forestry Commission; International 
Environmental Exchange Program; Accra, Greater Accra, Ghana; 
2011 
EEnvironmental Fellow --  UU.S. State Department. In coordination with the 
Republic of Ghana Forestry Commission, developed sustainable solutions to 
deal with environmental degradation,   
management of forests, and natural habitats. 
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Appendix B. Guidance to Reviewers 
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The SFWMD in conjunction with Black & Veatch realizes that expert reviews may sometimes include 
inappropriate, or out of scope comments. To prevent any potential out of scope comments or problems 
with this review, the SFWMD respectfully requests that the project’s review be conducted in accordance 
with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers EC 1165-2-217, and specifically with the following: 

 Focus on the technical aspects of the project and specifically the Charge Questions. 

 Do not make comments with regard to: 

 USACE’s or SFWMD’s policies or changes in policies 

 Grammatical errors that do not affect the technical aspect of the document being 
reviewed. Clarification: If the error will result in an inappropriate design (for instance the 
text says “up to X inches of material” instead of “at least X inches of material”) then it is 
an appropriate comment. However, if it is a typo, spelling error, etc., it should not be 
commented on. 

 Organization of the document, headings, subheadings, etc. 

 Please review your comments prior to submittal to ensure that you are providing a rationale 
behind what you are stating in your comment. 

 Use active voice and do not ask open ended questions unless needed. 

 Comments should be clear, concise and reference specific document locations. 

 Background information should be separated for the comment and should follow the specific 
comment. 

 Should a reviewer have a lesson learned or something they want USACE to consider, start the 
entry with “Consider. “ 

 If you ask a question, please provide a rationale for why you ask it. 

 If you feel that a comment should be discussed at the comment review conference or on a 
conference call – please identify it in your transmission of the comments to the Black & Veatch 
PM. If you state that you want to discuss this at the comment review conference or on the 
conference call or the Black & Veatch PM can leave the comment open so that it becomes 
flagged. 

 All comments should be recorded in a professional tone. For example, often times comments are 
made directive in nature (e.g., “Change this to that”). What is more appropriate is to say 
“Recommend a change from this to that….”. The reason for this suggestion is to reinforce a focus 
on the technical elements of the project instead of the personnel involved. 

 If you either have duplicate comments of your own or see that there are duplicate comments by 
another expert reviewer – please do not consolidate comments. Duplicate comments may 
reinforce a particular design element to focus upon and will help facilitate the consolidation of 
comments into team consensus by the Black & Veatch PM. The Black & Veatch PM will make 
note that more than one reviewer made a particular comment when entering the “team” comment 
into the comment matrix. The Black & Veatch PM will attempt to resolve any contradictory 
comments with reviewers; if no resolution is reached the contradiction will stand. Duplicate 
comments will be consolidated by the Black & Veatch project manager prior to their placement 
into the comment matrix for review by SFWMD as outlined in the Task 4 of the SOW. 
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Appendix C. Table of Comments/Resolutions  
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Appendix D. Significant Correspondences 
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Submittal of Reviewer Qualifications
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Acceptance of Reviewer Qualifications 
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Submittal of Work Plan
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Acceptance of Work Plan
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Orientation Briefing Memorandum 

MEMORANDUM 
 
January 17, 2024 
 
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) B&V Project 418143 
 B&V File 14.4200 

SFWMD Work Order No. 4600003988-WO10 
 
Subject: SFWMD Lake Okeechobee Component A Reservoir (LOCAR) Feasibility Study 
 Agency Technical Review (ATR) Orientation Briefing 
 
To:: Elizabeth Caneja, SFWMD 
 
From: Jeff Beriswill, Black & Veatch (B&V) 
 
Meeting Purpose  
In accordance with Work Order No. 4600003988-WO10, the Agency Technical Review team conducted a 
project orientation briefing on the LOCAR Feasibility Study with the Project Development Team on 
December 11, 2023. 
 
Attended by:  
 

B&V Jon Dinges  Jeff Beriswill Terry Hull 

 Todd Bednar John Bianco Zach Mickel 

 Renee Murch Todd Schellhase Kevin Shelton 

 Heriberto Torres Lisa Walker Joe Santogatta 

SFWMD Elizabeth Caneja Jennifer Leeds  

JTech Jamie Childers Georgia Vince Shawn Waldeck 

Raymond Sciortino   
 
Overview 
 
Meeting notes: 

1. Attendees were all introduced. 
2. SFWMD provided a brief project overview for the LOCAR Feasibility Study, including alternatives, 

conceptual configuration, project objectives (water supply and flood control), and project benefits 
in both estuaries and to Lake Okeechobee. 

3. JTech provided a brief overview of the preliminary design elements and information, including 
location, topography, geology, embankment design components, and ancillary components. 

4. Black & Veatch provided an overview of the purpose and intent of the Agency Technical Review 
(ATR).  It is not to make project decisions, but to perform an independent review. 

5. Black & Veatch provided an overview of the deliverables for the ATR: 
a. Review comments 

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 
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b. Selection of ATR team.  SFWMD will pass resumes along to USACE for review. 
c. Orientation briefing memorandum. 
d. ATR Report.  DrChecks is not being used for this ATR.  ATR comments are entered into a 

spreadsheet log.  Once SFWMD receives the comments, responses will be in the log and 
backchecked.  Using a spreadsheet will help expedite managing the comments.  Once 
comments are entered, BV will upload the comments to SFWMD SharePoint and add 
comments as needed to create a collaborative comment log. 

6. Black & Veatch reviewed the ATR schedule. 
7. Feasibility Study Appendix A is being revised and should be in by Wednesday, December 13. 
8. The Feasibility Study Cost Appendix is being updated also (Appendix B). 
9. The October 23, 2023, version of the Feasibility Study is the working version, other than the two 

appendices mentioned above.  Probable Maximum Precipitation and dam breach updates will be 
in the version to be released on 12/13/2023.  JTech will provide a track changes version in PDF 
format for the ATR team. 

10. The seepage analysis had to be updated for increased dam height. 
11. Editorial comments are not necessary; the ATR should focus on technical comments. 
12. JTech will provide an outline of the significant changes in Appendix A. 
13. SFWMD will provide access to SharePoint to those on the ATR orientation call (email addresses 

in the invitation).  
 

 

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 
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Appendix E. Statement of Technical Review 
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COMPLETION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW 

This Statement of Technical Review has been completed by the ATR Team for the 200,000-acre-foot Reservoir 
Feasibility Study for Lake Okeechobee Component A Storage Reservoir (LOCAR), North of Lake Okeechobee, 
Florida, see the ATR Report, which includes a brief summary of the review including any significant and 
unresolved issues, future commitments, the Charge questions, a brief resume of ATR reviewers, a printout of all 
review comments with resolution, and any significant correspondence between the PDT, RMO, and ATR Team.  
The ATR was conducted as defined in the project’s RP to comply with the requirements of ER 1165-2-217.  During 
the ATR, compliance with established policy principles and procedures, utilizing justified and valid assumptions, 
was verified.  This included review of: assumptions, methods, procedures, and material used in analyses, 
alternatives evaluated, the appropriateness of data used and level obtained, and reasonableness of the results, 
including whether the product meets the customer’s needs consistent with law and existing USACE policy.  All 
comments resulting from the ATR have been resolved and are attached.   

SIGNATURE 

 

 

1/24/2024 
Jeff Beriswill, P.E. 
ATR Team Lead  
Black & Veatch 

 Date 

   
SIGNATURE 
 

 
 

Elizabeth Caneja  
Lead Project Manager 
South Florida Water Management District 

 Date 

   
SIGNATURE 

 

 

1/24/2024 
Jon Dinges, P.E. 
Engineer Project Manager  
Black & Veatch 

 Date 

   
   

1 of 1 
 
ER 1165-2-217 • 1 May 2021  

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 

1/24/2024 

ecaneja
Elizabeth Caneja
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Appendix F. ATR Certification 
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CERTIFICATION OF AGENCY TECHNICAL REVIEW  
 
SUBJECT: Agency Technical Review (ATR) of the Feasibility Study for the 200,000-acre-feet Reservoir for Lake 
Okeechobee Component A Storage Reservoir (LOCAR), North of Lake Okeechobee, Florida. 
 
Significant concerns and the explanation of the resolution are as follows: There are no significant concerns or any 
unresolved comments. 
 
As noted above, all concerns resulting from the ATR of the project have been fully resolved or have been elevated 
and documented with this certification. 
 
SIGNATURE 
 

 
 

Jennifer Leeds 
Bureau Chief,  Ecosystem Restoration Planning  
South Florida Water Management District  

 Date 

   
SIGNATURE 
 

 
 

Sean Williams 
Bureau Chief, Construction and Engineering  
South Florida Water Management District  
  

 Date 

   
SIGNATURE 

 

 

1/24/2024 
Jeff Beriswill, P.E. 
ATR Team Lead  
Black & Veatch 

 Date 

   
SIGNATURE 

 

 

1/24/2024 
Jon Dinges, P.E. 
Engineer Project Manager  
Black & Veatch 

 Date 

    
    

1 of 1 
 

EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS F.S. 119.071(3)(a)(1) AND F.S. 119.071(3)(b)(1) 

Jennifer Leeds Digitally signed by Jennifer Leeds 
Date: 2024.01.30 08:59:24 -05'00'

1/30/2024



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review - Black & Veatch - December 11 through December 19
Comment 
No.

Black & Veatch
Reviewer Name

Area(s) of 
Experience

Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to 
remedy/resolve concern

1 Todd Schellhase Structural Black & Veatch Appendix A; A.10.3.6 and A.10.3.7 A.10-3 Structural

Lines 7 and 12 in paragraphs A.10.3.6 and A.10.3.7 contain 
factors identified as "Structure Importance factor".  Please 
confirm if structure importance factors are applicable to wind 
loads.  Low

Reviewer did not find these factors 
in the applicable design standards.

Consider removing structure importance 
factors if not applicable.

2 Todd Schellhase Structural Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.10.4.4-8 A.10-5 Structural

The load factors on this page appear to be those from EM 1110-
2-2104 (2003) rather than EM 1110-2-2104 (2016).  The 2016 
document is the version referenced on line 33 of page A.4-3 
section A.4.4.5 Structural Design Criteria. Low

Load factors do not appear to 
match those from the document 
identified as the applicable design 
criteria.

Consider revising load factors to be consistent 
with selected design criteria.

3 Heriberto Torres Construction Black & Veatch Appendix A, A3, A11 A.11-2 Construction
Appendix A Subsection A11.4 Utilities. No mention of 
coordination with utility (water or power) for relocations Low

Consider including utility 
stakeholders (Florida Power & 
Light, Glades Electric Cooperative 
and Florida Gas Transmision Co.) 
early in the design to avoid 
schedule conflicts and delays. Address early in PED.

4 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, ANNEX  B-1 Geotechnical
Appendix A, ANNEX  B-1, Table 2A, Shallow and deep zone of PZ 
levels not discussed in the report. Low

Not sure if they are trying to refer 
to artesian conditions at these 
shallow surfaces? the whole aquifer 
system after installing PZ should be 
discussed after borings Provide more details in PED.

5 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, ANNEX  B-1 Geotechnical

Appendix A, ANNEX  B-1, Permeability tests reports not 
provided, 
Triaxial tests were not discussed nor analyzed in P-Q space for 
determination of soil strength Low

Consider the results in the report to 
better estimate the soil properties 
of the embankment rather based 
on judgment. Provide more details in PED.

6 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A,  A.8.2.1,  A.8.2.2  A.8-1 Geotechnical

Recommend adding dimensions details for all features 
mentioned including the 500 ft wide strip on the cross section 
in Figure A-8-2. Recommend referencing the figure within the 
text, you can use call out to increase scale for specific parts. Low

To improve overall project 
understanding and visualization. Provide more details in PED.

7 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A,  A.8.3.2  A.8-3 Geotechnical
North and south sections for west cells not mentioned, 
recommend commenting on them Low

To improve overall project 
understanding and visualization. Modify text.

8 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A,  A.8.3.2  A.8-3 Geotechnical

Recommend explaining/discussing in more details the rapid-
draw down method and boundary conditions, in this section or 
in A.8.7.2.  Low

To improve the understanding of 
the method and boundary 
conditions utilized. Modify text.

9 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.4.2
 A.8-6 /(A.8-7 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Recommend changing FOS of  Maximum surcharge pool 1.4 not 
1.3 as per EM 1110-2-1902 Low

Recommend revising this table to 
be in compliance with EM 1110-2-
1902 guidance. Modify text.

10 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A,  A.8.4.2
 A.8-6 /(A.8-7 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Suggest adding the recommended factor of safety against 
uplift/piping Low

Comparison to the FOS for uplift 
used referenced later in the text Include discussion in text.



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review - Black & Veatch - December 11 through December 19
Comment 
No.

Black & Veatch
Reviewer Name

Area(s) of 
Experience

Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to 
remedy/resolve concern

11 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.4.3
 A.8-6 / (A.8-7 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Referring to Section A.5.2, the water levels are not clear in the 
referred section. Recommend adding a summary table that 
include low, high, and mean water levels  as standalone table 
and/or to Table A-8.3. Would the downstream water level at 
dry season affect the analysis? Low

for better understanding the 
boundary conditions and assure the 
worst case seniors are addressed Provide more details in PED.

12 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.4.4
 A.8-7  (A.8-8 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Recommend replacing  "SPT" by "field investigation" to provide 
flexibility in the methods used for evaluation Low More accurate statement. Modify text.

13 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.6  A.8-8 Geotechnical

Recommend discussing in detail the basis and parameters used 
to develop the unsaturated permeability. Figures and 
references may be attached as an appendix.  Low Not clear to approve. Provide more details in PER.

14 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.6
 A.8-8 (A.8-9 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-1, recommend reviewing the calculations for 
obtaining the friction angle for Unit A as it has low unit weight, 
likely the angle of friction may be less for this layer. Low May affect Factor of safety Check correlations and adjust if needed.

15 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.6
 A.8-8 (A.8-9 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-1, recommend reviewing the ansitropy ratios for 
stratified soils as per USBR 2014, the ratio should not be less 
than 10 Low

Please refer to United States 
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) 
(2014), Design Standards No 13: 
Embankment Dams. By Engomoen, 
B., Witter, D. T., Knight, K., & 
Luebke, T. A. Address in PED.

16 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
 A.8-9/(A.8-10 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Recommended for all sections, to provide table to summarize, 
low, high and long-term water levels upstream and 
downstream and maximum height of embankment. Low

Better understanding the most 
critical conditions for analysis. Provide more details in PED.

17 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
 A.8-9/(A.8-10 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Recommend mentioning the factor of safety of 3.0 is for 
...?(i.e., piping and uplift) Low Not clear Add text.

18 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
 A.8-10/ (A.8-11 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

" Results show water pressures in 
the embankment soils will dissipate within 24 hours of such an 
event" Recommend explaining whether the dissipation in 
water pressure is due to assigned boundary conditions or not? Low

Provides a better understanding of 
the analysis. Add text.

19 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
 A.8-10/ (A.8-11 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-2, recommend checking the critical gradient 
equation, also the values are not correct based on the unit 
weight provided in Table A.8-1 Low

Inaccurate exit gradient information 
on table. Check and modify table as needed.

20 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2

 A.8-10/ (A.8-
11/12 in revised 
version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-3,  Recommend explaining (1) and (2) in the footnote 
of the table as well as , add water level up/downstream Low

Provides a better understanding  of 
the analysis. Modify table.

21 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
(A.8-10 in revised 
version) Geotechnical

It is recommended to remove the added comment about 
boundary conditions Low

Recommend adding boundary 
conditions, it should not affect the 
results if added correctly. A 
comparison betwen adding and 
removing the boundary conditions 
preferably investigated Check and modify; address in PED.

22 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.7.2
(A.8-10 in revised 
version) Geotechnical

It is recommended to remove the added comment about exit 
gradient. and mention the location at which the exit gradiend 
were estimated Low

There are many factors can affect 
the exit gradients other than the 
mentioned reason. The sections 
have different waterlevel, 
dimenrions and configurations, 
which likely haveing larger affect on 
the the exit gradient compared to 
the mentiond one Check and modify, and Address in PED.
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23 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.8.3
 A.8-11/  (A.8-13 in 
revised version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-4, change FOS from 1.3 to 1.4 for Steady State 
Seepage with PMF/PMP Pool Low

Recommend revising this table to 
be in compliance with EM 1110-2-
1902 guidance. Modify text.

24 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.8.3

 A.8-12 / (A.8-
14/15 in revised 
version) Geotechnical

Table A.8-5 to A.8-7, the PMP pool were not included in the 
sensitivity analysis. Recommended either adding or explaining  
why not being investigated Low

Clarify why the identified condition 
is not addressed. Modify text.

25 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.8.12
 A.8-13 /  (A.8-17 
in revised version) Geotechnical

Recommend add statement that organic layers should be 
removed to prevent excessive settlement and internal erosion. Low

Accounting for the settlement of 
the organic layer does not exclude 
internal erosion nor slope failure 
concerns Modify text.

26 Amr Ewais Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, Geotechnical
Figure A.8-7, Recommend changing the color of one of the 
boundary conditions. Low The current format is unclear. Modify figure.

27 Joe Santogatta Electrical Black & Veatch Appendix A A.13-3 Electrical
Add sizing and location details to 4160V MCC similar to the 
480V switchboard and panel. Low Provide clarification of design data.  Modify text.

28 Joe Santogatta Electrical Black & Veatch Appendix A A.13-6 Electrical
Add sizing and location details to 4160V MCC similar to the 
480V  switchboard and panel. Low Provide clarification of design data.  Modify text.

29 Joe Santogatta Electrical Black & Veatch Appendix A A.13-6 Electrical
Add main breaker to 480V switchgear or remove 'yes' from 
description Low Provide clarification of design data.  Modify text.

30 Joe Santogatta Electrical Black & Veatch Appendix A A.13-6 Electrical Add generator sizing data. Low Provide clarification of design data.  Address in PED.

31 Joe Santogatta Electrical Black & Veatch Appendix A A.13-8 - A13-9 Electrical
Consider Aluminum conduit instead of RGS for any caustic 
areas or exposure to coastal conditions Low Suggested Alternative to standard.  Address in PED.

32 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3 22 Environmental

Preferred range of Lake O water levels stated as "12.5 to 15.5 
feet", yet in Section 7.1 it is described as "11.5 to 15.5 feet." Low

Clarify inconsistency of referenced 
data. Modify text.

33 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3.2.1 23 Environmental

Provide justification to support the statement of unlikely 
presence within the project area. Low Supporting information Modify text.

34 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3.4.1 24 Environmental "Nesting occurs exclusively in cabbage palms" is incorrect. Low

Accuracy of information and 
potential for mortalities could 
exists if other sites are not 
surveyed, prior to clearing.

Suggest "primarily" be used rather than 
"exclusively" and extend surveys and timing 
of clearing activities to include all trees.

35 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3.10.2 30 Environmental

Description of proposed  vegetation benefits within Lake O 
seem to be questioned in this section. Low Consistency and clarity Modify text.

36 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3.12 31 Environmental

Statement "...particularly by reducing the frequency of extreme 
low lake stages."  contradicts Table 5 showing an increase in 
the frequency. Low

Ensure the accuracy of information 
being stated. Modify text.

37 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §7.3.14.2 34 Environmental

Geographic connection between CFA loss and compensation is 
not clearly described. Low Clarity

Add a description of the two CFAs proximity 
to the Lake O improvements.

38 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A §9 (1.) 47 Environmental

Avoidance buffers are suggested to reduce impacts to 
bonneted bat roosts.  It is not clear how this would be 
accomplished. Low Clarity Modify text.
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39 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A Appendix B

Page following the 
Appendix B Tab 
sheet. Environmental

Worksheet is incorrectly described as "Wood Stork Biomass 
Assessment" rather than "Wood Stork Prey Biomass 
Assessment" Low Clarity and accuracy

Worksheet should be described as "Wood 
Stork Prey Biomass Assessment" not "Wood 
Stork Biomass Assessment"

40 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Annex A Appendix B

Page following the 
Appendix B Tab 
sheet. Environmental

Unused rows in the table may be confused for missing or 
incomplete data. Low Clarity Remove or hide unused rows

41 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Appendix C.3 §C.3.2.2 C.3-6 Environmental Consider describing how the project complies with the EO. Low Clarity Modify text.

42 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Appendix C.3 §C.3.2.7 C.3-7 Environmental

This section appears incomplete or mixed between EO 
directives. Low Clarity Modify text.

43 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Appendix C.3 §C.3.2.11 C.3-8 Environmental Consider describing how the project complies with the EO. Low Clarity Modify text.

44 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Appendix C.3 §C.3.4 C.3-9 line 39 Environmental Word "insufficient" should probably be "in sufficient" Low Two different meanings Modify text.

45 Kevin Shelton
Environmental/ 
Ecological Black & Veatch Appendix C.3 General Environmental Acronym definitions are suggested throughout the document. Low Clarity Modify text.

46 Drew Ackerman

Surface water quality 
and water quality 
modeling Black & Veatch Annex I I-2 Water Quality

Is there a reason that average values were presented as the 
only model output? The model provides daily output (which 
was aggregated to annual).  More insight could be provided 
with more detailed analysis and data presentation (e.g. box 
and whisker plots of loads). Low Clarity and accuracy

Additional analysis and presentation of 
annual loads is needed

47 Drew Ackerman

Surface water quality 
and water quality 
modeling Black & Veatch Annex I I-2 Water Quality

The concentrations applied to the loads into the reservoirs are 
unclear. It seems like these are the concentrations:
Lake 40ug/L (from TMDL) to 100 ug/L (from Upper Kissimmee)
Rainfall 10 ug/L
Dry deposition 18 mg/m2/yr
A clearer description (or a figure) of the concentration data an 
inputs would be helpful.  Section I.1.1 is worded awkwardly. 
How the sensitivity concentrations were applied is not readily 
clear in Section I.2 Low Clarity

More detail in section I.1.1 and better 
organization of section I.2

48 Drew Ackerman

Surface water quality 
and water quality 
modeling Black & Veatch Annex I I-4 Water Quality

The atmospheric deposition of phosphorus doesn't track with 
the reservior area like rainfall does.  Low Accuracy Check atmospheric deposition calculations.

49 Drew Ackerman

Surface water quality 
and water quality 
modeling Black & Veatch Annex I I-3 Water Quality

Figure I-1 in the Alt 2  East West and Alt 3 South, it appears that 
thre is a fourth source of water with a value of zero.  I'm 
unclear on what that may be. Low Clarity and accuracy

Adding a table of water loading into each 
reservoir would be helpful

50 Drew Ackerman

Surface water quality 
and water quality 
modeling Black & Veatch Annex I I-3 Water Quality

Does Figure I-5 show loads into Lake Okeechobee?  It's unclear 
on what that is showing Low Clarity

Revise Figure I-1 and the last paragraphs on 
page I-3

51 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Main Text, ES.6 ES-4 Geotechnical

The perimeter dam and an interior divider average heights are 
listed as approximately 32 ft and 33 ft above the ground, 
respectively. The perimeter dam is currently 6 feet higher than 
the interior divider without the wave wall. Low

Current geometry needs to be 
reflected in report (typical for all 
sections of report) Revise text.

52 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Main Text, ES.6.5, Table ES.6 ES-10 Geotechnical

Future Without Project cutback total is less rather than more 
than the reservoir (600 ac-ft vs. 755 ac-ft). It is unclear how this 
is consistent with the statement in ES.14 on page ES-16: "... the 
Recommended Plan reduces the severity and frequency of 
water shortages and reduces the volume of water shortage 
cutbacks when compared to the Future Without Project (when 
simulated with LOSOM).." Low

Result is counter to being an 
expected benefit over no reservoir.

Clarify how project is a benefit in Section 
ES.6.5.

53 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.3.2 A.3-1 Geotechnical

Several of the 7 proposed major construction contracts are 
dependent/interconnected with other activities (ex. Reservoir 
Dam Foundation and Reservoir Earthwork). Moderate

Increases risks of claims from 
contractors.

Consider re-evaluating the division of the 
project work activities as the design 
progresses from an interference and risk 
perspective.
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54 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.4.2 A.4-1 Geotechnical The project design life is listed as 50 years. Moderate

Functionally, a major project such 
as LOCAR is expected to last 
essentially indefinitely.

In PED consider longer design life of features 
that cannot be readily accessed post-
construction (ex. perimeter dam 
components/control structures).

55 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex B-2 Fig. A.8-2.A Geotechnical Provide site plan with locations of design sections. Low

Difficult to orient applicable 
locations for individual design 
sections. Add site location plan to annex.

56 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex B-2 Fig. A.8.7.1 Geotechnical
No hydraulic conductivity (k) values provided on drawing for 
site soils. Low

Difficult to evaluate seepage results 
without k.

Add k to properties table for all seepage 
results figures.

57 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex B-2 Fig. A.8.7.1 Geotechnical
Soil strata colors in table key cannot be seen on cross section 
due to elevation head color contours. Low

Foundation soil strata are difficult 
to follow.

Revise figure so soil strata can be seen on the 
cross section.

58 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.7.2 A.7-2 Geotechnical

The section discusses only Phase 1 of the JTech investiagation, 
while Annex B-1 provides the summary report for both 
investigation phases. Moderate

Implies that results of the Phase 2 
investigation are not addressed and 
may influence  the geotechnical 
evaluations.

Update the section (and Table A.7.2) to clarify 
that both investigation phases are shown in 
the report and included in the design strata 
locations and engineering properties.

59 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.7.3 A.7-5 Geotechnical

The generalized soil profile does not address the 5' to 15' thick 
layer of very loose silty to clayey sand/ very soft sandy clay to 
clay in the depth range of 27' to 47' noted in the geotechnical 
report in Annex B-1. High

A consistent very loose/very soft 
clayey soil may influence the 
embankment stability and seepage 
performance.

Note the presence of the layer and consider it 
in design analyses.

60 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch A.05, Hydrologic Design A.5-2 Hydraulic

The original Design Case 2 used DCM-2 rainfall and it was 
changed to NOAA Atlas 14 in the latest revision. Altas 14 
rainfall is a lower rainfall total and therefore less conservative. 
The same design  case uses DCM-2 overwater wind speed. It is 
not clear why Atlas 14 rainfall was selected for use instead of 
DCM-2. Please consider clarification. Low-moderate

The change in the design to a lower 
design rainfall results in a less 
conservative design.

Please clarify in the text why NOAA Altas 14 
rainfall was selected for use over DCM-2. 
Please cite any guidance used to make this 
decision.

61 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch A.05, Hydrologic Design A.5-8 Hydraulic

Tables A.5-3 and A.5-4. Although not essential, it would be 
helpful to see fetch length added (new column) to the table to 
help make the calculations reproducable. Low

Validation of Zeider Zee equation 
calculations.

Please consider adding fetch length to the 
tables.

62 Jeff Beriswill Dams/ Geotechnical Black & Veatch Appendix A, A.11, Table A.11-1 A.11-1 Civil
The Interior Top of Bank of Elevation of Perimeter Dam Crest is 
listed as 66' rather than 72'. Low

Embankment crest elevation is not 
consistent with current design.

Correct table label and storage volume 
calculation.

63 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.2, Section 1.2.3 Page 6 of 24 H&H
It may be helpful to show the radials for the west cell as well as 
the east cell on Figure 1-5 (for completeness) Low

Provides detail on how fetch length 
for the west cell was determined. Revise Figure 1-5

64 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.2, Section 2.2 Page 8 of 24 H&H
Consider explaining why Atlas 14 rainfall was used instead of 
DCM-2 Low-moderate

Altas 14 rainfall is less conservative 
than DCM-2 (10.9" versus 12")

Add text in the section to provide additional 
clarity.

65 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.7, Section 4.1 Page 9 of 46 H&H

The polygon(s) in Figure 6 that show the HEC-RAS model 
domain need more explaination to indicate why the domain 
consists of 2 polygons. The 2-D flow areas are later discussed in 
Section 4.3, but please consider discussing them when the 
figure is introduced in order to minimize confusion. Moderate

Clarification of HEC-RAS model 
domain and domain features Revise Figure 6 or modify the text.
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66 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.7, Section 4.3 Page 12 of 46 H&H

Please consider noting if model sensitivity to the weir 
coefficient was evaluated. If sensitivity was evaluated, were 
the inundation mapping results sensitive to the weir 
coefficient? If sensitivity was not evaluated, will it be 
evaluated? Moderate

Sensitivity of overall inundation 
results to model parameterization

Add text to this section or add a section to 
discuss model sensitivity to various 
parameters. 

67 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.7, Section 5 Page 19 of 46 H&H
Consider presenting time series graphs, particularly for C-41A 
flow and stage at selected locations to examine conveyance. Moderate

Model results should generally be 
examined temporally and spatially.

Add time series plots and discussion in 
Section 5

68 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater+B7Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.7, General N/A H&H

Please consider adding a section to discuss model sensitivity to 
parameterization (weir coefficient) and the location of the 2-D 
flow areas. Low-moderate

Sensitivity of model results to 
model conceptualization and 
parameterization can introduce 
additional uncertainty in results. Add text discussion.

69 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Annex C C-21 H&H

Please clarify the position of the divider dam structure (DDS-1) 
during each filling operation. Item 9 on page C-22 specifies the 
operations of DDS-1 for normal operations and dewatering and 
maintenance, but the position of DDS-1 during filling is not 
specified. Moderate

Additional operational detail for 
reservoir filling needed. Add text discussion in this section. 

70 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09 A.9-3 Groundwater

Please discuss how the hydrogeological parameters compare to 
the studies or models of others in the region to add 
defensibility. Low-moderate

The model is uncalibrated and 
highly unconstrained. Adding 
discussion will strengthen 
defensibility. Add text discussion. 

71 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09 A.9-4 Groundwater

Consider adding the min and max Kh and min and max 
thickness to Table A.9-1 to bracket the uncertainty in Kh and 
layer thickness Moderate-high

If Kh values have a large range, this 
can lead to a high degree of 
uncertainty in model 
parameterization and therefore 
seepage estimates. Modify table.

72 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09 A.9-4 Groundwater Consider noting how Kh/Kv was determined or assumed. Moderate-high

Uncertainty in model 
parameterization can produce 
uncertainty in seepage estimates. Add discussion.

73 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09 A.9-10 Groundwater

The Lower Kissimmee Basin GW Model is mentioned as 
another GW model in the area. How does the parameterization 
of the surficial in that model compare to this model 
parameterization? Although this effort involves several layers 
and the Kissimmee Basin GW model simulated the surficial as a 
single layer, a composite Kh can be calculated for this effort to 
compare to the previous study. Moderate

Uncertainty in model 
parameterization can produce 
uncertainty in seepage estimates. Add discussion.

74 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09 A.9-12, 13 Groundwater

There should be a model ET zone within the LOCAR footprint to 
represent open water. How was the ET package of the 
MODFLOW model parameterized to reflect the open water 
surface of the LOCAR West and East Cells? Figure A.9-10 shows 
that the ET zone for the LOCAR footprint is low drainage 
pastures with a small amount of undeveloped wetlands. Moderate-high

The model should be 
conceptualized to represent the ET  
from the LOCAR footprint at open 
water rates, which exceed 
reference ET. 

Add discussion and change MODFLOW ET 
package. If the ET package is not changed, 
discuss model sensitivity to ET package.

75 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A.09, A.9.3.4 A.9-12, 13 Groundwater

The flux entering the drain boundary conditions (representing 
farm canals) should be evaluated for the various scenarios. The 
current sensitivity analysis looks at the wet season. During the 
dry season, the head gradient between the aquifer and the 
canals may be significantly different than the wet season 
gradient. Please consider adding this evaluation in future 
efforts. moderate-high

Model sensitivity to drain 
parameterization can result in a 
high degree of uncertainty of 
results.

Add farm canal property sensitivity analysis 
for dry season model.

76 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Main Report 3-6 H&H

Will Alternative 1 in the main report be modified to reflect the 
updated design with the ecologically sensitive area removed? 
The text cites the original NFSL and average storage depths, 
which are not consistent with the current design. This may add 
confusion if a reader skims the main report and no annex 
documents. A reference to Section 6.1.1 of the report is 
recommended to be added with text describing the refinement 
of the footprint and design. Low

Reservoir footprint, NFSL, and other 
design elements have been 
modified from this original design.

Revise this section and other sections in the 
main text. Add reference to Section 6.1.1
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77 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Main Report 4-7 H&H

According to Table 4-5, the FWOL simulation reduces the 
cutback total the most and also results in the lowest frequency 
of cutback, severity score, and number of water years with at 
least 1 cutback. Although the ECB is used as a baseline for 
comparison to the alternatives, text should be added to discuss 
why the FWOL is less preferable than one of the alternatives 
since its performance is superior for water supply in LOSA 
compared to the alternatives. Moderate

Establishment of increase in 
availability of water supply to 
existing legal users of LOSA Add text as needed.

78 Heriberto Torres Construction Black & Veatch Annex C, C21 C-29 Construction There are no interim operations during construction. Moderate

In this section there should be 
comments on all the activities such 
as detour (MOTs) to be developed 
and implemented during activities 
that will be impacting the general 
public such as bridge replacements 
and utility relocations. Add text as needed.

79 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Appendix A, Annex A-2.2, Section 4.2 18 H&H

Section 4.2 states that DCM-2 recommends the use of ACES for 
wave runup and overtopping, yet EurOtop was used. It would 
be nice to see how the ACES methodology compares to the 
EurOtop results (similar to what was done in Section 3.5). Was 
this considered? Low-Moderate  12/18/023 Add text and analysis as needed.

80 Heriberto Torres Construction Black & Veatch Appendix A Annex B-1 25 Construction Need to include geotechnical borings at all bridge locations. Medium

If concrete piles are to be driven for 
new bridges a complete boring log 
will be necesary to avoid delays and 
minimize the posibility of future 
claims. Address in PED

81 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Appendix A.5.2.1 A.5.1 H&H Rows 23-29 are difficult to follow. Low Clarification Provide a storm hyetograph.
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82 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Appendix A Annex A-2.5 11 H&H
Was the cumulative vol in Table 3 determined by integrating 
under the curves in Fig 3? Low Clarification Modify text.

83 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Annex A-2.2 22 H&H Table 4-4: How is probability determined? Low Clarification Modify text.

84 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Annex A-2.2 22 H&H
Table 4-4: Was the cumulative overtopping volume estimated 
from the single wave volume, period, and storm duration? Low Clarification Modify text.

85 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Appendix A A.12-25 line 20 H&H Elevation should be NAVD88 Low Clarification Modify text.

86 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Appendix A A.16-1 H&H Table A.16-1: It is unclear if the elevations are NAVD88. Low Clarification Modify text.

87 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Envionmental Black & Veatch Appendix C1 General Environmental
Convert NGVD29 datums to NAVD88 to maintain consistency 
throughout the document. Low Clarification Modify text.

88 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C1 86 Socioeconomics Provide reasoning why a 2-mile study radius was used High

Different federal guidelines require 
varying study radiuses. An 
explanation as to why this radius 
was chosen would help prevent 
future questions/comments from 
the Corps which may delay 
schedules. Modify text.

89 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C1 102 Socioeconomics Define "low income." Low Clarification Modify text.

90 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C1 105 Tribal Resources Were tribal consultations performed? Critical

Because the area is known to 
contain tribal resources, 
consultations with the tribes is 
necessary for the analysis. If not done, need to address in PED

91 Eric Gates Environmental Black & Veatch Annex G G 97-100 Environmental 
Include the completed or planned Phase I and Phase II 
recommedations. Moderate

Mitigate environmental risks, 
ensure compliance and reduce 
liabilities. Include in PED.

92 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch General H&H Consider Florida Flood Hub latest SLR projections. Low Clarification Include in PED.

93 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch Annex A-2.7 H&H
Are canal gates that impede breach flow designed to withstand 
breach conditions? Medium

If structures that impede breach 
flow fail, results could be worse. Modify text. Include in PED if needed.

94 Terry Hull H&H, Coastal Black & Veatch General H&H
Will wave loads, including overtopping waves, on 
infrastructure be condidered in the design? Medium

Important loading conditions to be 
considered. Include in PED.
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95 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H H-8 and H-9 Climate Change

Consider adding a marker on the plot on Figures H-4 and H-5 
that corresponds to the tailwater level that exceeds the level at 
which S-79 and S-80 discharge. Low Clarification Modify figure.

96 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H H-10 Climate Change

Line 3 of the text and Figure H-6 indicates Daytona Beach 
Shores, FL (ID 8721120) was chosen for the east shore of 
Florida. It seems that other NOAA Stations are closer to the St. 
Lucie River inlet that may have SLR projections for climate 
change. Medium

Choosing a closer SLR recording 
station may produce different 
results that are more 
representative for the inlet to S-80. Include in PED.

97 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H H-22 Climate Change
Figure H-14 is difficult to interpret the annual and seasonal % 
change values for Florida and the project location. Low Clarification

Consider providing images in the figure 
zoomed into the Southeast US.

98 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H H-26 Climate Change

Figure H-16 is difficult to interpret the seasonal projected 
change values for precipitation for Florida and the project 
location. Low Clarification

Consider providing images in the figure 
zoomed into the Southeast US.

99 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H
Throughout 
Appendix H Climate Change

The discussion on precipitation and temperature use the 
USGCRP Fourth Assessment from USGCRP. Recently the NCA5 
was released. Low

Should the discussion of 
precipitation and temperature be 
updated with the NCA5 
information? Include in PED.

100 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Annex B.2 B.3-19-21 Environmental Table B.3-6: Several columns are shifted. Low Clarity
Suggest correcting column corrections for 
clarity.

101 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Appendix G G-26-27 Environmental
Tables G.10 and G.11 reperesent the same data for SLE and CRE 
but in different formats Low Clarity

Suggest using the same table format for 
Tables G.10 and G.11 for clarity

102 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Appendix G G-29 Environmental Table G-13 Title "Total Storage HUs…" appears to be incorrect. Low Clarity Remove "Storage"

103 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Appendix G G-28 Environmental The FWO for the SLE appears to be the best option. Low Clarity

Suggest discussion of model results to include 
explanation regarding apparent best-case 
future performace without intervention over 
planned Alternatives.  Alternatively correct 
the model and  resultant calculations.

104 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C2

Sections 2.4, 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7, and other 
sections where 
impacts may occur Environmental

List mitigation techniques that may be implemented if impacts 
are anticipated. Moderate

Although BMP's and other actions 
are listed to minimize impacts, no 
mitigation strategies are provided 
were impacts are likely to occur. Modify text.

105 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C2 183 Environmental Include long-term positive impacts. Medium

Although short-term impacts are 
anticipated, the long-term impacts 
would provide a much greater 
benefit, such as an overall more 
stable water supply. See Section 
C2.17 for example on positive 
imapcts on overall aesthetic value 
created by the project. Modify text.

106 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C2 192 Cultural Resources
Provide expected completion date for cultural resource survey, 
and if available, preliminary findings. Medium

This information would avoid future 
comments for the Corps, which may 
affect schedule. Modify text.

107 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch Appendix C2 Tribal Resources No information is provided on tribal consultations. Critical

Tribal consultation is required. As 
highlighted in Appendix C1, the area 
is well known to have been 
inhabited by native populations in 
the past.

Address if tribal consultations have occurred, 
or when they will occur.
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108 Dusty Miller Environmental Black & Veatch Recreation (App F) F-8 Recreation
Page F-8, Line 3 – Environmental point value considered was 
based only on aesthetic considerations.  Low

A more comprehensive set of 
environmental considerations, 
including potential for adverse 
impacts to water quality from 
recreational activities, should be 
include in the evaluation.  Address other environmental considerations.

109 Dusty Miller Environmental Black & Veatch Recreation (App F) Recreation

Subsection F.3.5 may benefit from clearer wording and/or 
more detailed explanation of how visitation was estimated and 
why the method used is appropriate.  Were established 
methods such as those at these links considered?  
https://www.fs.usda.gov/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr957.pdf, 
https://www.frpa.org/frpamainsite/calculator  (specifically for 
FL), or direct comparison to a similar single park or other 
attraction in Florida that may have recreation use numbers 
available? Medium

More accurate comparison of 
recreation area projected use. Modify text.

110 Dusty Miller Environmental Black & Veatch Recreation (App F) Recreation

Table F-10 - Benefit to Cost Summary - does not appear to 
account for the costs of the potential water pollution caused by 
recreational activities.  It is unclear whether this is included in 
the “Land and Damages” item in the table and, if so, what 
method was used to estimate the amount. Low

Clarify that the costs of the 
potential water pollution caused by 
recreational activities were 
determined. Modify text.

111 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H H-33 Climate Change

Last sentence on the page, I believe "project" should be 
changed to "projected". Additionaly, consider adding a 
statement to the paragraph on page H-33 that ties the NCA 
analysis for annual and averages and extremes to Figure H-23 
and Figure H-24. Low Clarity Modify text.

112 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 172 Cost Estimate

The unit price for Sheet Piling appears to be consistently low 
throughout the budget. Unit prices on the order of $70-$90/sf 
are likely more accurate. Medium Budget increase Re-visit the unit price.

113 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 173, 174 Cost Estimate
The quantity of concrete shown in the detail level does not 
match the element level quantity shown in bold. Medium Clarification

Provide explanation for the difference in 
quantities

114 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.4.1 D5 Real Estate

Although SFWMD is responsisble for providing lands, it is 
unclear what other parcels might be impacted and if the 
amount set aside for costs would be sufficient. Medium

Project Costs, Parcel availability, 
and timeline

Provide additonal details regarding impacts 
on adjacent parcels.

115 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost Multiple Cost Estimate

The unit price concrete appears to be consistently at the low 
end of the current cost range. More likely unit prices include: 
Fdns-$600-$800/cy, Walls-$800-$1000/cy, Elevated Beams-
$1000-$1300/cy, SOG-$600-$800/cy. Medium Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.

116 Bryce Weinand Climate Change Black & Veatch Annex H
H-36, Section 
H.5.2.4.1 Climate Change

The last sentence indicates that Figure H-26 provides change in 
frequency of river flooiding for sites. Please provide additional 
analsyis here and explain how this relates to the project 
location. Low

Further clarification of  what the 
Figure is showing is needed. Modify text.

117 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 176 Cost Estimate

The unit price for the ovhd bridge crane may be low.  A recent 
vendor quote for a project in Miami indicates a more likely unit 
price to $10,000-$15,000/ton. Low Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.

118 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 196 Cost Estimate
The unit price for the fire equipment seems high. More likely 
unit prices are $400-$600/ea. Low Budget decrease Re-visit the unit prices.

119 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.4.1 D5 Real Estate

Although SFWMD is responsible for providing lands, it is 
unclear what other parcels might be impacted and if the 
amount set aside for costs will be sufficient. Medium Budget increase

More information regarding SOW and impact 
to surrounding parcels

120 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 210 Cost Estimate
The unit price for clearing and grubbing appears to be low. A 
more likely unit price is $6,000-$9,000/AC Low Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.

121 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 210 Cost Estimate 
The unit price for silt fence seems low. Consider a unit price of 
$3-$4/lf Low Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.
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122 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 211 Cost Estimate

The unit price for the soil-bentonite cutoff walls is at the low 
end of the current cost range. A unit price to $20-$25/VSF is 
considered more likely based on recent projects in Central 
Florida. Medium Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.

123 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.4.2 D5 Real Estate

All necessary access easements have not yet been identified 
and/or acquired, which provides significant uncertainty to 
costs and availability for acquisition. Medium Uncertain access easement costs

Access easments need to be addressed to 
accurately determine cost impacts.

124 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 211 Cost Estimate
The Unit of Measure (UOM) for the soil-bentonite cutoff wall 
should be listed as vertical square feet (VSF). Low UOM is unclear

Change the UOM for the soil-bentonite cutoff 
walls from SF to VSF

125 Dave Friesen Real Estate Back & Veatch Appendix D.13 D6 Real Estate

Affect on Cultural Resources cannot yet be assessed.  
Avoidance, mitigation, and minimization costs could be 
significant, as well as, potential adversarial positions by 
affected environmental, tribal, or other possible groups. Low

Unavailability of impact and 
response

Provide details relating to impacts and 
response in text.

126 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 165 Cost Estimate
The Sales Tax rate shown is 6%. The current tax rate for the 
project location is 7.5%. Medium Budget increase Verify appropriate sales tax rate.

127 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.12 D6 Real Estate Additional Real Estate may be required for induced flooding.  Medium

If any such lands are required, 
acquisition may result in significant 
costs or adverse positions.

Address potential need for additional land 
acquisition.

128 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Risk Register, Cost and Schedule, ES1 Cost Estimate
This is a large project that will last multiple years. Can the local 
market can supply the required labor for the project? Medium Schedule & budget concerns Labor market analysis 

129 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.19 D8 Real Estate

Acquisition of real estate is scheduled for 18-24 months.  
Depending on what is necessary, this may or may not be 
reasonable.  Unknown requirements at this point. Medium Schedule and timeline concerns

This potential schedule impact should be 
refined and tracked in the PED.

130 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.18 D8 Real Estate
Section states No Zoning Ordinances are proposed, but not 
whether it was determined unnecessary. Medium Zoning may be necessary Establish SFWMD status for zoning reviews 

131 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Risk Register, Cost and Schedule, ES3 Cost Estimate Equipment fabrication & supply chain issues Medium schedule & budget concerns

To reduce equipment delivery issues, 
consider pre-purchasing the large equipment - 
generators, pumps, valves, MCC's, 
transformers, gates.

132 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.20 D8 Real Estate

No Utility relocations Expected, however, if required, they are 
subject to approval of Final Attorney's Opinions or 
Compensability for each impacted utility needs / facilities. Low Timeline / Schedule concerns

Identify any potential utility relocations early 
in the PED.

133 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.21 D8 Real Estate
Environmental assessments not yet completed.  SFWMD is 
responsible for any remediation & costs. Low Schedule delays

134 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Project Schedue Cost Estimate
The schedule shows the construction of PS-1 to take 
approximate 3.5 years & PS-2 to take approximately 6 years. Low

The construction schedule seems to 
be longer than necessary given the 
projected level of effort.

Consider if the construction schedule can be 
shortened.

135 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.22 D9 Real Estate
The Majority Landowner for the project area does not want to 
sell at market value.  Condemnation may be required.  High

This may be costly and create 
delays.

This potential cost/schedule impact should be 
refined and tracked in the PED.

136 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Project Schedule Cost Estimate
The schedule shows the construction of perimeter canal outfall 
structure PCOS-1 will take 3.5 years. Medium

The construction schedule seems to 
be longer than necessary given the 
projected level of effort.

Consider if the construction schedule can be 
shortened.

137 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Project Schedule Cost Estimate
The schedule shows the construction of the culverts CU-2 & CU-
1A will take 2.5 years. Medium

The construction schedule seems to 
be longer than necessary given the 
projected level of effort.

Consider if the construction schedule can be 
shortened.
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138 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Annex D, Table D-2 D.1-13 Environmental

The Trigger for Management Action for Uncertainty Tracking 
ID#26 of 50% reduction in annual abundance seems to be 
looking for short-term extremes only.  Low long term success

Suggest adding longer term triggers as well.  
Also consider adding more explanation for 
the chosen criteria in the narrative.

139 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch 4.3.3 4-20 Environmental

The effect on T&E species in this section only mentions the 
Floida grasshopper sparrow.  Annex A lists several other 
species that were determined to be potentially affected, 
several of which have a "May Affect" determination, which is a 
higher potential than the sparrow. Low Completeness of presented data

Suggest more complete data is presented.  
The list is expanded in Section 5.4 but not 
here.

140 Kevin Shelton Ecology Black & Veatch Table 4-25 4-29 Environmental

"The Corps would coordinate with the Rid and Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission".  "Rid" is likely a typo but it 
makes the reference unclear. Low Clarity Modify text.

141 Renee Murch H&H, Groundwater Black & Veatch Annex B B.1-9 H&H

Changes to model boundary conditions for the RSM-BN model 
and assumptions for the 3 scenarios (ECB, FWO, and 
Alternative 1) should be summarized for clarity. Low

Clairification of differences 
between model simulations. Add text discussion. 

142 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak Environmental Black & Veatch
Appendix C1, Figures C.1-18 and C.1-
19 C.1-49/50 Environmental The Lake Okeechobee regulation schedules are dated 2008. Low Changes in the regulation schedules   

Provide more recent figures/maps if changes 
have been made.

143 Dusty Miller Environmental Black & Veatch Recreation (App F) F-2 Recreation

Page F-2, lines 7 through 9 – This paragraph notes that 
recreation will be available at the East and West Cells includes 
fishing, hunting, and boating.  Fishing may exacerbate invasive 
species/native species displacement issues if there is public 
demand for stocked areas for fishing (bass is mentioned), and 
fishing line and other pollutants may be left as litter in the 
project area, with attendant adverse effects on aquatic species.  
Similarly, for hunting, the use of lead ammunition and use of 
gasoline and oil in boats and jet skis, etc., may worsen water 
pollution problems in waters ultimately draining into Lake 
Okeechobee.  Without restrictions to limit the potential 
adverse effects of these recreational activities, this may be 
inconsistent with the overall project purpose of reducing 
pollutant load into Lake Okeechobee.  (This concern is 
somewhat acknowledged in the following paragraph.)  Plans 
for a long walking trail loop with a parking lot may bring 
pollutants from animal waste with dog walking and potential 
runoff from the restroom facilities and parking area. Medium

Recreation activities may impact 
overall project goal of reducing 
adverse water quality impacts.

Address potential adverse water impacts for 
recreation features.

144 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 178 Cost Estimate

The generator cost is low in compared to recent quotes. 
Currently, all electrical equipment is experiencing long lead 
times, supply chain issues, and high demand. A more likely unit 
cost/kW is $750-$1000 minimum. Medium Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.
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145 Todd Bednar Cost Estimator Black & Veatch Appendix B, Cost 195 Cost Estimate

The floor grating cost is low.  Is the grating steel, FRP, or SST? 
When the perimeter support angles, galvanizing costs are 
included, the unit price is not sufficient. The expected price is 
about $70-$90/sf. Medium Budget increase Re-visit the unit prices.

146 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.17 D7 Real Estate

If SFWMD has issues acquiring necessary land rights, it can 
request the Corps do so pursuant to its Master Agreement.  
However, the quoted portion of the 'MA' does not require 
provision of lands (only that a request be submitted), and that 
SFWMD is responsible for costs, including any clean-up and 
response.  Even if Corps is able to annex land from private 
owners, this is a process that could likely result in unexpected 
costs and delays. High Negotiation breakdown / costs

The potential cost and schedule impacts 
should be refined and tracked in the PED.

147 Dave Friesen Real Estate Black & Veatch Appendix D.23 D9 Real Estate

There are a great deal of project specifics are still unknown.  
Estimate accuracy of any such costs would likely be highly 
questionable. High Costs and timeline

The potential cost/schedule impacts of such 
items should be refined and tracked in the 
PED.

148 Terry Hull Coastal, H&H Black & Veatch Annex A-2.2 general H&H

I didn't see wave setup discussed. Was it included in the total 
water surface elevation? If not, it may be because it's not in the 
DCM. However, as I recall the DCM was based on flat topo and 
constant water depth like in STAs typically. In these cases, 
wave setup would be neglible. LOCAR has unique bathymetry 
similar to beach conditions with the northern portion being 
nearshore and southern portion being offshore. The large 
waves would break propagating north to the shallow portion 
and create wave setup. Moderate

Possible underestimated 
overtopping; a quick calculation 
produces about 2-3 ft of wave setup 
to add to wind setup before 
calculating runup.

Add wave setup through calculations or 
coupling your STWAVE model with ADCIRC to 
get the total water level including wind and 
wave setup. 

149 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.6 System Analysis of Pump 
Stations Model Studies 177 Mech

“The HI standard ANSI/HI 9.8 - 2009 recommends intakes of 
pump stations with an individual pump capacity exceeding 
40,000 gpm, or non-uniform flow to the pump sump be 
modelled. However, the designer must decide the necessity of 
a model study on a case-by-case basis.” Low

The SFWMD requires a physical 
model study be performed as per HI 
recommendation. A CFD model 
study most likely also be required of 
the approach channel.

Revise text to indicate SFWMD requires 
physical model study.

150 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.6 System Analysis of Pump 
Stations System Design Requirements 174 Mech

Have the intake losses produced by the trash rack been 
considered in the determination of the total static head? 
Typically a 0.5 ft. loss is considered for a partially blocked rack 
to establish the low water shut off in the intake bay. Moderate

The total static head calculations 
should include intakes losses. Revise total static head calculations.

151 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.6 System Analysis of Pump 
Stations System Design Requirements 175 Mech

“The maximum static head at PS-2 is based on the minimum 
Inflow-Outflow Canal stage of 22 ft NAVD88, the reservoir NFSL 
or pump shut-off elevation of 51.70 ft NAVD88 and a siphon in 
the pump discharge. Maximum static head over the hump is 
based on water elevation in the discharge pipe when 2/3 full. 
The minimum static head is surface-to-surface between the 
canal and the reservoir in empty conditions and with a siphon 
established.”  What is the maximum siphon recovery for PS-2 
and SPS-1? High

With a siphon assist system, it is 
required that the siphon recovery is 
not greater than 28 feet. The value 
of 28 feet is used to prevent 
possible water vaporization and 
siphon priming problems.

Revise concept design if siphon recovery is 
over 28 ft.

152 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.6 System Analysis of Pump 
Stations System Design 175 Mech

 “Maximum static over the hump is based on water elevation in 
the discharge pipe when 2/3 full.” Low

It would be beneficial if the 
calculation of the critical depth for 
the discharge pipe be provided. Provide calculation.

153 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch A.12.2.2 Equipment 160 Mech
Add the intake low water shut-off stage and motor Hp to the 
tables. Low

The additional of the intake low 
water shut-off stage and motor Hp 
to the tables would be beneficial. Revise tables.



Lake Okeechobee Section 203 Government Agency Review - Black & Veatch - December 11 through December 19
Comment 
No.

Black & Veatch
Reviewer Name

Area(s) of 
Experience

Reviewer 
Agency Report Section Page # Discipline Comment

Significance 
of Concern Basis of Concern

Suggested action to 
remedy/resolve concern

154 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.1.2 Proposed Improvements at S-84 
Site 15 Mech

A gated spillway (S-84+), with a maximum design flow capacity 
of 9,000 cfs, is proposed to replace S-84 and S-84X. Will the 
new structure have similar hydraulic design criteria as the 
existing S84 and S84X spillways? Do the existing S84 and S84X 
spillways have ogee weirs. If not then why was this weir type 
selected? Low

The basis for the 9000 cfs flow 
capacity is not evident.

Add narative to support proposed design 
criteria.

155 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
2.0 Pump Station Hydraulic 
Calculations 228 Mech

The pump drawings indicate a bell inlet. Does the pump curves 
and calculations include the suction losses for the FSI inlet? Low

FSI suction losses not included in 
curves.

Add note to indicate that the curves will be 
revised at a later design phase.

156 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch A.13.1 Design Criteria Utility Power 189 Mech/Elec

The anticipated power demands should be defined. Is there a 
concern the existing utility service is inadequate? And if so, 
were additional costs added to the project estimate for utility 
improvements required for service to the proposed facilities? Moderate

The SFWMD has had service issues 
in the past with Glades Electric. This 
project will require a significant 
power demand that may not 
currently be available in this area 
.Any extension of existing power 
transmission facilities required to 
make this energy available at the 
pump station site is the 
responsibility of the Government.

Add narative that followup with utilities to 
confirm availability of service will be made in 
the future design phase. 

157 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.10 Requirements for 
Mechanically Cleaned Trash Racks 186 Mech

“The screening system consists of heavy-duty bars with a 3-
inch clear spacing set on a 70° angle from horizontal.” Moderate

The SFWMD standard is a 60 degree 
inclination. It is assumed the 3" bar 
clearance was specified by Flygt.

Confirm the 70 degree inclination is 
acceptable to SFWMD.

158 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.8 Requirements for Electric 
Motor Drivers 183 Mech

“When used for driving vertical, axial/mixed flow wet pit 
pumps, the electric motor couples to a right-angle gearbox 
(drive) through a short horizontal drive shaft with universal 
joints on each end.”                             This is a confusing and 
contradictory statement given the station section illustrations 
provided and other narrative such as: “Pump manufacturers 
should provide pump and motor as a single unit. The pump 
column and base plate will support the motor.” and “Pump 
manufacturers will provide the coupling between the motor 
and the pump.” These comments indicate a direct drive slow 
speed motor. Also the Flygt pumps shown in A.12.2.8 
Requirements for Electric Motor Drivers are direct drive 
pumps. Moderate

The narative is a confusing and 
contradictory to the concept design 
presented in the majority of of the 
text and illustrations. Revise text to be consistent.

159 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch A.12.3.2 Gate Hoist 188 Mech

“Gate hoists consist of drums, drive shafts, couplings, worm 
gear reducer, drive motor, brake, sheaves, wire rope fittings, 
welded rigid steel base frame, anchor bolts, electrical 
equipment, hoist cover, gate position indicator, slack cable 
limit switch and all accessories.”  Low Somewhat confusing text.

Suggest adding the hoist name to the 
component description, “Drum and Cable”.

160 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.7 Requirements for Axial Flow 
Pumps “ 181 Mech

“The FSI will be designed in accordance with the ACE standard 
for the Type 10 FSI (ETL No. 110-2-327.)” High

This FSI minimizes the submergence 
which can create approach flow 
problems. It typically requires 
significantly less submergence than 
the HI standard.

Indicate this FSI type will require a physical 
model study to ensure there is adequate 
submergence and no vortex formations.
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161 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.8 Requirements 1 for Electric 
Motor Drivers 183 Mech

“Based on the site of the location of the LOCAR Pump Station, 
there is sufficient available electrical capacity to use electric 
motors on the larger pumps." Low

This statement is confusing given 
the discussion in Electrical section 
A.13.1 Design Criteria which 
indicated the utility companies did 
not respond to the communication 
of the anticipated power demands.

Revise text to indicate the availability of 
service will be confirmed with utility 
companies and if servive improvements are 
required agreements with the companies will 
be made to provide service. 

162 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch A.4.4.1 General 27 General

It may be of benefit to add the SFWMD and Jacksonville District 
reached agreement on several design memoranda to help 
standardize projects under the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan. Design Criteria Memorandum DCM-5 
officially requires the use of the MPSEG on major pumping 
stations in the SFWMD’s area. Major pumping stations are 
defined in the guidelines as stations having axial or mixed flow 
pump machinery with a minimum total station capacity of 
1,500 cfs excluding seepage and low flow capacity. Low

Ensure there is clarity as to the 
design criteria that is to be 
followed. Add text as indicated.

163 Zan Kugler Pump Station Design Black & Veatch 
A.12.2.7 Requirement for Axial Flow 
Pumps Bearings 182 Mech

The mechanical section had an appreciable amount of 
rewritten technical specifications that tend to cloud various 
important design criteria, i.e. providing detailed specifications 
for the sleeve bearings but not stating the pumps are to be 
water (product) lubricated. Low

Some basic design criteria is lost in 
the detailed descriptive text.

Add text to indicate the pumps are to be 
water lubricated.  Check to see if other basic 
design criteria has been overlooked as a 
result of the enclusion of the rewritten 
technical specifications. 
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Black & Veatch
Reviewer Name

1 Todd Schellhase

2 Todd Schellhase

3 Heriberto Torres

4 Amr Ewais

5 Amr Ewais

6 Amr Ewais

7 Amr Ewais

8 Amr Ewais

9 Amr Ewais

10 Amr Ewais

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Sections A.10.3.6 and A.10.3.7 have been revised to address this comment. Concur

X

Section A.10.4 has been revised to address this comment. Concur

X

Section A.11.4 has been updated to address this comment. Concur

X

"Shallow" and "Deep" are defined by the installed depths shown in Table 2 
(previous page)

Response Noted. The comment recommend not only 
stating the depths of the screens but also the reasons  
for installing them at these depths. Also, were  the 
collected data enough to address these reasons. For 
example, was an artesian pressure anticipated and was 
it confirmed?  Recommended to Provide more details 
in PED.

Edited 1/12/24: The referenced geotechnical data 
report by Ardaman is a final signed & sealed report, 
and there are no plans to edit at this time. A section 
titled "Piezometers" was added to address the 
comment. There was no anticipated artisan pressure; 
the varied depths were installed to collect additional 
data. The screen intervals attempted to target areas 
with relatively higher hydraulic conductivity. Few data 
points were collected on the instruments. Boring logs 
which can provide profile information for the reader 
are provided in the report for each piezometer. 
Recommend continued reading of the instruments and 
no further changes to the report.

X

Perm data is provided in Appendix VII;
Triax tests were performed with data provided to assist with future PED 
phases of design. Embankments with a 3:1 slope with sand consistent with 
the available borrow materials have been widely used in Florida for several 
years. For this Feasibility level study, the slope stability results are consistent 
with years of experience and judgement. Additional testing and analyses can 
be performed in a more detailed future phase of design.

Response Noted, Recommended to Provide more 
details in PED. Noted

X

Comment should be evaluated in PED. Concur

X

A parenthetical notation that explains the existing topogrphic condition that 
each typical section represents has been added to the bulleted list of the 
typical sections.  Since typical sections A, B and C capture the average, low, 
and high existing topogrphic condition along the perimeter dam, it is not 
necessary at this stage of the design to have additional typical sections of the 
perimeter dam for geotechnical analyses. Concur

X

Boundary Conditions and Rapid Drawdown are both discussed in A.8.7.2. 
Conditions used for the model (24-hour full drawdown) are extremely 
conservative, but given that those conditions show acceptable FOS, a slower 
drawdown will also be acceptable. Concur

X

Updated as recommended. "Steady State Seepage with PMF/PMP Pool" now 
shows FOS = 1.4 per Table 3-1 of EM 1110-2-1902. Concur

X

Updated in A.8.4.2 list, as suggested. Concur
X
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Reviewer Name

11 Amr Ewais

12 Amr Ewais

13 Amr Ewais

14 Amr Ewais

15 Amr Ewais

16 Amr Ewais

17 Amr Ewais

18 Amr Ewais

19 Amr Ewais

20 Amr Ewais

21 Amr Ewais

22 Amr Ewais

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Water elevations at perimeter canal considered for the seepage analysis are 
described in Paragraph A.8.7.2 for each Cross Section. In addition, Table A.8-3 
was updated to include the water elevations for each scenario. 
Downstream water level at dry season was included for Sections A and C 
where the control elevation changed and estimated seepage results are also 
included in Table A.8-3. Concur

X

Text updated Concur
X

The models were defined as saturated/unsaturated to allow further time-
dependent advanced analyses in the future PED phases (if considered 
necessary), where the water transfer and storage within the soil porous 
media may be studied with more amount of high quality subsurface data for 
input. While it simulates the movement of water across the soil types 
considered for transient seepage analyses, changes in the steady state model 
as selected are much more subtle. Concur, Recommended to Provide more details in PED.

X

More detailed review and analyis of materials properties may be performed 
during PED. Material properties used are consistent with literature for similar 
sands. Concur

X

Don't disagree. However, the 2D seepage analyzed in the feasibility-level 
study is more conservative assuming a lower anisotripy ratio (i.e. lower ratio 
= higher vertical conductivity = more seepage around the cutoff wall versus 
through). Additionally, a ration of 5 is not unreasonable for sands, albeit the 
stratified nature of the sands on this site is acknowledged.

A ration of 10+ was used in the sensitivity analysis presented in A.8.10, and 
both stability and seepage factors of safety were improved as a result. Concur

X

Table A.8-3 was updated and presents a summary of water elevations used 
upstream and downstream for each cross section used in the analyses. Concur

X

Addressed as suggested (A.8.7.2) and as discussed in previous comment 
(A.8.4.2) Concur X

Text modified to clarify that the dissipation mentioned was the modeled 
drawdown conditions. Concur

X

Good catch, critical gradient equation was updated. Exit gradients were 
estimated from the SEEP/W models at the critical exit point in the perimeter 
canal. Tables have been revised and updated accordingly. Concur

X

It appears the review was performed on a older draft of the report. 
Footnotes (1) and (2) were removed in the latest draft. Concur

X

Different boundary conditions were tested during development of the model 
with negligible change to the results or flow in/out of the model. Further 
evaluation may be considered during PED. Concur

X

Acknowledged that there are many factors that contribute to changes, and 
that other factors likely contributed to some amount of change. The 
mentioned condition was evaluated in detail by several geotechnical 
engineers with modeling experience. Modifications were made to the model 
to test and verify the stated condition was the reason for the somewhat 
unexpected results. We are confident that the condition mentioned is 
accurate and the effort made to specifically explain the result was warranted. Concur

X
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23 Amr Ewais

24 Amr Ewais

25 Amr Ewais

26 Amr Ewais

27 Joe Santogatta

28 Joe Santogatta

29 Joe Santogatta

30 Joe Santogatta

31 Joe Santogatta

32 Kevin Shelton

33 Kevin Shelton

34 Kevin Shelton

35 Kevin Shelton

36 Kevin Shelton

37 Kevin Shelton

38 Kevin Shelton

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Modified Concur
X

The purpose of the sensitivity analysis in tables Tables A.8-5 to -7 is not to 
evaluate the PMP condition. It was to show (a) the effect of changing the 
pool elevation in the model and (b) the effect of changing the reservoir 
embankment elevation. PMP was already evaluated in the normal, non-
sesitivity analyses. Aditionally, to satisfy the comment, results provided for 
"Pool Elevation" at Normal Elevation +4 is close to PMP. Concur

X

Added statement for "removal of organics" Concur

X

Acknowledged. Color change to be considered for next set of analyses during 
PED phase of design. Concur X

Concur. Added sizing and location to the 4,160V MCC to match switchgear 
and panel in Figure A.13-1. Used assumptions due to no building layout and 
electrical motor data sheets being provided yet due to this project design 
stage being a feasibilty study report. Concur

X

Concur. Added sizing and location to the MCCs to match switchgear and 
panels in Figure A.13-2. Used assumptions due to no building layout and 
electrical motor data sheets being provided yet due to this project design 
stage being a feasibilty study report. Concur

X

Concur. Replaced "Yes" with "No" in the description in Figure A.13-2. Concur
X

Non-Concur. This is a feasibility study report, so Mechanical team did not 
provide any electrical motor data sheets for the main pumps and any 
electrical information on the ancillary equipment. When the project proceeds 
to the PED phase, and specific electrical information is provided, generator 
calculations will be completed and results will be incorporated into the 
design. Noted

X

For Information Only. The District Standard is RGS conduit for exposed 
conduit and this project is located away from the coast. Design team will 
consider use of aluminum conduit or other more chemical resistant conduit 
like PVC coated RGS depending on District Field Station input if the design 
contains caustic areas. At this time, the design does not contain any caustic 
areas. Concur

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X
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39 Kevin Shelton

40 Kevin Shelton

41 Kevin Shelton

42 Kevin Shelton

43 Kevin Shelton

44 Kevin Shelton

45 Kevin Shelton

46 Drew Ackerman

47 Drew Ackerman

48 Drew Ackerman

49 Drew Ackerman

50 Drew Ackerman

51 Jeff Beriswill

52 Jeff Beriswill

53 Jeff Beriswill

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

This text is part of the completed Biological Assessment prepared by USACE 
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and is not subject to any further 
modifications. Response noted.

X

Text added to Section C.3.2.2. Concur
X

Text has been modified in Section C.3.2.7 and Table 7-1. Concur
X

Text added to Section C.3.2.11. Concur
X

Text updated Concur
X

CFR, USFWS, PED, LOW, NEPA, NOI, SHPO, ROD, SFWMD, DoD, FAC, and CWA 
abbreviations have been defined. Concur X

The PLSM was used to achieve a conservative and simplified estimate of 
potential P loads changes to Lake O under the FWO and LOCAR alternative 
conditions. It uses the daily output data from the much larger and more 
complex RSM-BN model, but the outputs of PLSM itself are annual. Due to 
the conservative nature of the model, The PLSM is set up to compare 
longterm P loading differences between different scenarios (e.g. Alt 1,2,3) 
rather than compare the interannual varibility within a particular scenario, 
which would require a more complex model.

Concur.  Be sure to pay attention to the inter-annual 
variability with subsequent more detailed assessments.

X

A single baseline P concentration has not been determined for the FWO 
condition, and therefore a range of baseline concentrations was used to 
assess the alternative reservoir options.  Rather than just choosing arbitrary 
numbers, the minimum value was set as the TMDL (40ul), the max as the 
concentration in the Upper Kissimmee for the POR (100ul), and 60ul and 80ul 
to complete the range.

Concur.  Be sure to pay attention to the impacts of 
varying concentrations in subsequent detailed 
assessments.

X

The minor discrepancy between the alternatives is due to the rounding of 
small numbers. However, Alt2 has the highest surface area and the highest 
atmospheric deposition and rainfall, while Alt1 has the lowest. Concur

X

The focus of the PLSM was the contribution of flows and loads to Lake 
Okeechobee, not the reservoir.  If additional modeling regarding flows and 
loads to the reservoir is required, a different model will need to be used

Concur. The response doesn't address the comment. A 
table of the data would be helpful to present that 
information but likely isn't critical at this time

X

The graph is simply to show that the reservoir is predicted to have the same 
percentage impact on total P loads to Lake O, regardless of the baseline P 
concentration. Concur

X

Section ES.6 has been revised to state the correct average height of the 
perimeter dam (39'), based on the revised design of the Recommended Plan.  
This same correction was made to Section 6.1.1. Concur

X

The statement on ES-16 references to modeled runs with LOSOM rather than 
LORS08. The statement will be updated to make it clear that the 
Recommended Plan modeled with LOSOM operations produces these results. Concur

X

The first paragraph of Section A.3.2 has been revised to address this 
comment. Concur

X
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54 Jeff Beriswill

55 Jeff Beriswill

56 Jeff Beriswill

57 Jeff Beriswill

58 Jeff Beriswill

59 Jeff Beriswill

60 Renee Murch

61 Renee Murch

62 Jeff Beriswill

63 Renee Murch

64 Renee Murch

65 Renee Murch

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Section A.4.2 has been revised to address this comment. Concur

X

Section locations are shown in Figure A.8-1 Concur
X

Acknowledged that figures do not include conductivity and it would help with 
review of each individual figure. REcommend comment be addressed during 
the next phase of design. In lieu of reprinting each of dozens of figures, 
please reference Table A.8-1 for all seepage and stability parameters. 
Saturated Kh value will be added for next printout during PED phase. Concur

X

Acknowledged. Recommend labels with soil strata  be added to each figure 
for the next set of analyses during PED. In the meantime refer to Figures A.8-
2.A thru A.8-2.D for the soil strata references. Concur

X

A.7-2 text updated Concur

X

Comment acknowledged and a paragraph for "Settlement and Waiting 
Periods" was added to the recommendations section to address the need for 
further evaluation during PED. Of note, a large majority of the Loose "SC" 
material in the upper 40' was lower fines (12-30%) material which is expected 
to experience most settlement during construction. Only thin (< 5') layers of 
CH were present to those depths. Higher clay content (30-90%) and thicker 
CH layers were more frequent below 40-feet. Concur

X

The 100-yr design storm rainfall depth for design case 2 was changed from 
the DCM-2 depth of 12" to the more up-to-date NOAA atlas 14 depth of 10.9" 
because USACE directed us to make this change when they were conducting 
their risk assessment of the project.  USACE does not want us to be 
unnecessarily over conservative, by using the DCM-2 rainfall depth, since it is 
based on less recent historical rainfall data than the NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall 
depths.  Section A.5.2.2 of Appendix A has been revised to explain why the 
NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall was used instead of the DCM-2 rainfall.

The addition of text as noted should sufficiently 
address the comment.

X

Footnote No. 2 for Tables A.5-3 and A.5-4 has been revised to include the 
maximum fetch length used to calculate the maximum wind setup. The noted footnote addresses the comment.

X

Table A.11-1 has been updated to be consistent with the current design. Concur
X

Figure 1-5 has been revised by adding the fetch length radials to the West 
Cell. The noted figure modifications address the comment.

X

Section 2.2 of Annex A-2.2 has been revised to include the same explanation 
added to Section A.5.2.2 of Appendix A (see response to comment on row 
62). The revisions address the comment.

X

Text was added to explain the two polygons when Figure 6 is introduced. 
Based on the comment, no changes are warranted for Figure 6.

The addition of text as noted should sufficiently 
address the comment.

X
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66 Renee Murch

67 Renee Murch

68 Renee Murch

69 Renee Murch

70 Renee Murch

71 Renee Murch

72 Renee Murch

73 Renee Murch

74 Renee Murch

75 Renee Murch

76 Renee Murch

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

The model sensitivity to the weir coefficient was not evaluated as it was not 
part of the objectives of the study.

No changes were made. The lack of sensitivity 
evaluation should be noted in the documentation.

Text was added to the dam breach memo to address 
this backcheck comment.

X

Evaluating conveyance of C-41A was outside the scope of this effort and can 
be evaluated as part of PED.

No changes were made. The lack of examination of C-
41A flow time series should be noted as necessary for 
inclusion in the PED.

Text was added to the dam breach memo to address 
this backcheck comment.

X

Sensitivity of parameterization and location of 2-D flow areas was not 
evaluated as it was not part of the objectives of the study.

No changes were made. Text similar to the response 
should be noted in the documentation.

Text was added to the dam breach memo to address 
this backcheck comment.

X

Part 9, under Section C.7.1.1 has been revised to address this comment.
Additional text should be sufficient to address 
comment.

X

Text comparing other studies was added to Section A.9.2.2.
Additional text should be sufficient to address this 
comment.

X

Max/min information was added to Table A.9-1.
Additional table columns should be sufficient to 
address this comment.

X

The anisotropy ratios were determined by the geotechinical engineering 
material analysis, please refer to Sections A.7 and A.8. Text was added to 
Section A.9.2.2 referencing these sections.

Additional text should be sufficient to address this 
comment.

X

The horizontal conductivities that were calibrated for the surficial aquifer in 
the LKBGWM (Butler et al., 2014) range from 1.8 to 115 ft/day within the 
LOCAR groundwater model area. Thus, the LOCAR horizontal conductivities 
are mostly within the range calibrated for the 2014 study, except for Unit D, 
which falls just below the low range (1.4 ft/d). Text was added to Section 
A.9.2.2 to include this information. Added text should be sufficient.

X

The reservoir in the model is a fixed head boundary. Thus, the stages are 
assumed to be constant and will not be impacted by ET or seepage. This is a 
conservative assumption to maximize the head differential between the 
reservoir and surrounding land.

The Response text or something similar could be noted 
in the text. This tends to be the "worst case" scenario 
and also highlights the uncertainty in the seepage 
estimates.

Text was added to the A9 document to address this 
backcheck comment.

X

Text was added to Section A.9.3.4, to indicate that a sensitivity analysis with 
the dry season model should be conducted during the PED phase.

Added text should be sufficient.

X

Reference to section 6.1.1 and text describing  the refinement of the 
footprint and design has been added to section 3.2.1. and section E.5.1 Added text should be sufficient.

X
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77 Renee Murch

78 Heriberto Torres

79 Renee Murch

80 Heriberto Torres 

81 Terry Hull

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

The requested detail is already included in the Section 4.1.1.3 txt: "The 
simulated Future Without Project condition (FWOL) assumes a LORS08-based 
schedule consistent with the current draft Project Operating Manual for the 
EAA Reservoir. However, 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 
LORS08-like protocols, but rather would continue to evolve the LOSOM-like 
operational mindset." As such, the required savings clause comparison to ECB 
and the consistent Alternative comparisons to the LOSOM-based FWOLL 
show that the LOCAR feature improves water supply and while some FWOL 
performance may indeed be preferable, the use of LOSOM-based protocols is 
warranted for LOCAR. This text is sufficient.

X

Section C.21  has been revised to address this comment and include content 
about operations during construction per CGM #5. Concur

X

We did not consider calculating overtopping rates using previous 
methodologies as the methods in EurOtop (2018) are the result of years of 
advancements that were built upon the previous 1976/1977 equations. We 
don't feel that comparing these methods is necessary to validate these 
equations. No edits were made.

ACES is not recommended to validate the EurOtop but 
rather to provide a weight of evidence approach as has 
been done on other District design projects follow the 
guidelines outlined in DCM-2, which specifies the use 
of ACES. If it is not used, literature should be cited to 
describe why it is not used and provide more context 
on the use of EurOtop. 

The method used in ACES is based on a 
methodology proposed by John Ahrens 
(Prediction of Irregular Wave Overtopping. John 
Ahrens. Coastal Engineering Technical Aid No. 77-
7. December 1977). The method is based on 
monochromatic wave overtopping tests and is 
essentially a summation of single wave 
overtopping volumes, which does not really  
represent the dynamics of wave overtopping from 
irregular waves. Ahrens (1977) indicates that at 
the time of publication, no guidance for predicting 
overtopping for irregular wave conditions was 
available and the proposed method was provided 
as interim guidance until results of laboratory 
study of runup and overtopping by irregular waves 
was available. A lot has been learned about runup 
and overtopping in the almost 50 years since this 
methodology was proposed and we don’t feel that 
including results from this method would provide 
additional information of value. Additional text was 
added in Section 4.2 of Annex-2.2 to explain why 
EurOtop was used.

X

During the PED phase, geotechnical borings will be performed at all locations 
of proposed bridges.  Currently the project only includes the construction of 
one bridge (Bridge BR-1 over CNL-2).  A sentence has been added to Appendix 
A, Section A.16 concerning the requirement for borings to be performed at 
the final location determined for all dam structures and water mgmt. 
structures to be built outside of the reservoir dam. Concur

X

Section A.5.2.1 has been revised to more clearly describe the DCM-2 PMP 
Scenario 1 routing analysis that was used to determine the MWSL for the 
reservoir.  A reference to the Scenario 1 hyetograph and reservoir discharge 
hydrograph figure in Annex A-2.1 was added to Section A.5.2.1. Concur

X
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82 Terry Hull

83 Terry Hull

84 Terry Hull
85 Terry Hull

86 Terry Hull

87 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

88 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

89 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

90 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

91 Eric Gates 

92 Terry Hull

93 Terry Hull

94 Terry Hull

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Both Table 3 and Figure 3 present results of the calculations described at the 
bottom of page 9. Cumulative overtopping volumes are representative of the 
integration of the curve but on a relatively rough (1 hour) time step. No 
changes are recommended. Concur

X

EurOtop (2018) presents equations for calculating the probability of 
overtopping, which is equal to the percentage of waves that overtop the 
embankment. Text was edited to indicate that this was calculated based on 
equations in EurOtop (2018). Concur

X

Yes. The single wave volume calculated as per EurOtop (2018) is a function of 
the number of overtopping waves, which was calculated from the storm 
duration, the mean wave period, and the percentage of overtopping waves. 
Text has been edited to reflect this. Concur

X

Text updated. Concur X
The only elevations shown in Table A.16-1 are 34 and 27.  The header for the 
row that these elevations appear in clearly states that the elevations are in 
NAVD88. Concur; the reference to sea level confused me.

X

NGVD29 has been converted to NAVD88 throughout the document. Concur
X

The two-mile radius was used in the original report prepared a few years ago, 
so that radius was kept for consistency. Per that report, a two-mile radius 
was chosen as an initial estimate of project siting and potential effects to 
facilitate the EJ analysis. Those in that immediate project area have the 
potential to be the most impacted by the project. The analysis goes on to 
look at the larger study area that includes  the counties and tribal land, and 
therefore looks at both smaller and larger scale geographies. Concur

X

Low-income is the proportion of people whose income is below the poverty 
level.

Understood.  It would be helpful to include that criteria 
in the document for clarity.

The first reference to low income on PDF page 102, 
page C.1-98, was updated to include "populations 
whose income is below the poverty level."

X

Yes, tribal consultation has been on-going. The ACOEis responsible for 
government to government consultation. Correspondence is included in the 
LOCAR EIS. Concur

X

A DEP OCULUS desktop search was conducted to determine if there were 
identified environmental concerns for the planning area. The findings of this 
historical search are included in Annex G. Upon congressional authorization 
and prior to entering the PED, a complete Phase I/II will be conducted for the 
project footprint. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

For the water control structures included in the model, structure book pages 
were used to obtain information on the discharge characteristics, hydraulic 
description, and Maximum Allowable Gate Opening curves. The model 
assumed that these structures would not be blown out by a breach. Previous 
model iterations did not include the structures and the extent of inundation 
was greater.

I assume this means the structures are designed to 
withstand the hydraulic/erosive forces of a breach. As 
you note, flooding is worse if they fail. Concur

X

Pages 23 through 28 of the Civil Plates (Annex C-1) show the planning level 
design cross-section of each structure that will penetrate the reservoir 
perimeter dam and divider dam.  Wave loads on these structures (including 
loads from overtopping waves) will be calculated during the PED phase in 
order to finalize the structural design of each of these structures.  A 
statement has been added to Appendix A, Section A.5.4.5 to that effect, 
which references the flood/wave load design requirement in Section 
A.10.3.8.  Also, in the Civil Plates, the callout of the wave wall shown in front 
of the control bldg. on top of the dam crest for the dam structure cross-
sections, has been edited to include a statement that the proposed wave wall 
in front of the control bldg. is for wave energy dissipation adjacent to the 
control bldg. Concur

X
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95 Bryce Weinand

96 Bryce Weinand

97 Bryce Weinand

98 Bryce Weinand

99 Bryce Weinand

100 Kevin Shelton

101 Kevin Shelton

102 Kevin Shelton

103 Kevin Shelton

104 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

105 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

106 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

107 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Table updated. Concur
X

Table G.10 format updated. Concur
X

Table title updated. Concur
X

The modeling document report ( LOCAR MDR) is a part of the feasibility study 
in Appendix A, Annex A2.4.  All of the modeled operations are documented 
(and/or cited) in the LOCAR MDR. In particular, Section 3.1 of the MDR 
described the as-authorized LORS-based EAA reservoir FWO, Section 3.2 
describes the LOCAR LOSOM-based proposed operations and the MDR 
Appendix B describes a LOSOM-based version of the EAA reservoir FWO 
which is the cleanest way of showing the LOCAR storage benefits 
independent of Lake regulation schedule changes. 

The explanation for the modeling is good and the 
hydrologic and habitat benefits of each LOCAR 
Alternative are well documented.  A discussion of the 
FWO vs LOCAR Alternatives for the SLE would still be 
beneficial as the model shows a decrease in Habitat 
Units for all LOCAR Alternatives vs HUs without the 
project entirely. Section G.4.2 discusses the total 
Northern Estuary Alternative Performance and the 
overall increase in HUs for the project is considerable, 
but the SLE does appear to suffer.

Section 5.3.3.1 discusses the sensitivity run of LOSOM-
like operations that includes the LOSOM FWO 
modeled results. A statement was added to the end of 
section G.4.1.5 that states "Section 5.3.3 of the main 
repot discusses the performance of alternatives, 
including the sensitivity analysis conducted to 
compare a FWO scenario with different Lake 
Okeechobee operations. The FWO results presented 
here are based on currently authorized operations." 

X

Additional language has been added to Section C.3.4 (Wetlands). Any impacts 
to wetlands resulting from implementation of the project component will be 
avoided, minimized, and mitigated, as appropriate. Concur

X

A statement was added to Section C.2.13 regarding the long-term benefits to 
water supply. Text was also radded to Table C.2-16 to clarify the model runs 
and their benefits for water supply. Concur

X

30-day review period under the on-going consultation with the Tribes expired 
December 11th. Provided no comments are received, the consultant is 
currently finalizing the report. Under the current project alternative 
footprint, all known CRs sites have been avoided. Concur

X

Yes, tribal consultations have been on-going. The ACOE is responsible for 
government to government consultation. The ACOE Correspondence is 
included in the LOCAR EIS. Concur

X
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108 Dusty Miller

109 Dusty Miller

110 Dusty Miller

111 Bryce Weinand

112 Todd Bednar

113 Todd Bednar 

114 Dave Friesen

115 Todd Bednar

116 Bryce Weinand

117 Todd Bednar

118 Todd Bednar

119 Dave Friesen

120 Todd Bednar

121 Todd Bednar 

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Environmental point values for UDV were developed following USACE 
Economic Guidance Memorandum (EGM) 23-03. Adverse impacts to water 
quality can be considered for the environmental point value under the 
environmental point value, but these adverse impacts were deemed to likely 
be negligible. Concur

X

The second half of section F.3.5 provides step-by-step details on how 
visitation was estimated, and we relied heavily on the FDEP SCORP to build to 
our estimates. No other suitable data sources could be found, and data from 
the SCORP was deemed the best available. Our methodology follows an 
approach used in previous SFWMD and USACE studies. Unfortunately the 
sources recommended in the comment do not provide clear guidance on 
estimating visitation. Concur

X

Potential water pollution from recreational activities likely to be negligible. 
These kind of  costs are not typically included in this kind of cost-benefit 
analysis. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Majority of sheetpiling in estimate is temporary sheet piles that would be 
driven and extracted. Unit price for that is much less as material can be 
salvaged and reused. For permanent sheet pile items, current unit prices is 
around $75/sf. Concur

X

Detailed line items for concrete typically include a 10% quantity increase to 
account for waste/loss of concrete placement. Concur X

SFWMD is responsible for certifying the lands, and all anticipated lands 
needed have been identified. No offsite impacts to adjacent lands are 
anticipated. Please see Real Estate Appendix for details. Concur

X

The estimate does not account for reinforcing steel within each of the 
specific features' folder. So unit prices are low. Once factoring in reinforcing 
to the unit price of concrete, the average unit price is around $1,100/cy, 
which is in line with prices listed in comment. Concur

X

Annex H was originally developed for and discusses the climate change 
assessment conducted by the Corps for LOWRP. It is not subject to any 
further modifications. Concur

X

Overhead bridge crane unit prices is approximately $190k. There is no design 
currently for crane, and estimate uses relevant cost book item for now. Cost 
can be reviewed in subsequent phases of project, once more design details 
become available. Concur

X

No design details are available for fire equipment, and estimate is based on 
relevant cost book line item. Cost item can be reviewed in subsequent phases 
of project, once more design details become available. Concur

X

SFWMD is responsible for certifying the lands, and all anticipated lands 
needed for the project have been identified. Please see Real Estate Appendix 
for details. Concur

X

The land is majority existing pasture-land, and little amount of old citrus 
groves. Grubbing will be limited, and current unit price is in line with other on-
going projects in the area. Concur

X

Material cost will be adjusted to increase unit price for silt fencing. Concur
X
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122 Todd Bednar

123 Dave Friesen

124 Todd Bednar

125 Dave Friesen

126 Todd Bednar

127 Dave Friesen

128 Todd Bednar

129 Dave Friesen

130 Dave Friesen

131 Todd Bednar

132 Dave Friesen

133 Dave Friesen

134 Todd Bednar 

135 Dave Friesen

136 Todd Bednar

137 Todd Bednar

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Current unit price is based on recent contracted price for C-43 project, and 
totals to $19.21/sf. Adjustments to crews and labor rates are on going, and 
new unit price will be within the $20-25/sf range. Concur

X

Land acquisition and easements will be acquired after the project receives 
Congressional Authorization. Concur

X

MCACES software does not have the "vsf" unit of measure, therefore SF will 
remain in use. Concur X

Agree. Environmentally sensitive areas will be avoided if possible. Concur

X

Tax rate has been updated to 7.5%. Concur
X

According to the Savings Clause Analysis, the project cannot impact offsite 
adjacent landowners, and the analysis indicates that there are no offsite 
impacts. In addition, there are dam safety features for flooding such as a 
seepage canal. No additional lands for flooding are required. Concur

X

This is a risk discussed in the CSRA. Also labor rates have been increased to 
include additional wages to entice workers in the region. Subsequent phases 
of the project will look at this in more detail, but this risk is accounted for in 
the estimate and contingency development. Concur

X

Lands and Damages were evaluated in the Risk Register.  Land ownership 
does have a high risk of impacting the schedule. Discussions with the 
landowner have been initiated. Land acquisition will occur after the project is 
Congressionally Authorized. Concur

X

Acknowledged. Concur
X

Acknowledged. This is accounted for in the CSRA risk register. Concur

X

Acknowledged. Concur
X

Acknowledged. If HTRW is identified, SFWMD will be responsible for the 
assessment, remediation and cost associated with these activities. Concur X

Subsequent phases of project will revise schedule. Currently, a conservative 
schedule has been developed and coordinated with local sponsors and 
USACE. No change at this time. Concur

X

Discussions with the landowner have been initiated. Concur
X

Subsequent phases of project will revise schedule. Currently, a conservative 
schedule has been developed and coordinated with local sponsors and 
USACE. No change at this time. Concur

X

Subsequent phases of project will revise schedule. Currently, a conservative 
schedule has been developed and coordinated with local sponsors and 
USACE. No change at this time. Concur

X
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138 Kevin Shelton

139 Kevin Shelton

140 Kevin Shelton

141 Renee Murch

142 Jhon Arbelaez-Novak

143 Dusty Miller

144 Todd Bednar

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

We agree, and there's a distinction made between the time a response can 
be expected vs the time a response might be detected due to project vs 
climate variability. We feel the 3rd to last paragraph on p. D.1-15 explains 
that this is not a short-term extreme monitoring time-frame, but should be 
expected to cover 5-10 years to account for climate variability, etc. In other 
words, it's a response that could be seen in the short-term, but would be 
evaluated over a longer time period to assess real trends and causal factors. 

The explanation of the monitoring period is noted and 
acceptable.  The 50% reduction criteria proposed for 
the monitoring of  "SAV and EAV, cyanobacteria, 
phytoplankton and sportfish" will be evaluated in the 
nearshore areas where changes in "lake stages have 
the most immediate impact" and are subject to high 
variability is appropriate. Snail kite reductions below 
the 3-year moving average will detect fairly small 
changes before significant losses occur.  The criteria for 
a large reduction in wading bird abundance is still a 
concern. A 50% reduction in wading bird population 
"throughout the marsh" would be alarming. 

We concur that such a large reduction in wading bird 
abundance sounds concerning, however, both nest 
numbers and foraging numbers within and between 
seasons can be highly variable on the Lake. It's not 
uncommon for us to see >50% declines in nesting 
numbers from one year to the next, or a 3-fold 
increase, for example. Most of that is tied to climate 
variability and water management decisions, though 
conditions outside the lake can also affect wading bird 
activity within the levee (they can forage in the 
watershed and nest in the lake). Due to the high 
variability in our monitoring data, we would need to 
see significant reductions relative to historical 
variation, and see that across several years and 
climatic conditions. While a decline of half sounds 
concerning, the highly variable use of the lake by 
these indicators makes it hard for us to detect changes 
at higher levels of sensitivity.  

X

Table updated. Concur

X

Text updated. Concur
X

A reference will be added to direct readers to the Modeling Documentation 
Report. An added reference should be sufficient.

X

No changes were made. The name of current operations is LORS08 which is 
the abbrieviated 2008 Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule. Response noted. X

The public would fish for whatever naturally recruited within the reservoir, 
which would likely be both native and invasive exotic species; there would be 
no stocking of game fish species.  Littering can be managed with enforceable 
rules, information, garbage cans, regular pick-up service, and law 
enforcement; although illegal dumping will always be an issue in remote 
areas. Lead ammo is prohibited for use in waterfowl and alligator hunting 
over water.  As of now, the only boats that would likely be permitted for use 
in the Reservoir would be canoes/kayaks/electric trolling motors (possibly 
small outboards <25 h.p.?) as in the A-1 FEB in Palm Beach County, where a 
limited number of quota hunting permits are issued Fri-Sun during the 
hunting season only. Either way, the numbers of users will be limited using 
the District’s Special Use Licensing system, FWC hunting quotas, and hours of 
operation to minimize the impacts of public use.  Dogs will be prohibited 
except for retrievers during hunting season, which will have minimal impact 
on nutrient input into this 11,000 acre reservoir. Restroom waste is self-
contained in underground vaults.  The parking area will be relatively small 
with approximately 40 parking spaces total.  All District lands and CERP 
projects are open for public use.  Recreation activities at planned large 
reservoirs will be adjusted accordingly for safe use.  The recreation features 
are designed for passive use and not to negatively impact the planned 
feature or have impacts to water quality. Concur

X

No design information is available for generators, as such a cost book item 
was used. A more expensive cost book item will be used to increase cost for 
generators. Concur

X
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145 Todd Bednar

146 Dave Friesen

147 Dave Friesen

148 Terry Hull

149 Zan Kugler

150 Zan Kugler

151 Zan Kugler

152 Zan Kugler

153 Zan Kugler

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

Steel grating cost will be increased. Concur

X

Upon Congressional Authorization of the project, under CERP it is the 
responsibility of the non-federal sponsor to provide the lands needed for the 
project. Concur

X

Agree. Lands and Damages were evaluated in the Risk Register that inform 
the cost estimate. A 54% contingency has been added to the project cost to 
account for unknowns and risk. Concur

X

Wave setup was not included in the overtopping assessment. This is not 
typically done since wave setup is a highly localized affect and to a large 
extent is implicit to the wave overtopping equations in EurOtop, which are 
based on physical model tests which reproduce wave setup for the given 
water level and wave conditions.

 The EurOtop manual indicates “there is, in general, no requirement to add 
on an additional water level increase for wave set-up when calculating 
overtopping discharges using the methods reported in this document unless 
the foreshore is very long and very gently (sic). In that case numerical models 
should give the wave set-up one or two wave lengths in front of the toe of 
the structure.”

We will check the potential influence wave setup could have at LOCAR the 
week of January 8 when our modeler returns from PTO and provide an 
updated response.

Concur; I think the foreshore physiography may meet 
the conditions requiring modeling or other 
consideration, but I just wanted to bring it to your 
attention. 

We checked the potential for additional wave setup 
using the hydrodynamic model, MIKE21-HD alone to 
model the response of the LOCAR East Cell to the wind 
and water levels from Design Case 2 and linked with 
the spectral wave model, MIKE21-SW. Differences in 
water levels approximately 1 and 2 wavelengths 
(approximately 100 and 200 feet) from the 
embankment toe were increases of 0.014 meters (0.55 
inches) and 0.001 meters (0.04 inches), respectively.  
This difference is not significant for the embankment 
design.

X

The text in Section A.12.2.6, Model Studies, has been revised to address this 
comment by requiring that a physical model study be completed during the 
PED phase. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Calculations have been revised to include 0.5 feet headloss through the trash 
rack.

Concur with revisions. Designer to confirm the 
maximum static head is minimum water level in the 
intake to the high point of the flow stream. I can't find 
any mention of the pump intake low water shut-off 
stage in the static head calculations.  

X

Design concept was modified to reduce the siphon recovery to less than 28 
feet by raising the saxophone dissipator in the reservoir.  The siphon recovery 
limit was identified as an item to be addressed in the PED phase. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Critical depth was added for the discharge pipe. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Table was revised to include pump low water shut off and Hp.

Concur. Assume low water shut-off within the intake 
was based on the canal design low water stage minus 
the trash rack loss?

X
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154 Zan Kugler

155 Zan Kugler

156 Zan Kugler

157 Zan Kugler

158 Zan Kugler

159 Zan Kugler

160 Zan Kugler

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

The design capacity for S-84+ of 9,000 cfs (which is the 100% SPF peak 
discharge rate to C-41A upstream of S-84+) is explained in Section A.5.3.3, as 
the flow capacity needed at S-84+ to allow for a peak discharge rate from the 
reervoir of 1,500 cfs during the PMP and storms with less precipitation.  A 
sentence has been added at the end of Section A.1.2 to point the reader to 
Section A.5.3.3 for more information concerning the design capacity of S-84+.  
S-84+ has been designed to be gated spillway that is siilar to the design of S-
84 and S-84X.  The S-84 and S-84X bays each have an ogee weir as shown on 
the record drawings for these structures. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Note was added to include the FSI losses in the PED Phase. No additional comments, Concur.
X

A sentence has been added to the end of Sections A.13.1.1 through A.13.1.4 
to address this comment. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Trash screening angle varies by manufacturer, i.e. hydro components uses 70 
degress, duperon uses 60 degress. Text was modified to indicate that the 
trash rack angle may vary based on raker type selected during the PED phase.

Concur with text change response however the review 
of the text modification indicated: "The screening 
system consists of heavy-duty bars with a 3-inch clear 
spacing set on an 60° angle" Also note: If there is a 
possibility for the presence of manatees, the maximum 
inclination shall be determined to conform with the 
permit requirements of the FWC/FDEP and confirmed 
with the rake MANUFACTURER.  

X

Text has been revised to reflect direct coupled electric motors. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Concur, text was revised to clarify. No additional comments, Concur.

X

A requirement for a physical model study was added. No additional comments, Concur.

X
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161 Zan Kugler

162 Zan Kugler

163 Zan Kugler

Response Backcheck Response2
Comment 
Closed

The extension of electrical service to PS-2 is already discussed in Section 
A.13.1.2 and shown in Annex E-1; therefore, this sentence has been deleted 
from A.12.2.8.  See response to Comment No. 156. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Section A.4.4.1 has been revised to address this comment. No additional comments, Concur.

X

Text was added to reflect water lubricated bearings. No additional comments, Concur.

X


	APPENDIX H TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENTATION
	September 2023 IEPR
	December 2023 IEPR
	August 2023 Technical and Quality Review
	January 2024 Agency Technical Review



