
       
 
July 29, 2020 
  
Susan L. Conner 
Chief, Planning and Policy Branch 
Norfolk District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
  
Dear Ms. Conner: 
  
We thank you for the opportunity to submit the following comments on the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (“Army Corps”) Back Bay Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility 
Study. This study represents a significant and important occasion to address the urgent 
storm surge and other climate change-related risks to the Miami-Dade County 
community.   
 
In summary: 

While mitigating coastal storm risk, the plan must: 

● Put public health and safety first 
● Equitably invest in under-resourced communities 
● Avoid worsening sea level rise-based flooding impacts, and ideally to improve 

routine flooding 
● Avoid disrupting neighborhoods by building walls 
● Avoid creating environment damage with the construction and operation of new 

infrastructure, such as walls 
● Leverage existing, community-based resiliency plans, such as Resilient305 and 

others 

The specific components of a locally-preferred plan should include: 

● Investments in stormwater retrofits to improve retention areas, treatment and 
filtration 

● Investments in septic to sewer conversion, especially in Little River and Arch 
Creek areas 

● Fortifications of the County’s sewage treatment plants 
● Living shorelines/green infrastructure 
● Coral restoration of the only near-shore coral reef in the continental U.S. 

While we recognize the critical need for resiliency investment, we find that this Tentatively 
Selected Plan (TSP) is problematic. The TSP inflicts unacceptable environmental harm, 



 

exacerbates equity issues, and ignores -- or worsens -- chronic flooding from sea level 
rise. Not only does this proposal fail to adequately consider nature and nature-based 
features (NNBF) as opportunities for flood control, but it also negatively impacts our 
environment. While we do support the fortification of critical infrastructure included in the 
proposal, key infrastructure are omitted, such as Miami-Dade’s sewage treatment plants. 
This TSP did not leverage existing resiliency strategies produced by the community, nor 
did it incorporate stakeholder preferences and comments. In short, this proposal 
represents a $4.6 billion missed opportunity to create meaningful resilience in our 
community. We hope you will work with us to develop a locally preferred alternative the 
community can embrace. 
 
According to NOAA, nuisance flooding in the coastal U.S. is between 300 to 900% more 
frequent than it was 50 years ago. This will continue to be exacerbated with sea level rise 
and coastal storms and, as such, should be addressed as these projects and 
recommendations advance towards implementation. In order to fulfill the goals of this 
study and the needs of the community, we make suggestions here that we hope will guide 
the County and the Army Corps towards a “locally preferred plan,” which will address 
storm risk while also improving the environment and our community. We understand that 
many of these projects are outside of the Army Corps’ typical approach, but we also find 
multiple lines of support for these approaches within the Army Corps’ own initiatives, 
guidelines, and directives from Congress. We are excited about the opportunity that this 
revised plan presents to work with the Army Corps and Miami-Dade County. 
 
A healthy, productive coastline is an economic priority. 
While the scope of this TSP is focused on protecting critical infrastructure, the economic 
and fundamental value of a healthy Biscayne Bay must be paramount. The Bay fuels a 
booming tourism-based economy, contributing more than $12 billion in economic output, 
supporting over 137,000 jobs, and generating $600 million in tax revenue to the county 
annually. The TSP’s focus solely on grey infrastructure diminishes the ecological, 
recreation, and real estate values associated with Biscayne Bay. The TSP misses the 
clear multiple benefits that could be achieved by floodproofing through incorporating living 
shorelines and other nature and nature-based features (NNBFs), such as coral reef 
restoration and mangrove island development -- including “blended” grey-green 
infrastructure options. 
 
Significant maritime navigation dangers and environmental damages are anticipated if 
the TSP advances as proposed with a mile-long, 20’ high surge barrier installed within 
the footprint of Biscayne Bay. The proposed floodwall additionally seems to run contrary 
to the goals of current County, State, and federally protected species and habitat 
restoration goals (pages ~88-96), as well as the County’s Biscayne Bay protection goals. 



 

Furthermore, the study does not currently include costs for mitigation to account for the 
large-scale environmental impacts noted, such as to seagrass, corals, and other species 
in Biscayne Bay, which is a state aquatic preserve and an Outstanding Florida Water. 
 
In 2010, the Army Corps began its “Engineering with Nature” initiative to assist with 
incorporation of NNBFs into flood control projects. As of 2016’s WIIN Act, Congress 
specifically directed the Army Corps to consider natural and nature-based features 
(NNBFs) in planning hurricane and storm damage reduction and flood control risk projects 
(33 U.S.C. §2289a).1 Yet this proposal does not identify a single, site-specific living 
shoreline or coral restoration project, saying only “[l]iving shorelines and coral reefs were 
considered as well as possible NNBFs, however, no site-specific locations for these types 
of NNBFs were identified during plan formulation or during the Environmental Interagency 
Meetings so these NNBFs were not selected as potential NNBFs for this study and 
therefore, are not further discussed.” (page iv) The absence of a single site-specific 
location for either living shorelines or coral reef restoration in the TSP demonstrates that 
the Corps did not adequately “consider” NNBFs during the scoping process. While the 
Back Bay study mentions a mangrove-based project in Cutler Bay, but does not provide 
any details about the project, including location, acreage, etc. This basic information 
should be included at this stage for public input. 
 
Many public efforts have already identified NBBF opportunities in Miami-Dade. For 
example,  the Resilient 305 project under the 100 Resilient Cities program, which 
conducted exhaustive stakeholder work and developed a unique collaboration between 
Miami-Dade County, the City of Miami, and the City of Miami Beach supported by The 
Miami Foundation and local universities. This study should build on the work that came 
out of that and other stakeholder-led processes. In none of these strategies, for example, 
is a 20-foot high seawall along the waterfront of a vibrant neighborhood proposed, nor 
through a neighborhood. That is because the floodwall proposals are not supported by 
this community and will undoubtedly face opposition. Rather, the community and local 
experts overwhelmingly identify a preference for green infrastructure in almost all 
stakeholder-based processes (Catalyst Miami Community Visioning Workshops and then 
Climate & Health Community surveys 2019-2020, City of Miami Climate-Ready Miami 
Surveys). Resilient305 identified five focus areas within their objective of Enhancing 
Natural Systems, which include: 1) Preserve and Restore Biscayne Bay, 2) Build Reef 
Biodiversity and Defenses, 3) Bolster Our Beaches, 4) Expand Nature-Based 
Infrastructure, and 5) Integrate Resilience into Parks and Open Spaces.   
 

                                                
1 Congressional Research Service report, “Flood Risk Reduction from Natural and Nature-Based 
Features: Army Corps of Engineers Authorities” (April 2020) 



 

Some examples for site-specific living shoreline projects that came out of Resilient305 
and other strategies include:  
 

● The South Dade Wetlands Project, supporting Everglades restoration 
● Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands 
● The Indian Creek Living Shoreline Project 
● The Arch Creek Drainage Basin Project 
● The Julia Tuttle Causeway Shoreline Enhancement Project 
● Virginia Key 
● Rickenbacker Causeway Islands 
● Watson Island 
● Wagner Creek 
● Alice Wainwright 
● Greynolds Park 
● Morningside Park 
● Jose Marti Park (also along the Miami River, which is a priority area for this 

proposal) 
● Sewell Park 
● Legion Park 
● Alton Road Park 
● Maurice A. Ferre Park 
● Margaret Pace Park 
● “End of road” green spaces 

 
The recent City of Miami initiative with respect to Jose Marti Park resilient redesign is a 
good model for stakeholder engagement with integrated and thoughtful planning. Curtis 
and Rogers recently presented the following ideas for the Jose Marti Park Adaptive 
Redesign, following stakeholder feedback, community inclusion, and environmental 
benefits in their resilient approach: 



 

 
 
NNBFs have been proven to provide benefits often at significantly lower costs, particularly 
when considered over the lifetime of the project and when sea level rise is considered, 
including: 

● Enhanced fish foraging habitat by restoring seagrass and deploying oysters to 
improve water quality, providing a food source and affecting the overall health of 
the ecosystem and economy (Cheong et al. 2013); 

● Oyster reefs can provide an economic value between $5,500 and $99,000 per 
hectare per year and recover costs in 2 to 14 years (Grabowski et al. 2012); 

● Coral reefs reduce wave heights by an average of 70%, salt marshes by 72%, 
mangroves by 31%, and seagrass/kelp beds by 36%. (Narayan et al. 2016); 

● Mangrove restoration can be two to five times less expensive than certain 
structural measures like breakwaters (Narayan et al. 2016); 

● Coastal wetlands in the U.S. were estimated to provide $23.2 billion per year in 
storm protection services alone based on a regression model of 34 major 
hurricanes to hit the U.S. since 1980; a loss of 1 hectare of wetland in the model 
corresponded with increased average storm damages of $33,000 from specific 
storms (Costanza et al., 2008); 

● Coastal restoration, especially repairing coral reef damaged in the 2013-2015 port 
expansion project, could leverage other federal resources for storm surge-based 
restoration, including grants from NFWF; 



 

● If the extensive coral, mangrove and seagrass ecosystems that line Florida at 
present persist in the face of development and climate change, it is predicted that 
these habitats will reduce the exposure of nearly US $4 billion of home property 
values within 1 km of the coastline by 2100, up from US$0.7 billion at present 
(Arkema et al. 2013); 

● Coastal dunes also yield substantial economic benefits by reducing damage to 
built infrastructure during severe storms (USACE 2013). 

● Rella and Miller (2014) found that, particularly in regions with rapid sea level rise, 
sites with ecologically enhanced features had lower long term costs than those 
with hard armoring 

● Beck et al.’s (2019)  “Valuing the Flood Risk Reduction Benefit of Florida’s 
Mangroves” found that mangroves averted $1.5 billion in damages during 
Hurricane Irma, including in developed areas with only thin strands of mangrove 
remaining, and protected 626,000 people.  

The FAQs on the Army Corps’ website state, “[a]lthough the value of green infrastructure 
(or “NNBF”) is recognized and acknowledged, it is difficult to quantify the benefits of the 
NNBFs in the context of coastal storm risk. This Coastal Storm Risk Management study 
must quantify how the NNBF will significantly reduce damage to the community.  These 
features have been difficult to justify within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Planning 
process.”2 However, the following federal resources are available specifically to model 
and quantify the benefits of implementation for NBBF. It does not appear from the study 
that any of these resources were utilized or considered: (adapted from  NWF “The 
Protective Value of Nature” report 2020)  
 

● Army Corps’ own Engineering with Nature (EWN) program, which advances 
practices to align natural processes with engineering design, including 
implementation of NBBF (Bridges et al. 2014, Bridges et al. 2015).  

● The Environmental Protection Agency’s Green Infrastructure Modeling Toolkit 
(U.S. EPA 2019b) 

● The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s report, Innovative Drought and 
Flood Mitigation Projects  

● U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Conservation Effects Assessment Project  
● National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s searchable Green 

Infrastructure Effectiveness Database 
● Beck et al.’s “Valuing the Flood Risk Reduction Benefit of Florida’s Mangroves” 

 

                                                
2 <<https://www.saj.usace.army.mil/MiamiDadeBackBayCSRMFeasibilityStudy/Accessed 
July 1, 2020>>.  



 

The Nature Conservancy’s CoastalResilience.org mapping tool also provides the 
following opportunities for nature-based resilience features (screenshot example below): 
 

 
 
The Urban Land Institute (ULI) panel (2019) recommended short-term and immediate 
projects to “install green infrastructure throughout vulnerable neighborhoods adjacent to 
the Miami River.” (page 29) The ULI panel’s report specifically makes suggestions, but 
notably also does not recommend a 20-foot high seawall along the Brickell waterfront. 

  
 
 



 

 
The Back Bay study is the ideal opportunity to meaningfully incorporate NBBFs for storm 
surge mitigation and benefits for sea level rise protection. Currently, the TSP features 
leave Miami-Dade County vulnerable to massive impacts while NNBFs have the ability to 
address both issues. We urge the Corps to prioritize projects that have these “triple 
bottom line benefits.”   
 
We request that the Corps conduct an assessment of synergistic benefits that could come 
from the use of the Multiple Lines of Defense Strategy (MLODS). Hardened infrastructure 
can work to a degree, however, various living shoreline projects can work in tandem with 
these and already existing structures to provide even more protection than they could on 
their own -- at a lower cost. Examples in coastal Louisiana have shown the MLODS 
technique to work as levees, marsh creation, reefs, stormwater/drainage management, 
evacuation routes, and nonstructural elements work together to protect local communities 
from coastal storms (Lopez 2009). 
 



 

 
Illustration of the MLODS for Coastal Louisiana as developed by the Pontchartrain Conservancy. 
 
Finally, the study does not currently include costs for mitigation to account for the large-
scale environmental impacts proposed by the construction of structural elements, such 
as to seagrass, corals, and other species or the project’s impacts on water quality. We 
also find that the area of seagrass and other habitat predicted to be impacted by the 
Brickell floodwall is a vast underestimate. All of these environmental impacts to the 
Biscayne Bay Aquatic Preserve and Outstanding Florida Water and its wildlife and habitat 
would have to be mitigated for, and these costs must be included to properly value the 
cost-benefit analysis and to ensure the proper authorization levels to complete the project. 
 
The TSP Should Include Coral Reef Restoration.  
Ferrario et al. 2014 states that coral reefs can reduce wave energy by 97%, with the 
storm-surge benefits increasing in areas of high human population. Beck (2018) found 
the loss of 1m of reef height would result in twice the amount of built capital at risk from 
storm surge. Storlazzi et al (2019) found that coral reefs save more than $1.8 billion in 
avoided damages from coastal storms in the U.S. Coral reefs have been shown to reduce 
wave heights by an average of 70%, salt marshes by 72%, mangroves by 31%, and 
seagrass/kelp beds by 36%. (Narayan et al. 2016). The Resilient305 strategy also 
identifies coral restoration as a recommendation to protect against storm-related impacts 
(page 43).  
 
 The Army Corps’ “Engineering with Nature” initiative website says that NBBFs provide 
an “opportunity for both the flood risk management community and ecosystem restoration 
community.”3 The website specifically includes coral reefs as one of the features that can 
attenuate waves and provide flood protection. Despite this, as stated above, this study 
reports that no coral reef restoration projects were identified. In the public webinar (June 
11, 2020), the Corps stated that they assumed that coral reef restoration would not 
provide enough flood protection (but did not provide any additional analysis for this 
supposition), and therefore they did not consider coral reef options further. Blended 
options combining artificial offshore structures with coral outplantings were also not 

                                                
3 https://ewn.el.erdc.dren.mil/nnbf.html <<Accessed July 1, 2020>> 



 

considered, despite these blended approaches being used by the Corps recently as 
mitigation for coral impacts (Miami Harbor Phase III & Port Everglades Navigation 
Improvement Project mitigation plan).  
 
As the only nearshore coral reef in the continental U.S., the Florida Reef Tract, in fact, 
represents one of the only locations to conduct coral reef restoration for storm surge 
protection in a cost effective manner.  If the Army Corps is not considering coral reef 
restoration for storm risk reduction for this project (and for Monroe County’s study), then 
it likely never will.  
 
There are many public resources available for identifying coral restoration locations; Beck 
et al. provides one example. A Miami-Dade research group recently received federal 
funding for coral restoration for storm surge from the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation (NFWF). The $6 million project called “Enhancing the Resilience and Climate 
Readiness of South Florida’s Most Vulnerable and Valuable Shorelines Through Coral 
Reef Restoration: From Coral Colonies to Coastlines (FL)” will run from 2020-2022. 
Investment in coral restoration by the Army Corps would therefore leverage other federal 
funds in this area.   
 
Additionally, as impacts from the Army Corps’ Miami Harbor Expansion Project (2013-
2015) damaged hundreds of acres of coral reef, and those impacts have still not been 
mitigated, leaving our community more vulnerable to storm surge. A coral reef restoration 
project for this proposal would therefore seem to be a key approach to any coastal storm 
risk reduction plan.  
 
 
Stormwater impacts may exacerbate flooding from sea level rise and water quality 
problems. 
This proposal acknowledges the possibility of its negative impact on the functioning of the 
County’s stormwater system.  The study acknowledges that floodwalls may disrupt 
stormwater drainage and flow, thus increasing sea level rise flooding risk and adding 
additional costs to the local sponsor. The floodwalls, which may require additional pumps 
to mitigate for stormwater flow disruption, could also have a negative impact on water 
quality. These issues have not been adequately quantified nor addressed in the TSP with 
an assessment of impacts, mitigation plans, and associated costs. We urge the Army 
Corps to consider including stormwater retrofits in this plan, which will address storm 
surge, sea level rise, and water quality concerns. Plans that increase water retention, 
decrease the speed of water movement, and that clean and treat the water, would reduce 
risk. This study presents a good opportunity to coordinate with the City of Miami as it 
updates its Stormwater Master Plan. The City of Miami has also been working with 



 

designers to examine options for blue-green infrastructure, such as the designs shown 
below. 
 

 
 
 
Wastewater Treatment Facility Fortifications Should be Included.  
We strongly recommend the inclusion of our County’s three wastewater treatment 
facilities in this proposal, as they represent highly vulnerable and critical infrastructure. 
This was identified as an “Opportunity” on page 164: “Increase resiliency, structural 
integrity, and reliability of critical infrastructure.” During Hurricane Irma over 6 million 
gallons of wastewater spilled from the Virginia Key plant alone.  For example, the South 
Dade Wastewater Treatment plant is just west of 87th Avenue near Blackpoint Marina 
and near the South Dade landfill. As 87th avenue crosses the C1 canal, when a storm 
surge comes in, water currently comes up the canal through the open control structures. 
A small floodgate on the C1 canal and raising the L31 levee near the South Dade 
Wastewater treatment and flood proofing would protect the area from most storm surges 
in a low cost manner. 
 
Septic to Sewer Conversions Should be Featured in this Proposal. 
There are over 100,000 septic tanks in Miami-Dade County, and the County estimates 
that 56% of them are already compromised part of the year due to elevated water tables 
-- a number that is expected to rise with sea levels (Miami-Dade County 2018). The study 



 

includes a robust discussion of septic tank issues from EIS pages 37-42, stating, “[d]uring 
storms many more (58,349) parcels are impacted,” and recognizes that compromised 
septic tanks create public health risks, stating “[w]hen septic systems are compromised, 
bacteria, viruses, as well as organic waste material is not properly treated and filtered by 
surrounding soils and enters the groundwater, or during storms and high tides, surface 
water.”  The proposal also identifies septic conversion as an opportunity for desirable 
future outcomes, stating, “12. Reduce public and environmental health risks associated 
with failing septic systems affected by chronic and episodic flooding” (page 164) 
 
In particular, there are over 45,000 septic tanks that are severely at risk of failure in the 
Biscayne Canal, Little River, and Arch Creek areas. Many of these are older septic tanks 
that were “grandfathered in” on lot sizes that are much too small for their drainage fields 
and were installed when only 6 inches of unsaturated soil below the drainfield was 
required, in contrast to the current requirement of 2 to 4 feet. The water quality in the 
canals that are proximate to these septic tanks is highly impaired. These neighborhoods 
are also identified as focus areas of this study.   
 
Septic to sewer conversion is also a priority of the local sponsor, Miami-Dade County, 
and the City of Miami. Miami Dade County Resolution R-1160-19 states, “wherever 
located, septic systems may present environmental concerns and are potentially 
vulnerable to the effects of sea level rise…..the importance of eliminating septic systems 
and converting to sewer system connections extends beyond the local and state level, 
with the federal government playing an active role in water quality issues.” The study 
states, “[f]urther, MDC is undertaking a large-scale effort to reduce the number of septic 
systems in problem areas.” (page 42) However, we are not aware of such an effort by the 
County. Please provide further information about this County effort. 
 
Despite pointing out septic tanks as a storm vulnerability, the proposal does not make 
any attempt to address septic tanks. We feel that this is a major missed opportunity to 
reduce coastal storm risk, protect public health, improve environmental conditions, and 
distribute equitable flood risk investment. For these reasons, we strongly recommend 
septic to sewer conversion to be included in a locally preferred plan.  
 
Planning for the most extreme scenario will better prepare Miami-Dade County for 
the future. 
We are pleased to see that the Army Corps is using the high curve scenario for estimating 
future sea level rise and recognizes that NOAA predictions are even higher. It is 
encouraging to see that USACE will be using NOAA’s high curve for this study before a 
Final Recommended Plan is approved. However, it is unclear if the Corps has assessed 
both the effects of sea level rise (SLR) and Tropical Cyclone (TC) climatology change. 



 

The historical 100-year flood level is anticipated to occur every 1–30 years in the 
southeast Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico regions in the late 21st century. It is important also 
to note that current flood risk mapping from the US Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) does not currently account for the effects of climate change. 
  
Recognizing the long-term implementation timeline and changing risk projections, as well 
as opportunities for new science and innovation, we request this project include a 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management (MAM) plan. We also request that, as National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation comes out for site-specific locations, 
project specific MAM plans be implemented as well. A MAM plan can be important in 
addressing the risks and uncertainties associated with failure of the system. 
 
Concern for Social Vulnerability, Community, and Equity are raised by this 
proposal. 
The Army Corps states that one of the “desirable future outcomes” of this proposal is to 
“[r]educe coastal storm-related economic damage and improve economic resiliency of the 
local economy and communities – particularly low-income communities and vulnerable 
populations” (EIS page 163).  However, the cost benefit analysis formula applied by the 
Army Corps perpetuates inequitable investment in wealthier areas by relying on property 
value loss calculations. This also means that, as in this study, high income areas like 
Golden Beach, which the average home value is in excess of $4 million4, are identified 
for assistance with non-structural investment for over 184 residential properties5. 
Meanwhile, it appears that the southern half of the county was excluded from investment 
in the TSP, although it is unclear whether this is a construct of reduced density, storm 
surge vulnerability or property values.  While this study did assess mortality, social 
vulnerability criteria to select its focus areas, criteria need to be clearly applied in the 
comparison and selection of project features.  
 
Public safety must be the primary goal of this initiative.  We support some of the proposed 
investment in fortifying and floodproofing critical infrastructure, such as fire stations, 
medical facilities, police stations, evacuation centers, wastewater and drinking water 
facilities, emergency operation centers, airports, and railway substations that are 
important to protect community health. However, it is difficult to tell from the study exactly 
which communities would get these investments, and what these would entail.   
 
Affordable housing stock is a key driver of public health and economic recovery in this 
community where over 60% of renters pay more than 30% of their salary on housing.  
This analysis should quantify affordable housing units at risk as critical infrastructure and 

                                                
4 According to Zillow.com 
5 https://www.miamiherald.com/news/local/environment/article244092232.html 



 

include metrics on the number of residents protected in the cost benefit analysis to ensure 
life safety is on par with property values in evaluating the worthiness of project features. 
 
Community resilience requires comprehensive and innovative solutions 
Efforts by the Army Corps or Miami-Dade County on this project that are not 
complemented by policy solutions are unwise long-term investments of taxpayer dollars.  
The unique challenges of COVID-19 have limited the ability of members of the community 
to thoughtfully engage with this project within the 3x3x3 constraints of the Corps feasibility 
study.  A more expansive dialogue and planning process, such as was undertaken in the 
Central Everglades Planning Project (CEPP), is appropriate to an effort of this size and 
scope. In order to achieve success, deference must be given to Miami-Dade County to 
act as the local sponsor and, with the support and technical assistance of the Army Corps 
jointly develop a locally preferred alternative to garner residents’ support for this 
significant expenditure.  
 

We urge the Corps to shift this proposal toward equitably-distributed investments in green 
and natural infrastructure, coral restoration, stormwater retrofits, and living shorelines. 
Further, we propose that fortification of the sewage treatment plants become a key feature 
of this proposal. We also urge the Army Corps and their local partner, Miami-Dade 
County, to incorporate the conversion of vulnerable septic tanks to sewer and stormwater 
retrofits, particularly in Little River and Arch Creek neighborhoods. In all of these options, 
we suggest utilizing stakeholder focused reports and strategies that have already been 
produced in selecting alternatives, such as the Resilient305 strategy, Urban Land Institute 
report, the Southeast Florida Climate Compact, CEPP, and others.  Local stakeholders 
have a vision for our future and consistently identify opportunities for green infrastructure 
or for blending green and gray infrastructure. 



 

 

(Graphic courtesy of Curtis and Rogers Design Studio) 

 
National Environmental Policy Act Considerations 
NEPA provides that any agency undertaking a major federal action must take a hard look 
at the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our “basic national charter for protection of 
the environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(a). Its purpose is to “promote efforts which will 
prevent or eliminate damage to the environment.” 42 U.S.C. § 4321. NEPA provides that 
any agency undertaking a major federal action must take a hard look at the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
 
Congress enacted NEPA to require federal agencies to incorporate environmental 
concerns into the decision-making process. 42 U.S.C. § 4331(a)-(b). In furtherance of this 
goal, NEPA compels federal agencies to evaluate prospectively the environmental 
impacts of proposed actions that they carry out, fund, or authorize and to ensure that the 
public is given a meaningful opportunity to participate in the decision-making process. 
“NEPA’s purpose is not to generate paperwork—even excellent paperwork—but to foster 
excellent action.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(c).  
 
In compliance with NEPA, we urge the Corps to fully analyze all alternatives available by 
relying on the best available science. By issuing an EIS that fails to meet the standards 
laid out in NEPA, its implementing regulations, and governing precedent, the Corps could 



 

be acting in a manner that is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, and not in 
accordance with law. 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706. 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our “basic national charter for protection 
of the environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(a). Its purpose is to “promote efforts which will 
prevent or eliminate damage to the environment.” 42 U.S.C. § 4321.  We look forward to 
continuing to participate in the process and partner with USACE and Miami-Dade County 
to ensure a cost-effective plan that is anchored in local knowledge and values can be 
developed to make Miami-Dade County more resilient. 
  
Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide additional information or assistance. 
  
Respectfully, 
 
Dawn Shirreffs, Florida Director  
Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Rachel Silverstein, Ph.D., Executive Director 
Miami Waterkeeper 
 
Yoca Ardit-Rocha, Executive Director 
The CLEO Institute 
 
Rebecca Fishman Lipsey, President and CEO  
The Miami Foundation  
 
 
 
 


