September 20, 2006

Colonel Paul Grosskrueger

District Engineer

US Army Corps of Engineers

Jacksonville District

701 San Marco Blvd.

Jacksonville, FL  32207-8175

Re:  LORS Draft Supplemental EIS

Dear Colonel Grosskrueger:

I enjoyed meeting you at the Martin County public hearing on the Supplemental EIS and look forward to meeting privately with you to further discuss the St. Lucie River and its relationship to Lake Okeechobee and CERP.

We appreciate the Corps offering the opportunity to comment on the new proposed LORS.  Following are our comments.  

1. The most obvious shortcoming of the proposed LORS is allowing Lake O levels (up to 17.25’) high enough to create a 10% probability of Dike failure.  Both Corps and SFWMD studies indicate Dike failure has become more likely over time due to repeated and excessively high Lake levels experienced during the Run 25 and WSE schedules, and associated damages to the Dike.   A 10% probability of failure is far too high to be an acceptable risk of public safety.

2. It has more recently become understood that extreme low levels (below 11’) also damage the Dike, due to oxidation of organic matter contained within it.  The proposed forward pumps to expand water supply at low Lake levels increase the frequency and duration of low Lake levels and thus increases Dike damages and risk of failure.

3. Both 1 and 2 above are direct effects of storing and supplying EAA irrigation water in the Lake.  The sugar industry has never suffered a documented crop loss due to either drought or flood.  Sacrificing public safety for perfect sugar production is not acceptable public policy.

4. With the apparent exception of the SFWMD Governing Board, the rest of world understands the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation significantly affects the relationship between rainfall and stormwater runoff in Florida.  The most recent switch into the warm (wet) phase took place in 1994-95.  Modeling Lake O schedules using the SFWMM model and 1965-2000 period of record effectively averages six warm phase years with 30 cool (dry) phase years.  This severely distorts the modeled LORS behavior versus what will actually occur under the most probable near-term climate conditions.   

5. One obvious result of this modeling is that it overestimates water shortages and underestimates the frequency of high level local basin runoff volumes and Lake O regulatory release impacts to the coastal estuaries.   

6. Using this modeling to compare the proposed LORS to CERP performance measures is worse than useless because it is so misleading.  Climatologists generally agree that the trend from dry to wet AMO is not a monotonic trend, it is more like a switch function.  The CERP performance measures were established using the 1965-1995 period of record, all dry cycle years.  CERP performance measures would be different if the wet cycle weather pattern had been used to establish them.

7. It is unacceptable that SFWMD prevents Lake O flows south.  We realize the proposed schedule does not include new construction features, but significant southern flow is required to share the adversity.  SFWMD must be convinced that the taxpayers in the District deserve some of the STA capacity they are paying to build and operate for Lake O, it cannot all be dedicated to the EAA.  We understand this is not a Corps problem, but hope the Corps will be firm in requiring the District provide adequate treatment capacity south to manage Lake O safely and fairly during development of the next LORS. 

8. Further, the SFWMM model maintains the EAA water table 18” below ground regardless of the status of every other variable in the system, to the extent that the EAA essentially receives perfect drainage and perfect water supply while the estuaries are trashed and public safety threatened.  

9. The current STA’s were designed to treat 1.4M acre-feet of water a year, of which 250,000 acre-feet was to be Lake O water.  The EAA is draining more like 2M af per year during the AMO wet cycle, which is leading the District to construct more STA capacity for the EAA.  We find it bitterly ironic that the only action SFWMD is taking to acknowledge the reality of AMO is building more EAA drainage water quality treatment.

10. Arguments that the AMO cycle is not predictable enough to use in modeling or water management are moot.  If the measured Atlantic sea surface temperature is above the criterion for the warm (wet) phase, we must manage for the wet cycle and focus more on conveyance.  When it eventually flips back to the cool (dry) phase, we should alter management accordingly and focus more on storage. 

11. The revised Decision Tree Part 1 calls for Maximum Practicable Releases to the WCA’s under many common flood control conditions.  However, SFWMD has recently restricted Lake O releases to WCA’s to 63,000 acre feet a year (Appendix E) because all the water quality treatment capacity in the STA’s is being used up, and then some, by EAA drainage.  In reality SFWMD is allowing no Lake O water to go through the STA’s, and has no current plans to build any STA capacity for Lake O.  What is the point of having a decision tree in a regulatory schedule for an action SFMWD has prohibited? 

12. New Decision Tree Part 3 is still too confining to enable prompt and appropriate action under unusual climatic conditions.  We are assured climatic conditions will not be per the modeling used for this LORS, and the Corps needs more flexibility to react as early as possible to reduce damages to the Dike, Lake and coastal estuaries. 

13. Pulse releases, even level I, damage the St. Lucie Estuary when they are repeated in succession.  We have assembled the salinity evidence to prove this and have transmitted same to the Corps.  In short, 500 cfs continuous from Canals C-44, 23 and 24 combined drops salinity in the Middle Estuary to 15 ppt.  The South Fork drops to 4 ppt with 500 cfs from C-44 only.  So we have to expect oysters cannot survive in the South Fork under any significant freshwater flow.  However, the Middle Estuary can support oysters at 500 cfs, and some are better than none.  So we would propose continuous Lake O releases of 500 cfs when Canals C-44, 23 and 24 are not running, dropping Lake O releases to zero when they are running above 500 cfs collectively, and when they are running less than 500 cfs collectively, making up the difference with Lake O discharges.  This discharge rate would be in effect at all times the lake is above 12’ during the wet season, but would be tapered off in the spring oyster and fish spawn to 200 cfs, then gradually raised back to 500 cfs around June.  

14. We recommend all other outlets be treated similarly according to their tolerance for freshwater stress, as the AMO wet cycle averages about 1.5 M acre-feet a year excess water in Lake O, and all the tidal outlets for the Lake suffer under higher level regulatory discharges.  We view our proposal for low constant releases as “salinity envelope” maintenance, and believe that a relatively constant salinity gradient in estuaries varying from lower in wet season to higher in dry season is preferable to extreme variations caused by Lake O regulatory releases, including pulses sent east.  However, we also believe each estuary has its own unique characteristics and that local knowledge is essential for fine tuning each in terms of rate and pattern of freshwater releases.

15. The rates of discharge to tidewater in the LORS should be more flexible, with provisions for coordinating with locals on how much water can be released with minimal damage.  The overall schedule goal should be about 2000 cfs capacity from all outlets, and all outlets, including south, should be in use as much of the time as possible.

16. We want to be clear that we do not want nor need Lake O water in the St. Lucie Estuary.  When the IRL Plan is completed, the infrastructure to send excess freshwater in the local basin via 10 mile Creek to the North Fork will exist, and this will be far more desirable than the current South Fork C-44 release pattern, as 10 mile Creek was historically the major freshwater source for the St. Lucie.

17. We appreciate the limits the Corps must operate under, and believe the public should be better informed within the SEIS as to why many of these limits (such as failure to send water south) are results of SFWMD, not Corps, policy.  

18. Despite myriad flaws in this proposed LORS, we believe it the best effort the Corps has made to date in regulating the Lake, that improvements to Lake health are critical, and we encourage further improvements addressing the comments herein be made prior to LORS adoption.

Thank you for your consideration, and please do not hesitate to request clarification if needed.

Sincerely,

F. D. Bud Jordan

President, St. Lucie River Initiative
C:  Pete Milam

     Dennis Duke

     Andrew Geller

