
From: Byle, William 

Monday, April 05, 2010 

 

Mrs. Hindenach, 

 

While Mr. Ottolini suggested you might rethink your opinion if you had 

been involved with the group longer and had a better understanding of 

the circumstances of the Spreader issue.  Over the last 18 months of 

regular and subcommittee meetings, its my conclusion that most of the 

stakeholders who support leaving the dam out of the Spreader Canal are 

basing their position on two very flawed premises: 

 

First (flawed premise) -- the Spreader Canal was a poorly conceived 

idea that is a failure.  Although I disagree with Mr. Ottolini's 

conclusion, I agree with his belief that it   “...has not functioned in 

a fashion that mimics natural conditions or is beneficial to the 

environment”. 

 

In reality, the failure was not with the canal, but DEP's misguided 

efforts to maintain a berm along the west bank that would function (in 

an un-natural condition) like a weir and force stormwater to 'spread' 

(overflow) evenly along its seven mile length. Although not perfect, if 

they would replace the dam/boat lift at the south end and stop 

interfering with natures attempt to reconnect the tidal creeks to the 

upland runoff, the boat lift and ‘Spreader canal’ combo could, in fact, 

help stormwater runoff mimic natural conditions...by making sure 

stormwater runoff from north Cape Coral is directed into and maintain 

tidal stream habitat that is critically important to the productivity 

of many important species and the estuary.  In addition to performing 

this important water quantity function;  its creators no doubt expected 

it would provide  some water quality benefits associated with the water 

retention, which leads to their second fundamental flaw (which I 

believe they intentionally try to keep everyone focussed on to support 

their removal based agenda). 

 

Second (flawed premise)   -- While most of us agree some of the 

proposed Net Ecosystem Projects (like sewering, retention areas, 

fertilizer ordinance, etc) provide some environmental water quality 

benefits, dam removal supporters do not seem to understand that these 

proposed NEBs have absolutely nothing to do with offsetting the very 

serious adverse estuarine water quantity impacts of removing the dam 

and allowing one fourth of North Cape Coral's (now less treated, 

sediment laden) runoff to be diverted from the tidal streams all along 

the Spreader Canal and dumped into (and degrade) a relatively small, 

but ecologically very important shallow back bay of Matlacha Pass.  As 

such, they provide absolutely NO net ecosystem benefit to replacing the 

dam. 

 

Along these lines, Mr. Ottolini’s statement that “..a relocated 

boatlift is very likely to result in another breach in which over time, 

will result in the same tidal exchange and ultimately a waste of 

money.''....clearly reflects this flawed notion that it is bad when 

nature erodes (breaches) the man made berm so the tidal streams are 

reconnected to the freshwater 'stored' in the Spreader.  Dr. Aaron 

Adams, who has studied the estuarine ecology of these tidal streams has 

repeatedly told the stakeholders, others and me (again on April 2) that 

this 'tidal exchange' is exactly what is needed.   



Removing the dam will only reduce the hydrologic forces that can 

improve these tidal stream connections, continue the damaging 

discharges out the south end and seriously reduce estuarine 

productivity and health.   Considering that the old boat lift, built 

with 1970's tecnology, survived for 30 years with the west end abutting  

only tidal mangroves, I'm puzzled Mr. Ottolini and the DEP think the 

new lift would not survive at least that long....especially considering 

there is a 5 foot high, one acre upland island they could tie the new 

lift into (on the west side of the Spreader just north of the return 

wall of the new proposed location). 

 

ps-1:  I share your concern that not replacing the dam/boat lift will  

cause many, large, permanent direct, indirect, secondary and 

cummulative adverse impacts.  While it would be virtually impossible 

today for anyone to permit a new 100 slip marina in Matlacha Pass, an 

Aquatic Preserve, Outstanding Florida Water designated an 'Estuary of 

National Significance' with critical habitat for a number of protected 

species.....by not replacing the boat lift, the State is doing nothing 

less than permitting a 1,000 wet slip marina without requiring any 

local, state or federal environmental impact studies. 

 

ps -2:  As for the City getting NEB credit for requiring 'living 

shorelines' on new development.  There are at least a dozen reasons 

this provides no NEB.  In most cases, it will be very difficult to dump 

enough rock along these canals to create a five foot wide mangrove 

planting area at the right depth, much less have mangroves get 

established, require their continued survival through ownership 

changes, hurricanes, freezes, sea level rise, etc. 

 

Bill Byle 

Environmental Specialist 

Planning Division 

Environmental Section Charlotte County Growth Management Department  

18500 Murdock Circle 

Pt. Charlotte, Florida 33948 

 

 

 

 

---------- 

From: Ottolini, Roland 

Monday, April 05, 2010 

To: Nancy Hindenach 

 

Subject: RE: Urgent investigation, input and response regarding North  

Cape Spreader Ms. Hindenach, 

 

Thank you for your input to this very complex environmental issue.  I 

can assure you, Lee County cherishes our natural resources as you 

clearly do and has committed considerable hours and funding towards the 

stewardship and management of our waterways.  It is unfortunate that 

you have not been involved with the EMA process until just recently.  I 

think through participation you would have gained the appreciation (as 

most of the stakeholders have) of how complicated this system really 

is.  It has become blatantly obvious to many that the 70's era 

constructed spreader system has not functioned in a fashion that mimics 

natural conditions or is beneficial to the environment.  In fact the 



concept of spreader/ sheet flow in a tidal creek regime is physically 

challenging if not impossible.  A relocated boatlift is very likely to 

result in another breach in which over time, will result in the same 

tidal exchange and ultimately a waste of money. I appreciate your 

biological knowledge and observations; however I respectfully disagree 

with several of your points regarding the hydrodynamics and physical 

processes at stake.  I would be glad to meet with you in the field to 

discuss the details and certainly invite you to attend the next EMA 

meeting. 

 

Roland Ottolini, PE 

Director, Lee County Natural Resources 

 

 

---------- 

From: Nancy Hindenach  

Saturday, April 03, 2010 

To: Dist2, Bigelow; Dist3, Judah; Dist4, Hall; Dist5, Mann 

Subject: Urgent investigation, input and response regarding North Cape  

Spreader 

 

03 April 2010 

Honorable Lady and Gentlemen, 

 

As you know, work on the Ceitus Boat Lift/Barrier Ecosystem Management 

Agreement has been ongoing for nearly two years. At this point, it 

appears that process has abandoned efforts to limit and control the 23-

25% total outflow of the North Cape Spreader south (through the former 

site of the Barrier) directly into the open waters of the east bay of 

Matlacha Pass. 

 

As a professional biologist with thirty years' of direct observations 

of the east bay of Matlacha Pass, the negative environmental impacts of 

the Spreader inflow into the Matlacha bay since the removal of the 

Ceitus Barrier have been catastrophic. 

Sedimentation deposition from the Spreader is smothering the sea grass 

beds upon which manatees feed, water cleaning filter-feeding oysters 

are killed by the change in salinity and smothered by silt and 

sediment, fish nurseries, mangrove habitat, bird rookeries, manatee and 

dolphin migration--all have been negatively impacted. 

 

These Matlacha Pass waters and their ecosystems are beyond the boundary 

of the City of Cape Coral. The remediation and restoration of the 

damaged/destroyed ecosystems of Matlacha Pass will fall upon Lee 

County. One need only think of the millions and millions of dollars now 

required to try to remediate the Everglades to realized that your 

personal input and political action is needed now to preserve and 

protect the waters of Matlacha Pass from the North Spreader effluent 

NOW. 

 

It is my understanding from DEP that there are currently no additional 

meetings of the entire group of NSEMA Stakeholders, that the last 

scheduled meeting (of a working committe) is April 9 and a response to 

the recommendations will be sent out to Stakeholders. 

Clearly, opportunity for input is urgent, but may be limited. 

 

Following is a letter I sent to Phil Buchanan. 



 

I am available at your convenience if you need further information or 

have any questions. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Hindenach 

B.S., M.S., Interdepartmental Biological Sciences Michigan State  

University 

Emphases: aquatic ecology, botany, limnology Matlacha 

 

To: Phil Buchanan  

 

Phil, 

 

Is this the latest Ceitus Boat Lift/Barrier EMA position? 

<http://www.dep.state.fl.us/South/TMDL/Petitioners_Position_052109.pdf 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/South/TMDL/Petitioners_Position_052109.pdf 

 

When was the last time you traveled down the Spreader and into Matlacha 

bays to see the negative impact the removal of the Ceitus Barrier has 

had on these ecosystems? 

 

Please forward us the names of the "environmentalists" on the EMA 

working committee that intends to meet April 9 at City Hall and their 

public contact information. 

 

No environmentalist should take a stand on this issue or have continued 

input without getting into the field and observing firsthand what has 

happened to the surrounding environment since the removal of the Ceitus 

Barrier. 

 

There IS stable satisfactory upland for replacement of a Barrier. The 

23-25% flow out the south end of the Spreader directly into the east 

Matlacha Pass bay is bringing sediment from the Spreader, not Ceitus 

Creek. There is no field evidence to suggest sedimentation is coming 

from Ceitus Creek. There is ample evidence that sediment from  

the Spreader is being "scoured" at numerous locations. 

 

The scouring of the Spreader and the now unimpeded increased velocity 

of the south current from the Spreader and subsequent sedimentation 

deposition in the bays of Matlacha amounts to an illegal dumping and 

"fill" of the bay waters, has a dramatic negative impact on the 

ecosystems and reduces the carrying capacity and accommodation of storm 

surge of the bay basins. 

 

Contrary to Jon Iglehart's (DEP) stated observations to me 3/31/10 that 

Typha (cattails, indication of freshwater) is found only at the north 

end of the Spreader, Typha sp can be found within the area of the 

former Barrier and scattered well along the length of the Spreader. 

Also, leatherleaf fern (indication of freshwater) is abundant. Oyster 

colonies (saltwater dependent) decrease the farther one travels north 

up the Spreader from the site of the former Ceitus Barrier. The 

salinity and water quality within the Spreader is profoundly different 

from that of the Matlacha bays and is now allowed to freely pass into 



the bay and immediately and directly negatively impact the bay 

ecosystems. 

 

Removal of the Barrier negatively affects the effective flow of waters 

through the re-establishing tidal creeks and directly negatively 

impacts the success of the adjacent estuaries and fish nurseries. 

 

The removal of the Barrier is a lose-lose-lose for the ecosystems at 

the south, west and north ends of the Spreader by allowing unimpeded 

direct flow of the 23-25% of the Spreader system waters into the bay. 

Scouring of the Spreader walls continues with subsequent continued 

additional deposition in the bays and the smothering of the sea grass 

beds. 

 

Replacement of the Barrier is a win-win-win for the ecosystems at the 

south, west and north of the Spreader and will promote the re-

establishment of the historic tidal creeks (which some refer to as 

"breaches") and restore and maintain habitat for fish nurseries, 

filter-feeder water cleaners, mangrove stands and recreational waters. 

 

Get out in the field and observe it. 

 

Please take the time to discuss with us what we have observed in our 

bays for the last thirty years before the next working North Spreader 

EMA session. 

 

At the very least, an Environmental Impact Study should have been 

required before the removal of the Ceitus Barrier. To my knowledge, an 

EIS was never done. Perhaps the negative impacts on the environment 

were not anticipated. 

 

Now, the negative consequences of the Ceitus Barrier removal can be  

easily observed and documented in the field. 

 

In the best interest of our environment, I encourage and urge you to 

forward this message to the Stakeholders representing the Snook 

Foundation, Greater Pine Island Civic Association, PURRE, Riverwatch, 

SWF Watershed Council, SCCF, Responsible Growth Management Coalition, 

Noel Andress and the Calusa Land Trust. 

 

There is still an opportunity to act in the best interest of the 

environment and prevent further damage to the ecosystems that provide 

fish habitat and reproduction, filter-feeder habitat and reproduction, 

mangrove habitat and recreational enjoyment. 

 

Each participating NSEMA Stakeholder still has the opportunity to do 

the right thing for our environment and for future generations. 

Replace the Ceitus Barrier and prevent further ecosystem damage. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Hindenach 

Matlacha 


