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Mark your calendar for the
2010 FSBPA Annual Meeting
September 22-24 * Hyatt Regency Clearwater Beach Resort
Make plans to attend the Florida Shore & Beach Preservation’s 54th Annual
Meeting, September 22‐24 at the Hyatt Regency Clearwater Beach Resort.
This new venue with beautiful Gulf
views will be available to attendees at
the rate of $119 (deluxe suite) over the
conference dates. FSBPA will be
paying special tribute to hometown
heroes and old friends. There will be
View from the Hyatt Regency Clearwater Resort (balcony)
looking onto the beach
invited presentations on the U.S.
Supreme Court decision, the status of
oil and gas drilling in Florida waters, and the financial health of Florida’s
beach nourishment program.
With the beautiful setting and the varied presentations, this will be an
exceptional conference. We hope you can join us!
Limited Call for Papers
With pre‐planned panel sessions and invited presentations already
determined, we will have a limited call for papers. The deadline is Friday,

Blind Pass
The Success Criteria

June 11, 2010. For complete details, please visit www.fsbpa.com/call.htm
continued on the next page

Palm Beach County DERM Monthly Report
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About Shoreline
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Award Nominations
The Awards Committee is accepting nominations through Friday, July 16, 2010. The nomination form and
complete details can be found at www.fsbpa.com/awards.htm
Looking Ahead
Also, mark your calendar for the 2011 National Conference on Beach Preservation Technology to be held
February 9‐11, 2011, at the Hyatt Regency in Jacksonville, Florida. The Jacksonville Riverwalk site will offer a
great setting, and the area beaches are home of one of the state’s oldest nourishment projects.
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Governmental Update
By Debbie Flack (4/1/10)
Wednesday (March 31) marked the official midway point of the 2010
Legislative Session. More importantly, the past two days have seen each chamber
pass their separate appropriations bills. After returning from the Easter weekend,
we will be looking for a much anticipated first draft of the House Select Policy
Council on Strategic and Economic Planning bill on offshore oil and gas drilling in
Florida waters. We will also be looking for the Senate President’s and House
Speaker’s announcements appointing conferees for the appropriations conference
process. Shortly thereafter, the sprint to the finish line will begin, hopefully
concluding on April 30.

BEACH FUNDING
In last month’s Shoreline, FSBPA’s legislative advocacy strategy for securing state funding for beach
projects was described. It was purposely narrow -- success measured by survival and sustaining a base
foundation to fight another day. Corresponding objectives were:
1) Securing some level of funding for a select few beach projects
2) Preserving the existing documentary stamp tax allocation in statute. ($30 million annually or 2.12%)
3) Preserving the beach trust fund (Ecosystem Management and Restoration Trust Fund)
FSBPA is pleased to report that we are enjoying success on all fronts -- but in
this process that could change significantly and at any point in time. I am, however,
quite confident that because of language and allocations in both the Senate and
House appropriations bills the EMRTF will be in place for FY 10-11.
With passage of the separate House and Senate appropriations bills, Florida’s
beach management program goes into budget conference negotiations with a wellfunded Bureau of Beaches and Coastal Systems, and $5.2 million for beach projects
in the House and $15 million for beach projects in the Senate version.
It is not hard to figure out what position Lisa and I will be advocating. We ask you, as well, to urge
lawmakers to support the Senate funding position and proviso in Conference.
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LEGISLATION
At the mid-way point, the House’s workshop “information-gathering” phase of the oil and gas
discussion has finally come to an end. A draft House bill is expected to be unveiled in the next week or two.
Given this relatively late date, it may or may not come to a vote in the House before the end of session.
However, President Obama’s announcement, may fast-forward the House agenda for this session to take
advantage of the largely symbolic “opening” of areas within the eastern Gulf to drilling in federal waters.
There isn’t any indication the Florida Senate will bring this issue, this year, to the floor.

FSBPA has had ample opportunity to input our “expert” competing use
issue of protecting offshore sand resources for future beach nourishment in
an oil and gas drilling environment. Following FSBPA’s council workshop
presentation by Tom Campbell and myself, we had the recent opportunity to
submit a policy matrix on leasing and the regulatory process, to be considered
when drafting the proposed oil and gas drilling legislation.

The Senate has not yet considered the subject in committee and is not expected to formally act on
legislation this session. However, with a bill filed this session by the next Senate President, 2011 is the
obvious target -- but a lot can happen between now and then!
FSBPA has played a responsible role in the subject debate.
Our advocacy efforts to date exceed all earlier expectations. The May issue of Shoreline will detail
the final outcome as part of a 2010 Legislative Session wrap-up.
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Inventory of Local Government Resolutions
on Oil and Gas Exploration and Production
Since the introduction of HB 1219 last year in the Florida House of Representatives, which proposed lifting
the ban on drilling for oil and gas in state waters, FSBPA has been assembling local government
resolutions on the subject. FSBPA continues to appreciate and respect that our individual member cities
and counties each have their own positions on this
issue, but we felt it worth publishing the inventory of
resolutions as compiled to date.
With the oil and gas discussion continuing this
Legislative Session, FSBPA continues to comment on one issue that is of importance to all of our coastal
member cities and counties – the issue of identifying and protecting our dwindling offshore sand resources
in the context of oil and gas exploration. House committee meetings have discussed this and other
competing uses, including the need to further inventory our sand resources, and we expect to continue to
be part of the discussion as the House moves forward with expected legislation during this second half of
the Legislative Session.
The table (click here to view table) includes related local government resolutions, passed in the last 2
years, that FSBPA is currently aware of. Notably, we’ve included a column in the table indicating whether
each resolution mentions offshore sand resources. We plan to continue updating the list as new resolutions
are passed. If your local government has passed a resolution recently that you don’t see on this list, please
send it to FSBPA: Lisa Armbruster at larmbruster@sustainablebeaches.com.
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USACE Jacksonville District
Update on Proposed Revisions to the Principles & Guidelines
The Economic and Environmental Principles & Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources
Implementation Studies, more commonly referred to as the Principles & Guidelines (P&G), was published
in 1983 by the U.S. Water Resources Council. The intent of this document is to ensure proper and
consistent planning by federal agencies. It is the current federal document that the Corps uses as guidance
to formulate and evaluate water resources projects.
Section 2031 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2007 directed the Assistant Secretary of
the Army for Civil Works (ASA (CW)) to revise the 1983 P&G. While this section of WRDA applies
specifically to Corps’ projects, the proposed revisions have been drafted more broadly to allow for their
possible application by other federal water resource agencies currently covered by the P&G. The first
revisions being made are to chapter 1 of the current P&G, called the Principles and Standards (P&S).
One big change in the proposed P&S that would affect the planning of Hurricane and Storm Damage
Reduction Projects, along with other types of projects, is that there is no “NED rule”. Under current policy,
selection of a recommended plan is based on maximizing National Economic Development (NED) Benefits.
In the proposed revisions environmental quality and other social effects will be considered more heavily
along with economic development for plan selection. The proposal also calls for a minimum benefit-cost
ratio (BCR) of 1.5, rather than the current minimum BCR of 1, for projects with primarily monetary benefits.
The higher BCR would result in projects that are more likely to provide a positive net economic return on
the federal and local investment. However if non-monetary benefits are of National significance and
represent a majority of the total benefits then plans may be considered with a BCR less than 1.
Some other issues addressed in the proposed P&S include accounting for ecosystem services, watershed
and ecosystem-based approaches, the use of monetary and non-monetary terms for benefits and costs,
risk and uncertainty including climate change, public safety, and environmental justice. The proposed
Principles and Standard may be found at http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/Pages/pgr.aspx.
P&G Revision Milestones:
 November 2007- Section 2031 of WRDA 2007 directed the ASA (CW) to revise the 1983 P&G.
March 2008 - The ASA (CW) directed the Corps to initiate revisions in two phases; the first phase
consisting of revisions to Chapter 1, Principles and Standards (P&S), and the second phase revising the
Guidelines and Procedures chapters which make up the rest of the P&G.
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 June 2008 - A public information meeting was held to gather input on the proposed revisions, and a
Corps draft was submitted to the ASA (CW).
 February 2009 - The draft P&S was submitted to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and
agency heads were asked to review the draft.
 April to November 2009 - An interagency working group revised the P&S, solicited public input, and
conducted formal agency policy review.
 December 2009 - The CEQ publicly released the draft P&S and sent the draft to the National Academy
of Sciences for peer review.
 Looking forward - Interagency Guidelines to implement the P&S will need to be developed, agencies will
be tasked with developing Agency Specific Procedures, and the president will need to sign the P&S. Final
Guidelines and Procedures will follow.

Back to Main Page

April 2010

Brevard County Shore Protection Project ‐‐ South Reach
Guy Weeks – Project Manager / Bureau of Beaches and Coastal Systems, DEP
Mike McGarry ‐ Project Manager / Brevard County
The South Reach section of the Brevard County Shore Protection Project includes 3.8 miles of Atlantic Ocean
shoreline. Brevard South Reach is located approximately 22 miles south of Port Canaveral Harbor entrance and 14.5
miles north of Sebastian Inlet. The project area begins near Flug Avenue in the Town of Indialantic and continues
southward through the Town of Melbourne Beach to Spessard Holland Park (FDEP Range Monuments R118.3‐R139).
The Liberty Island, a 315 ft. trailing suction hopper dredge owned by Great Lakes Dredge and Dock Company, began
dredging on February 14, 2010. Initially, sand was pumped northward from the discharge pipe located at Sixth
Avenue in the Town of Indialantic toward the northern project boundary at Flug Avenue. This segment was
completed on February 25th. Great Lakes Dredge and Dock then began placing sand moving southward from Sixth
Avenue toward the southern end of the project area.

Figure A. Discharge pipe near R-123 in Indialantic on February 15, 2010 (Brevard County)
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The Liberty Island placed 235,487 cubic yards of sand on the Brevard South Reach beaches. The project was then
temporarily suspended on March 1st, as schedule demands required that the dredge demobilize to complete another
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) project in North Carolina. Work is scheduled to resume on the Brevard South
Reach project by March 26th. Great Lakes will be mobilizing additional dredges to the project area in early April to
insure that the project is completed before the beginning of turtle nesting season on May 1, 2010. Over 400,000
cubic yards of additional sand are expected to be placed when the project resumes.
Since the construction of the federal navigation channel at Port Canaveral in the early 1950’s, Brevard County has
been investigating solutions to offset the impacts of the inlet that prevent the southerly transport of sand along the
Brevard County shoreline. Federal participation in a feasibility study for a beach erosion control project for the cities
of Cape Canaveral, Indialantic and Melbourne Beach was originally authorized by Congress in 1968. Geotechnical
investigations conducted in 1975/1976 identified no beach compatible material offshore from the project area.
However, an initial restoration of the Indialantic/Melbourne Beach project was constructed in 1980‐81 by the Corps
using 540,000 cubic yards of sand transferred via truck haul. The sand source for the project was maintenance
dredge material excavated during construction of the Trident Basin in Canaveral Harbor. Long term maintenance
material for beach nourishment was intended to be provided from bypass material at Canaveral Inlet. However, in
1982, the design template of the Indialantic/Melbourne Beach project was abandoned when the Corps received
authorization to reorganize the Brevard County project in an effort to both lengthen the project boundary and
extend the expiration date of federal participation.
The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996 authorized a new federal feasibility study to be completed
by the Corps. Subsequently, the North Reach (R001‐R054.5) and the South Reach (R118.3‐R139) of the Brevard
County Shore Protection Project were authorized for restoration. The Mid‐Reach section was removed from the
recommended plan due to environmental concerns. With the federal authorization in place and a 56.3% federal cost
share established, the subsequent South Reach restoration was completed in two phases in 2002‐2003. Segment I
(R122.5‐R139) was completed in spring of 2002, with Segment II (R118.3‐R123.5) following a year later. Restoration
placed a combined total of 1.6 million cubic yards of sandy material on the South Reach beaches, using sand from
the Space Coast Shoals II and Canaveral Shoals II borrow areas.
In September 2004, just a year and a half after restoration, Hurricane Frances (Category 2) and Hurricane Jeanne
(Category 3) hit the east coast of Florida. Both hurricanes significantly impacted the east coast beaches, including
Brevard County. Over 500,000 cubic yards of sand moved out of the project area. Plans were immediately initiated
for an emergency nourishment of the Brevard South Reach project the following year. The 2005 emergency
nourishment placed another 578,910 cubic yards of sand from the Canaveral Shoals II borrow area. (Source: Olsen &
Associates, 3‐year post construction monitoring report of December 2008)
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Figure B. 2004 post-storm damage in South Reach project at Indialantic Ocean Beach (Wave Crest)
Park (R125) on October 3, 2004. (FDEP)

Figure C. 2005 post nourishment of South Reach project at Indialantic Ocean (Wave Crest) Park.
(R123) on May 3, 2005. (FDEP)
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Although Brevard South Reach was designed with a 6‐year nourishment interval, Hurricane Wilma, Tropical Storms
Fay and Noel, and a few nor’easters accelerated the need for nourishment to five years. Design of the second
nourishment was initiated in 2008 for this 2010 nourishment. A total of 650,000 cubic yards of sand are planned for
placement in the project area. Three borrow sources have been identified and permitted for the Brevard South
Reach: Space Coast Shoals, Canaveral Shoals Borrow Area and Canaveral Shoals Borrow Area II. Canaveral Shoals
Borrow Area II will be used for the 2010 nourishment. With a total estimated cost of $12.4 million, the federal
government will pay $7 million (56.3 percent), the state $2.6 million (20.8 percent) and the county $2.8 million (22.9
percent) for construction of the nourishment project.
The Brevard County Shore Protection Project has wide‐reaching benefits to Brevard County and the State of Florida.
For every one dollar spent on beach nourishment in Florida eight dollars are collected in state taxes paid by out‐of‐
state tourists and resident users of Florida’s beaches. (Source: FAU, 2003) Nourished beaches contribute to the
expanding federal, state, and local tax bases; increase sales, income, and employment opportunities from resident
and visitor spending; and, enhance property values by protecting the developed shorefront from storm surges and
prevent loss of upland property and protect wildlife habitat. For the Brevard South Reach 2010 nourishment alone,
it is estimated that three hundred and eight‐six new jobs will be created or twenty‐eight new jobs created for every
one million dollars spent on the beach nourishment project. (Source: American General Contractors ‐ AGC and
American Shore & Beach Preservation Association – ASBPA)

Figure F (left). Leatherback turtle nesting at night. (source unknown).
Figure G (Right). Hatchling turtles heading toward the open ocean. (source unknown).
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Nourishment of the South Reach project uses a “turtle friendly” sloped berm template and is expected to preserve
habitat for nesting marine turtles. Located just two miles south of the South Reach Project, the Archie Carr National
Wildlife Refuge covers approximately 20.5 miles of Atlantic Shoreline between Melbourne Beach and Wabasso
Beach. In 1991, Congress established the refuge through the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service to protect habitat for what
is the most significant area for loggerhead turtle nesting in the Western Hemisphere, and the most significant area
for green turtle nesting in North America. This is the only refuge in the State of Florida specifically dedicated to
marine turtles. Nourishment of the South Reach will not only sustain marine turtle nesting within the project
boundary but it will also act as a sand source/feeder beach for continued nourishment of the downdrift beaches
within the Refuge.

Marine Turtle Nesting Data

Loggerhead Turtle
Green Turtle
Leatherback Turtle
Total Nests
Average nests per mile
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2008
South Reach
Archie Carr
(3.8 miles)
NWR
(20.5 miles)
1,918
11,410
193
3,138
0
29
2,111
14,577
556
711

2009
South Reach
Archie Carr
(3.8 miles)
NWR
(20.5 miles)
1,111
10,374
63
1,332
0
41
1,174
11,747
309
573
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BLIND PASS
THE SUCCESS CRITERIA
Robert Neal, P.E., Coastal Engineer, Lee County Division of Natural Resources
Kris Thoemke, Ph.D., Senior Scientist, Coastal Engineering Consultants
Vadim Alymov, Ph.D., Coastal Modeler, Coastal Engineering Consultants
Project Description
Blind Pass is a historic natural coastal inlet that connects Pine Island Sound with the Gulf of Mexico between Sanibel
and Captiva Islands. The pass is one of eight systems in Lee County with Redfish Pass to the north and San Carlos
Bay to the south. Over the past 50 years Blind Pass has intermittently open and closed approximately half of the
time. A series of man‐made activities in and around the pass along with the opening of Redfish Pass in 1921 are
credited with the periodic closures.
In 2002, a collaborative effort between the J.N. ‘Ding’ Darling National Wildlife Refuge, City of Sanibel, Captiva
Erosion Prevention District (CEPD), Lee County, and the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection
was launched to restore and maintain the opening. The primary objective of the effort was to provide a stable pass
opening while minimizing environmental impacts.
The initial eight month project was completed in July 2009 and entailed maintenance dredging of 148,000 cubic
yards from the pass and interior system. Approximately 137,000 cyds were placed directly on the beach and
nearshore, while 11,000 cyds were removed to an upland site. The placement locations were dictated by sediment
characteristics analyzed during the design phase. Subsequent maintenance is expected on a five year cycle.
Although impacts to environmental habitats were minimized, they were not completely avoided. In order to meet
the established goals approximately 3/4 acre of seagrass (Halodule Wrightii), 1/4 acre of beach vegetation (Beach
Elder), and 1/6 acre of mangrove habitat were unavoidable. Figure 1 below shows the alignment prior to
construction and immediately post construction.
Physical and biological monitoring is required and extends through the project life (five years). Physical monitoring
includes shoreline and hydraulic measurements along with bathymetric surveys to address pass stability and
longshore sediment transport. Biological monitoring focuses on the mitigation processes to offset habitat loss within
the dredge footprint and the secondary impacts to the 500‐foot buffer zone surrounding the dredge footprint. The
mitigation effort also includes establishing new mangrove colonies and restoring alternate sea turtle nesting habitat.
Although all of the success criteria are important, the inlet hydraulics and seagrass mitigation rise to the forefront as
priorities. These variables will be the catalyst for success and the most difficult to control.
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Figure 1(a) Design Alignment Prior to Construction with Environmental Impacts
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Figure 1(b) Design Alignment Post Construction
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Hydraulic and Bathymetric Monitoring
Approximately 2 months after opening the pass hydraulic instruments were utilized to capture the tidal constituents.
Three Acoustic Doppler Current Profilers (ADCP’s) and two pressure sensitive tide gauges were installed for a period
of 28 days from October 10 to November 8, 2009. The ADCP’s were placed in locations to help identify the current
velocity through the system. Each instrument was located at a waterway entrance, including the throat of Blind Pass,
Roosevelt Channel, and Dinkins Bayou. The tide gauges were placed in the gulf and sound at locations beyond the
influence of channel. The deployment location of each instrument is shown in Figure 2 below.
Data was logged through two spring and two neap tide cycles and then used to determine hydraulic parameters of
the pass. Table 1 below shows the results. The equation used to compute the tidal prism is the Keulegan (1951)
expression,
P=

TV max A c
πC

where

P = tidal prism (ft3)
T = tidal period (s)
Vmax = maximum Velocity (ft/s)
Ac = Cross sectional Area (ft2) below MSL (‐0.6 ft. NAVD88)
C = parameter (0.86)
Table 1 – Blind Pass Hydraulic Parameters

Parameter
Gulf Maximum Tidal Range (ft)
Sound Maximum Tidal Range (ft)
Maximum Velocity (ft/s)
Cross‐Sectional Area (ft2)
Tidal Prism (ft3)

Value
3.3
3.0
4.3
1,165
82.9 x 106

The design intent was to establish a velocity above 3.5 ft/s through the gorge of Blind Pass to enable scouring of any
shoaling sediment. This milestone was met for the maximum velocity and will help maintain channel stability. The
average flow rate is also greater in the ebb tidal condition than flood condition. The average peak velocity during
ebb tidal cycles was measured at 2.9 ft/s, while the average peak food velocity was 2.7 ft/s. This suggests sediment is
predominately carried into the Gulf as opposed to the interior system.
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The cross sectional area of the inlet throat was also measured using hydrographic surveying methods. The
measurement totaled 1,165 ft2 and the design cross section equaled 1,500 ft2. Both of these measurements were
compared to an analysis completed by Mehta et al. (1991), where the stable cross section of Blind Pass is predicted
to be 1,345 ft2. This suggests the constructed opening as proposed is within the stable region; however, sediment
shoaling and infilling immediately after construction decreased the available pathway below the stability threshold.
Volume calculations conducted between bathymetric surveys post construction and six months later show the pass
is maintaining a relatively stable opening. The channel alignment has adjusted due to scouring of the channel banks.
Approximately 43,100 cyds were found to have been scoured off the shoreline adjacent to the inlet and 40,100 cyds
shoaled into the dredge area.
This adjustment of sediment has left the channel in a wide and shallow format respective to the deep and narrow
design. The design extended to a maximum depth of ‐11 ft NAVD88 with varying widths. The adjusted channel has a
governing depth of approximately ‐5 ft NAVD88; however the cross sectional area is consistent with the constructed
channel due to the scoured width.

Figure 2. Locations of
Deployed Tide Gauges
and ADCPs.
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Stability Analysis
Following the methodology of O’Brien and Dean (1972), an Escoffier analysis was conducted to analyze the stability
of Blind Pass based on the post‐construction hydrographic survey and hydraulic measurements.
The Escoffier analysis takes into account tidal forces, the present equilibrium conditions of the inlet, head losses of
water moving into and out of the inlet, frictional losses of water moving through the inlet, and the amount of inlet
length in which deposition of material can reasonably occur. Using these and other considerations, a relationship
between the maximum velocity of water moving through the inlet to the cross sectional area of the inlet was
developed (Figure 3). According to the relationship, the cross‐sectional area at the throat of the pass, equal to
approximately 1,165 ft2, corresponds to a maximum velocity of approximately 4.1 ft/s which agrees well with the
maximum measured velocity equaled 4.3 ft/s. The Escoffier curve indicates that Blind Pass was in stable condition
after construction was completed. A decrease in cross‐sectional area caused by deposition of sand into the inlet will
result in an increase in inlet velocity and an increase in scouring capacity. Conversely, any enlargement in cross‐
sectional area will result in a decrease in flow velocity and subsequent increase in deposition tendency to gradually
decrease the area back to the stable condition.

6
UNSTABLE AREAS
DEPOSITIONAL TENDENCY
(INLET CLOSES)

STABLE AREAS
SCOUR TENDENCY
(RESTORATION OF ORIGINAL EQUILIBRIUM AREA)

Figure 3. Escoffier Inlet
Stability Curve Developed
for Blind Pass.
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Physical monitoring results six months after construction show signs the initial construction was successful but also
raises concerns of future stability. The influx of sediment after construction has caused alterations in the channel
alignment and hydraulic properties. The peak velocity is maintaining a value sufficient for stability, but the mean
velocity over the lunar cycle may not be adequate. Monitoring efforts will continue so trends may be identified and
proper action taken to yield the most effective opportunity for long term success of the Blind Pass project.
Seagrass Monitoring
In accordance with DEP permit conditions for monitoring the secondary impacts of re‐opening Blind Pass to
seagrasses, a Time Zero Survey of seagrasses within a 500‐foot buffer of the channel footprint was conducted prior
to the commencement of dredging. Using the edges of the beds and the boundary of the buffer, five distinct areas of
seagrass (Area I – Area V) were identified. Qualitative and qualitative sampling of the seagrasses within the buffer
zone was performed by establishing 14 qualitative transects to identify the extent, general cover and species
composition of the seagrasses and 46 quantitative transects to assess the percent cover of seagrasses.
The DEP permit requires this seagrass survey to be repeated annually for five years. The First Annual Survey was
conducted two months after re‐opening of the pass. Halodule wrightii (shoal grass) was the dominate species
throughout the buffer area in both surveys. Thalassia testudinum (turtle grass) was detected in several areas near
the outer limits of the 500‐foot buffer of both surveys. The results from the two surveys indicate that the
boundaries, size and density of the seagrass areas changed after the pass was re‐opened. Only species composition
did not change.
Figure 4 compares the location of the edge and areas of seagrass beds from the Time Zero (pre‐construction) and
First Annual Surveys (post‐construction). The edge of the beds generally migrated away from the dredge footprint
and total acreage of seagrasses decreased by approximately 3.9 acres from 13.5 acres at Time Zero Survey to 9.6
acres at the First Annual Survey (Table 2).
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Figure 4. Seagrass Areas I –V, Time Zero and First Annual Surveys

Table 2. Seagrass Acreage Changes : Time Zero to First Annual Survey

Area
I
II
III
IV
V
Total

Time Zero
0.06
1.07
7.33
4.36
0.7
13.52

First Annual
0.07
0.08
5.56
3.89
0.01
9.61

Change
0.01
‐0.99
‐1.77
‐0.47
‐0.69
‐3.91

% Change
17.00
‐92.50
‐24.20
‐10.80
‐98.60
‐28.90

Area I was essentially unchanged. Areas II and V, which were some of the smaller areas at Time Zero and closest to
the dredge footprint, showed the most changes in the edge of bed and highest percentage of loss of area (92.5% for
Area II) and 98.6% for Area V (Table 2). For Area II the edge of bed migrated away from the dredge footprint and for
Area V only a few isolated patches of seagrass remained and no edge of bed was discernable (Figure 4).
Areas III and IV, the largest areas of seagrass, are located further from the footprint and experienced less change in
edge of bed and loss of area (24.3% loss for Area III and 10.8% loss for Area IV; Table 2). Area III showed a change in
the end of bed beginning near the end of the dredge cut and extending northward to the boundary of the buffer
zone. The change represents a migration of the edge of bed away from the channel along a portion of existing and
undredged portion of the channel (Figure 4).
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There was also an area of no seagrass that formed in the shallow natural channel that bisected Area II prior to the
Time Zero Survey (Figure 4). Field observations noted the increased current velocity resulting from re‐opening the
pass was resulting in erosion of the seagrass area closest to the northern end of the dredge footprint and deepening
of the natural channel resulting in loss of seagrass in that area.
The edge of bed changes in Area IV include a migration away from the dredge footprint at the southern end of Area
IV and some additional loss in the space separating Areas III and IV. Additionally, there was some expansion of the
edge of bed in the vicinity of the outer boundary of the 500‐foot buffer (Figure 4).
Locations of the fourteen qualitative and 46 quantitative transects that assess the extent, bed density, species
composition and seagrass cover in the 500’ buffer area are presented in Figure 5. The locations were chosen to
sample the array of existing habitats during Time Zero conditions. H. wrightii was present in all quantitative and
qualitative transects in which seagrass was found to occur. T. testudinum was known to occur in several areas within
the 500’ buffer area, however it was only present in the qualitative transects for Area I.

Figure 5. Qualitative (long) and Quantitative (short) Transects
Figures 6 and 7 show the areas of seagrass, species composition and density from Time Zero and the First Annual
Survey based on data from the edge of bed surveys and qualitative and quantitative sampling. The results of the
quantitative and qualitative samples revealed significant decreases in the density over most of the 500‐foot buffer
zone in which seagrass was found. The least affected seagrasses are the portions of Area III that are furthest from
the dredge footprint and near the boundary of the 500‐foot buffer.
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Figure 6. Time Zero Survey (Pre-construction) Seagrass Densities

Figure 7. First Annual Survey (Post-construction) Seagrass Densities
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Changes were detected in the sediment composition within the buffer zone from the Time Zero Survey to the First
Annual Survey. Area I remained essentially unchanged. In Areas II and V, where current velocities appeared to be
the greatest, the fine sand that was present in the Time Zero survey was absent and tightly packed and much coarser
sand was present. For Areas III and IV there was a crusty layer of medium grained sand present over the layer of the
fine sand that was prevalent in the Time Zero survey. It was most notable in Area IV and became progressively less
noticeable in Area II when moving away from the dredge footprint. Seagrasses in these areas tended to have short
blades that were narrow and lacked epiphytic growth suggesting this was new growth resulting from being covered
by a layer of sediment.
It is premature to draw definitive conclusions as the observations from this survey are considered to represent the
beginning of a period of adjustment for the seagrasses in the buffer zone. The dramatic change from a low current
velocity poorly flushed system to one with significantly higher current velocities and clearer water will impact the
seagrasses within the buffer zone.
Dredging required to re‐open Blind Pass also resulted in the direct loss of 0.72 acres of seagrasses. To mitigate for
this impact, the permit required creating a “Pole and Troll zone” in a nearby area of seagrasses and locating and
restoring prop scars in this area. Due to challenges associated with prop scar restoration, Lee County opted to
transplant seagrasses and monitor their survival to partially offset their mitigation obligation. Initial results suggest a
low survival rate of the transplanted seagrass however not enough time has passed to determine a survival rate.
Future monitoring will be considered concurrent with the Second Annual Survey.
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS
FSBPA Conferences
September 22‐24, 2010
FSBPA Annual Meeting
Hyatt Regency Clearwater Beach Resort
Clearwater Beach, FL
February 9‐11, 2011
National Conference on Beach Preservation Technology
Hyatt Regency Jacksonville Riverfront
Jacksonville, FL

OTHER DATES OF INTEREST
April 30, 2010
Florida Legislative Session scheduled to adjourn
October 13‐15, 2010
ASBPA National Coastal Conference
Charleston Marriott
Charleston, SC
February 7‐9, 2011
12th annual CIRP Workshop
Hyatt Regency Jacksonville Riverfront
Jacksonville, FL
May 2 ‐ 6, 2011
Coastal Sediments ‘11
Miami, Florida | Miami Regency Hyatt
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