
 
 

Back Bay Study Public Talking Points 
 
The Army Corps’ Miami-Dade Back Bay Coastal Storm Risk Reduction Management Study 
programmatic EIS is focused on reducing coastal storm risk (i.e. storm surge and storm-related 
flooding). This study proposes a tentative plan for storm surge reduction measures for our coastal 
community.  
 
These talking points are intended to inform you or your organization’s independent comment 
letter or campaign for grassroots comments.  
 
All comments should be submitted to the Corps via email at  
MDBB-CSRMStudy@usace.army.mil before July 20, 2020. Please also copy all County 
Commissioners by emailing: district1@miamidade.gov, district2@miamidade.gov, 
district3@miamidade.gov, district4@miamidade.gov, district5@miamidade.gov, 
district6@miamidade.gov, district7@miamidade.gov, district8@miamidade.gov, 
district9@miamidade.gov, district10@miamidade.gov, district11@miamidade.gov, 
district12@miamidade.gov, district13@miamidade.gov 
 
 
Tentatively Selected Plan: Summary of what the Army Corps is proposing 
 

• Overall cost of $4.6 billion, with a 35% cost share from the local sponsor, Miami-Dade 
County 

• A mile-long, up to 35 ft. high and 50 ft. wide wall down the Brickell waterfront installed 
in the footprint of Biscayne Bay itself  

• Flood gates on the Miami River, Biscayne Canal, Little River Canal along with 
associated floodwalls and pump stations 

• Elevating and flood-proofing residential and non-residential structures in Aventura, 
Golden Beach, North Beach, and South Beach 

• Elevating and flood-proofing residential and non-residential structures that would be on 
the “flood side” of the floodwall, including Arch Creek, Little River, and Miami River 

• Floodproofing fire stations, medical facilities, police stations, evacuation centers, 
wastewater and drinking water facilities, emergency operation centers, airports, and 
railway substations 

• Mangrove planting at Cutler Bay 
• No living shoreline and coral reef restoration projects were included  

 



Recommendations to Improve the Proposed Plan 
• Miami needs major investments in storm surge and sea level rise resilience. This study 

represents a significant and important opportunity for our community to leverage billions 
of dollars in federal investment.  
 

• There are many existing opportunities and resources available to improve the tentatively 
selected plan. 

 
• We look forward to working with the Army Corps and Miami-Dade County on a locally-

preferred plan that support the community and the environment while also providing 
flood risk reduction.  

 
• Components of a locally-preferred plan option should include: 

o Ensure equitable distribution of this $4.6 billion investment to support and protect 
under-resourced communities.  

o Stormwater projects that improve retention, flow, and filtration 
o Fortify Miami Dade’s wastewater treatment plants 
o Include septic to sewer conversion in the plan, focusing on key areas, like Little 

River and Arch Creek. 
o Include existing recommendations from resiliency strategies’ NBBF 

recommendations, such as Resilient 305 or the SE Florida Climate Compact, and 
the NFWF SE Coral Restoration Hub 

 
Concerns and Challenges with th Current Tentatively Selected Plan 

 
• As written, this plan will not be acceptable for the community: it is too harmful to the 

environment, creates equity problems, exposes certain areas to increased flood risk, and 
does not address – or even worsens – routine flooding from sea level rise. 
 

• The study does not leverage existing community-based resiliency plans, such as the 
Urban Land Institute panel, Resilient305, the SE Florida Climate Compact, Miami 
Forever, NFWF Coral Restoration Hub 
 

• The study fails to adequately consider nature and nature-based features, as the Corps is 
required to do by Congress pursuant to the 2016 WIIN Act. The proposal does not meet 
the WIIN Act requirements because it only states that no site-specific living shoreline and 
coral projects were identified. It does not discuss these nature and nature-based features 
further.  

 
• At a minimum, this proposal should not exacerbate flooding from sea level rise. This 

proposal may negatively impact our stormwater system by altering drainage, which is 
already failing due to sea level rise.  
 

• Rain-based flooding during storms could become worse are a result of the flood barriers. 
 



• This proposal leaves out fortifications for our sewage treatment plants. 
 

• This proposal does not consider the impact of the projects on water quality in Biscayne 
Bay, for example, due to pumping stormwater or altering flow. 

 
• The floodwalls proposed in this tentative plan are problematic because flooding could be 

made worse on the “outside” of the flood barrier, creating “winners” and “losers and 
disrupting neighborhoods.” 
 

• This plan could disrupt neighborhoods, and has echoes of past projects that harmed 
communities by building highways through them – such as Overtown.  

 
• The Brickell floodwall is placed within the footprint of Biscayne Bay and this will cause 

unacceptable impacts to habitat, recreation, viewscapes, and wildlife.  
 

• Details on buyouts and use of eminent domain are not available. 
 

• The Army Corps’ cost benefit analysis formula overemphasizes property values, resulting 
in chronically inequitably distributed federal investments (i.e. areas with higher property 
values get more flood protection). 

 
• It is unclear whether -- or how -- social vulnerability criteria were applied to structural 

features.  
 
• The proposal identifies septic contamination during storms as an issue, but does not 

propose fixing septic-related risk. Septic to sewer conversions in high risk areas such as 
Little River and Arch Creek should be included in this proposal.  

 
• The many public comments submitted asking for green infrastructure in this proposal, 

were largely ignored. 
 

• Living shoreline opportunities, coral reef and dune restoration, and construction of mangrove 
barrier islands were prematurely screened out of the process.   

 
• Green stormwater treatment, increasing permeability of surfaces, and environmentally 

friendly seawalls were not considered.  
 

 
 
 
 

 


