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*AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY PROVIDED BY
PICKETT & ASSOCIATES, INC., DATED 2015.
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OUTLINE

eptual Restoration Plan (Sara-Char)
aI Sand Sources
shore Hardbottom Resources

4;‘—' C 'ceptual Opinion of Probable Project
Costs

e Funding Approaches
e Summary



HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
2003: Sarasota Charlotte Beach Erosmn Study

0 _ Analysis, Physical & Natural Resource Assessment,
__ial Sand Sources, Costs, Funding Approaches
Ch Restoration Plan — Regional Alternative
"= Blind Pass Park (S) to Chadwick Park (C)
-m —H* storical Erosion Rate — 0.9 ft/yr 1.1 cy/ft/yr
~  — Small area of exposed hardbottom @ County Line
- _ Beach Nourishment to Address Chronic Erosion (R156-R13)
— 42,600 ft 150-ft wide berm 52 cy/ft
— 2.2 Mil cy $22 Million (2003 Dollars)
— 50 / 50 Split amongst stakeholders for support



" CONCEPTUAL RESTORATION PLANS

Criteria: 2001-2015 Erosion Analysis Upm
I Berm Width —
fi to Design Beach Along Revetments (75 ft)
for Background Erosion & Design Storm Event
_ .___-,e es ~ 150 ft to 180 ft
B8-Year Nourishment Interval
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Beach Fill Volume

- _' —~ 52 cy / ft (2001-03 study recommendation)
— ~ 11 cy / ft for design storm event

 Three Restoration Plans

— Stand Alone (R1-R15), Regional Plan (R173-R15),
Charlotte County Existing Project Extension (R1-R18)
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\CONCEPMUAIERIAN VIEW. & TYPICAL SECTIONS

*AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY PROVIDED BY
PICKETT & ASSOCIATES, INC., DATED 2015.
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DESIGN MEAN HIGH WATER

BEACH FILL TOE
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PERMITTED MANASOTA KEY
RENOURISHMENT BEACH FILL
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LEGEND: DISTANCE FROM MONUMENT (FEET)
—— = 2015 MONITORING SURVEY

= DESIGN BEACH FILL

= ADVANCED NOURISHMENT

= PERMITTED TEMPLATE (2015 CHARLOTTE COUNTY
EROSION CONTROL PROJEC
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POTENTIAL SAND SOURCES

e County Erosion Control Project
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BARASI LA CHARLOTTE
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* Desktop Analysis, Remote Sensing, Diver Survey
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— Exposed patches from Sara into Char

— Continuous exposure between R2.5 - R4 (4.25 acres)
— Low to medium relief (generally < 12 “)

— Turf algae & Sponge Communities

— Mitigation will be required (Artificial Reefs)




CONCERPTUAL OPINION OF

S PROBABLE.PROJIECTHCOSTS
epared Order of Magnitude Budgets — Initial Const

xpressed in 2019 Dollars)
obilization / Demobilization; Beach Fill; Mitigation

Total Cost Cost/Mile Unit Cost W/O Unit Cost
Mitigation) W/ Mitigation

#1 (R1-R15 $24,215,000 $9,068,000 $18.92 $27.52

#2 (R173-R15)  $38,808,000 $8,488,000 $20.29 $25.20
#3 (R1-R18) $26,822,000 $8,282,000 $18.00 $25.07

e Incremental Design Template
— 75 — 105 ft wide berm:; Reduce Volume — 40%-45%
— Reduce Costs — 21%-28%




FUNDING APPROACHES > p—

—

-
-

[N e ey
g P

'y L
ol
i

i .

L R Ry

1, | LT
E Act

"'Il"'ilr

= S
" <
___1‘._...-—
e
———
el
oy = =

ea __E?I"'_anagement Funding Assistance Program
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~ — Municipal Services Benefit Unit (MSBU)

- Municipal Services Taxing Unit (MSTU)
— Tourist Development Council Bed Tax
— Other ?



Plan Plan Plan

v | S| s | e | BEACH MANAGEMENT

Severity of Erosion 1.2 0.9 6.0

Threat to Upland Structures 1.3 1.0 0.7 F U N D I N G

Recreational/Economic Benefits 2.4 2.7
ASSISTANCE

USACE Project Agreement

Availability of FEMA Funding

Congressional Authorization
PROGRAM

10-Year Comp. Financial Plan *

Designated Funding Source *

Third Party Funding

Quarterly Reporting Potential to

Active Permits

Secured Local Funds Increase Ran klng

Previous Cost Sharing

Enhanced Longevity

Previously Restored Shoreline

Release of Appropriation

5
5
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2
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1
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State Cost Sharing Percentage

Nourishment Interval

= Length of Publicly Accessible
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Mitigating Inlet Effects

Innovative Technologies

Shoreline / Eligible Project

Technologies New to Florida

Length

Nesting Sea Turtle Refuges
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Project Length

Construction Phase Projects

Economic Impact

Advanced Placement Loss

Erosion into Design Profile

Total




" MSBU APPROACHES -
Benefits gl

~ ___“___ =
iry Benefit: Storm Protection (reduced risk of storm

—d

dary Benefits: Enhanced Property Values,
tion, Environmental, Tourism

==—— o€ _ 'rildary: 20% - 40% of Project Benefits (Typ)

= '—j'Z{)ne A - all beachfront properties - 100% Storm
Protection (Typ)

— %_?ne) B - all off-beach properties - 0% Storm Protection
yp



a Jness to Pay Fair Share

-::;. yortunities for Public Beach Access Points

#.'f-...

= Opportunltles for Public Parking

e« Support MSBU to Provide Funding on Local Level
— Zone Designation
— Zone Apportionment
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