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A. STATEMENT OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that this project (Revised Build 
Alternative) will not have any significant impact on the human environment.  The Finding of No 
Significant Impact is based on the attached Environmental Assessment (EA), which has been 
independently evaluated by FHWA and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the 
environmental issues and impacts of the proposed project.  It provides sufficient evidence and 
analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.  The FHWA 
takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and contents of the attached EA.   

B. PROJECT LOCATION 
The proposed project will widen the two-lane rural SR-20 roadway, connecting the towns of 
Hawthorne and Interlachen.  This segment of roadway extends from just east of US-301 
(Hawthorne) in Alachua County, Florida to CR-315 (Interlachen) in Putnam County, Florida.  
This project will widen the 12.2-mile segment to a four-lane divided facility.  The project 
location map (Figure 1) illustrates the location and limits of the study. 
 
State Road 20 combines with SR-26, SR-19, and SR-207 to connect Florida’s east and west 
coasts.  This combined east-west route begins on Florida’s west coast at US-98/19 in Gilchrist 
County as SR-26 and extends east until SR-26 intersects with SR-20.  From this point, SR-20 
continues the combination route, transitioning to SR-19 and SR-207 before interchanging with I-
95 on Florida’s east coast.  Along with Interstate 10, this SR-20 combination route is one of two 
major east-west thoroughfares in northeastern/north-central Florida.   
 
State Road 20 also serves as a regional link connecting the communities of Gainesville, 
Hawthorne, Interlachen, and Palatka.  In addition to carrying regional traffic, SR-20 serves as a 
commuter route from the Town of Interlachen to the adjacent cities of Gainesville and Palatka.  
On a statewide spectrum, SR-20 functions to connect these communities with areas along 
Florida’s east coast and serves as an evacuation route for the coastal communities of Flagler and 
St. Johns counties. 

C. PURPOSE AND NEED 
The purpose and need for this project are to increase capacity, provide a safer roadway, and 
connect existing widening projects to facilitate east/west movements across the state.  By 2017, 
the entire segment of SR-20 will degrade to an unacceptable LOS. By the design year, 2040, the 
entire segment of SR-20 will be operating at Level of Service (LOS) “F”. Providing additional 
capacity along this stretch of roadway will provide a safer and more efficient roadway.  
 
This project proposes to widen the existing roadway to a four lane divided typical section with a 
raised median.  Providing a raised median and designated median openings with left turn lanes, 
has proven to significantly reduce the number of rear end, head-on, angle, and left turn crashes.  
This project will also bring the horizontal and vertical geometry up to current design standards 
through the rolling terrain.  Doing so will provide the necessary sight distance that several of the 
existing curves do not currently provide.  These improvements, coupled with additional capacity 
that the four lane roadway will provide, will reduce the overall number of crashes on this 
segment of SR-20 and at three high crash intersections.   
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Figure 1: Project Location Map 
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From a regional perspective, SR-20 provides a major east/west movement. Currently, between 
Ocala and Jacksonville there are no roadways other than SR-40 in Ocala and I-10 in Jacksonville 
that provide a direct east/west connection from I-75 to I-95. It is approximately 80 miles between 
I-10 and SR-40. Providing additional capacity will enhance the entire regions ability to serve 
east/west traffic.  
 
Due to the deficiencies, congestion and high crash rates previously discussed, the existing SR-20 
roadway requires widening from US-301 to CR-315.  This project also connects the adjacent 
widening projects on SR-20. It provides the missing link that closes the gap and thus enhances 
the corridors ability to provide major east/west movements across the state. 

D. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 
The recommended Build Alternative is the Revised Build Alternative.  The Build Alternative 
consists of a 180-foot urban typical section (Figure 2) with a design speed of 55 mph.  The 
typical section has a five-foot sidewalk on the north side and a 10-foot sidewalk on the south side 
and 6.5-foot bicycle lanes on both sides of the roadway.  This typical section is proposed for the 
majority of the project. 
 
The Build Alternative shifts off the existing alignment in three locations.  Two of these locations 
are due to existing horizontal geometry not meeting current design standards for 55 mph. Minor 
deviations are needed to provide acceptable horizontal geometry at these two locations.  The 
third shift off the existing alignment is near Clear Lake and Lake Galilee.  The Build Alternative 
proposed new alignment will shift SR-20 away from Clear Lake and Lake Galilee.  When SR-20 
was originally constructed, SR-20 split Clear Lake.  This new alignment will reduce floodplain 
impacts compared to remaining on the existing alignment.  This new alignment was shown at a 
public meeting held December 8, 2011 and again at a public hearing held on September 12, 
2013.  Several property owners who live along the lakes expressed support of the proposed 
alignment. 
 
Between Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District the Build Alternative shifts from a 
180-foot urban typical to a 150-foot urban typical section (Figure 3) noted as Option 4.  Option 
4, as part of the Build Alternative, has been determined to be the preferred option for this 
segment of SR-20.  The local community strongly supports Option 4.  In consultation with 
FHWA, SHPO, and the community, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was executed and 
Option 4 was carried forward as the preferred option. 
 
The Build Alternative will require pond sites to treat the stormwater runoff. As part of the 
project, 22 potential pond sites have been selected with the average pond size being four acres.  
The pond sites were shown at the public hearing held September 12, 2013.  It is expected that the 
pond sites will result in no significant impact; however, as the project progresses, pond locations 
may be modified based on coordination with the property owners.   
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Figure 2: Build Alternative Typical Section 
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Figure 3: Build Alternative Option 4 Typical Section 
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E. RELOCATION AND RIGHT-OF-WAY 
The Build Alternative will impact 15 residences and nine businesses and the 22 proposed 
potential pond sites may impact an additional seven residences.  The Build Alternative is not 
anticipated to have any negative effects on populations or displacements of a significant number 
of persons (including minority populations or special populations).  Relocation impacts to 
minorities and low income populations will be avoided whenever possible.  As a part of the 
proposed project, all displacees will be offered relocation assistance benefits that are provided 
for in the  Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Uniform Act).  This assistance will include advisory services and other benefits available to 
eligible residential and non-residential displacees. 

F. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
This project has been developed to be compliant with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, and related federal and state nondiscrimination 
authorities.  No person shall, on the grounds of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, marital 
status, handicap, or family composition be excluded from participation in, or be denied the 
benefits of, or be otherwise subject to discrimination in any federally funded program, service or 
activity.  The Build Alternative will have no negative effects on populations or displacements of 
a significant number of persons (including minority populations or special populations). 

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES/SECTION 4(f) 
In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR, Part 800, a Cultural Resource 
Assessment Survey (CRAS), including background research and a field survey coordinated with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), was performed for this project.  As a result of the 
assessment, 110 sites were identified, 22 sites were determined eligible for listing or are listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The 110 historic resources are described and 
shown by the master site file number in Section 4.2 of the EA. 
 
The CRAS is included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the included DVD.  .  The 
SHPO concurrence letters are included in Appendix D of the EA. The original Phase 1 CRAS 
was completed in January 2001 and included buildings constructed prior to 1951.  The updated 
Phase 1 CRAS was completed in November 2009 and included buildings constructed prior to 
1965.  A memorandum covering the new alignment portion was completed in October 2011 and 
also included any buildings constructed prior to 1967.  Two memorandums covering the pond 
sites were completed in December 2012 and March 2014.  Between these surveys, all buildings 
within the APE that are 48 years or older have been recorded and evaluated.  The surveys were 
conducted for the build alternatives to evaluate the effect that construction will have on resources 
listed or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP for local, regional, or national significance.  
 
Archaeological surveys were conducted as part of this project.  The surveys concluded, based 
upon the opinion of the Principal Investigator that none of the archaeological sites or 
archaeological occurrences were considered eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places and no further work was recommended.   
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Section 106 Consultation 
Coordination with the SHPO began with the Advance Notification Process.  On October 14, 
1999, the SHPO requested that FDOT conduct a Cultural Resource Survey.  This survey was 
completed in January 2001.  On August 10, 2001, the SHPO concurred with the findings of the 
survey, which are described in Section 4.2 of the EA.  The SHPO concurrence letter is included 
in Appendix D of the EA. 
 
In reaching these conclusions and identifying potential impacts, meetings were held with the 
SHPO and interested members of the public. On September 13, 2000, a meeting was held in 
Interlachen with FDOT, the SHPO, and concerned citizens to discuss the merits of the bypass 
options as well as the merits of the existing alignment options. The FDOT reiterated their 
position that a bypass around Interlachen was not a feasible and prudent alternative. 
 
A formal Section 106 meeting was held December 7, 2000 in Tallahassee, Florida to discuss the 
findings of the Cultural Resource Survey.   Representatives attended this meeting from FDOT, 
FHWA, the SHPO, and several citizens from Interlachen. The boundaries of the Interlachen 
Historic District were discussed as well as potential impacts to the district.  There was also a 
general discussion on measures to minimize harm.  
 
On April 5, 2001, the FDOT and FHWA went to Interlachen for a meeting with interested 
citizens.  At this meeting, Option 1-Right was presented and the minimization attributes of this 
alternative were discussed at length.  The SHPO representative was unable to attend this 
meeting.  The citizens requested FDOT to develop a new wider typical section alternative that 
would create a buffer between the expanded roadway and the Interlachen Historic District.  That 
alternative is called “Option 4". 
 
On October 2, 2001, representatives of the FDOT went to Interlachen and presented Option 4, 
developed as a result of the April 5, 2001 meeting requested by the citizens.  At that time, the 
FDOT stated it was preparing an EA analyzing both options.  It was also stated that after 
circulation of the EA and FDOT received comments from the SHPO, local officials and the 
general public, a recommendation would be made as to which typical section (Option 1- Right or 
Option 4) would be constructed through Interlachen. 
 
During discussions with the local community, FHWA, and the SHPO, it was decided that the 
long-term impacts from Option 1-Right to the overall historic district would be more damaging 
than Option 4.  It is likely that the acquisition of the backyards of the remaining four buildings, 
as Option 1-Right does, would result in either their conversion to commercial interests or even 
possibly demolition, to accommodate new commercial construction.  As a result, the local 
community strongly supports Option 4.  In consultation with FHWA, the SHPO, and the 
community, Option 4 was carried forward as the locally preferred option for the MOA.   
 
On August 9, 2011, representatives of FDOT went to Interlachen to present, at that time, a 
proposed MOA with SHPO to the Town of Interlachen.  The MOA states that FDOT will 
transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually be used or necessary for the project to the 
Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the expansion of the existing 
linear park.  The Town of Interlachen accepted the proposal.  The MOA is included in Appendix 
C of the EA. 
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In addition to these meetings, which were directly related to the Section 4(f) issues; numerous 
other meetings have been held.  Refer to Section 6.2 in the EA for a full discussion of public 
involvement on this project. 
 
Memorandum of Agreement 
Through the application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, the Federal Highway Administration, 
in consultation with the SHPO, concluded that the project would have an adverse impact on the 
houses located within the Town of Interlachen, Florida located at: 1172 SR-20 (8PU1297), 418 
Atlantic Avenue (8PU1298), 426 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1299), 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300), 
and 440 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1301), each such property being eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  Based on these conclusions, a MOA was developed, and 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration, the SHPO, and FDOT on November 8, 2011 
(see Appendix C). 
 
The MOA states that as part of Option 4, FDOT will adversely affect the houses located within 
the Town of Interlachen, Florida located at: 1172 SR-20 (8PU1297), 418 Atlantic Avenue 
(8PU1298), 426 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1299), 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300), and 440 Atlantic 
Avenue (8PU1301), each such property being eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The FHWA and the Department consulted with the local community, the record 
property owners of the affected houses, members of the public and with the SHPO, in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
As part of the project, and as defined as mitigation in the MOA for the Interlachen Historic 
District, the Department shall acquire the historic house located at 440 Atlantic Avenue 
(8PU1301).  The Department shall relocate the house to an as yet undetermined location, 
preferably within the Interlachen Historic District, and, thereafter restore the exterior of the 
home.  The house shall be encumbered with a preservation covenant (prepared by the 
department) and offered for sale to the former owner after relocation and restoration are 
complete.  If the former owner does not purchase the home, the Department will offer the home 
for sale to the Town and thereafter to the general public.  
 
The remaining four homes will be encumbered with a preservation covenant and thereafter 
offered for sale to the former owners.  Homes not purchased by the respective former owners 
shall be offered for sale to the general public. The Department will implement a marketing plan, 
for a period of six months, which may include listing the houses in area newspapers; posting 
flyers at local community centers such as churches and historical societies; informing local civic 
and religious leaders about the houses; and informing local, regional, and state-wide preservation 
groups for posting on their website or list-server.  The Department may demolish any house not 
purchased within the six-month marketing period.  
 
The Department will transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually used or necessary for the 
project to the Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the expansion of 
the existing linear park.  After completion of the project, the Department will install landscaping 
in the area between SR-20 and the boundary of the proposed expansion of the park. 
 
 



SR-20 FROM US-301 TO CR-315  FONSI/FINAL SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 
 

9 
 

Section 4(f) Finding 
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
land from the Interlachen Historic District and the proposed action includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to the Interlachen Historic District resulting from such use.   

H. AIR QUALITY 
The predicted worst case 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations for Build Alternative do not 
exceed the NAAQS limits.  The air report, completed in May 2012, is included on the DVD.  
The project is located in an area which is designated attainment for all of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act. Therefore, the 
Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not apply for the project.   

I. NOISE 
An assessment of noise impacts was conducted for this project according to Title 23, Code of 
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), Part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise (July 13, 2010), Part II, Chapter 17 of the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Manual (May 24, 2011) 
and Chapter 335.17, Florida Statutes.  This assessment also adheres to Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) traffic noise analysis guidelines contained Report FHWA-HEP-10-025, 
“Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance”, (January 2011).  The analysis is 
fully documented in the project’s Noise Study Report (June 2012) which is included with the 
Technical Discipline Reports on the included DVD. 
 
As it is expected along a controlled-access facility like SR 20, numerous driveways and side 
streets access the roadway.  All noise barriers must therefore, have access openings, resulting in 
barrier systems comprised of shorter wall segments.  Likewise, areas where only a single-
impacted receptor is located inherently cannot achieve the FHWA requirement that a minimum 
of two impacted sites must benefit from an analyzed noise barrier. 
 
The noise analysis for the revised build alternative shows noise is expected to increase in 
proximity to the project corridor.  However, there appears to be no feasible and reasonable 
solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at any of the impacted receptors.  The noise 
study report will be circulated to the appropriate local planning/zoning officials for Alachua and 
Putnam Counties for their use in lane use control once Location and Design Concept Acceptance 
approval occurs. 

J. FLOODPLAIN FINDING 
In accordance with Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management”, United States DOT Order 
5650.2, and Chapter 23, CFR 650A, impacts to floodplains from the proposed improvements 
have been considered.  The Build Alternative will minimize the floodplain impacts to Clear Lake 
by constructing the roadway on new alignment.  The floodplain impact locations are classified as 
a transverse impact and are virtually unavoidable because of the floodplain crossing the existing 
SR-20 alignment.  The floodplain mitigation measures include constructing compensating 
floodplain ponds that are hydraulically connected to the floodplain areas.  These ponds will store 
a volume of water equal to the floodplain volume displaced by the expanded SR-20 typical 
section.   
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It has been determined, through consultation with local, state, and federal water resources and 
floodplain management agencies that there is no regulatory floodway involvement on the 
proposed project and that the project will not support base floodplain development that is 
incompatible with existing floodplain management programs. 
 
Pursuant to Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management”, the proposed action was 
determined to be within the base floodplain.  Impacts associated with the encroachment have 
been evaluated and determined to be minimal.  Therefore, the proposed action will not constitute 
a significant encroachment.   

K. WETLAND FINDING 
In accordance with Executive Order 11990, special considerations were taken in developing and 
evaluating the Build Alternative to avoid and minimize impacts associated with the proposed 
project.  The Build Alternative traverses or is adjacent to 29 wetland locations resulting in a 
potential direct impact of 7.5 (D/F) and 70.5 (No D/F) acres.  The proposed pond sites will result 
in a potential direct impact of less than 1.0 (D/F) acres.  The potential wetland impact acreages 
are preliminary and subject to change.  All practicable measures will be taken to minimize harm 
to wetland areas.  A more detailed analysis of wetland impacts is presented in Section 4.3.5 of 
the EA.  
 
Based upon the above consideration, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to the 
proposed new construction in wetlands and the proposed action includes all practicable measures 
to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use.   

L. WATER QUALITY 
The existing SR-20 corridor has rural drainage provided in roadside swales and ditches.  No 
stormwater treatment or peak attenuation is currently provided. Stormwater runoff from SR-20 
outfalls to many land-locked lakes as well as Little Orange Creek and Fowler’s Prairie.  
 
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) checklist (June 2012) has been completed for the 
proposed project and is included in the DVD.  The project will enhance water quality by 
capturing and treating the stormwater runoff in a permitted stormwater facility.  The treatment 
will be a wet or dry retention/detention area that will effectively reduce the nutrients, heavy 
metals, oils, grease, and sediments from the SR-20 stormwater prior to discharge or infiltration. 
 
Pond Siting 
As part of the Build Alternative, stormwater runoff from SR-20 will be collected and conveyed 
to stormwater ponds before being discharged.  The proposed stormwater facility design will 
include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water quality impacts, as required by 
the St. John’s River Water Management District’s Rule 40C-4.  All of the drainage basins are 
closed except for Little Orange Creek and Fowler’s Prairie.   Therefore, most of the ponds will 
be required to meet the pre versus post-development volumetric requirements for closed basins.  
The post-development volumetric runoff must not exceed the pre-development volumetric runoff 
for each individual basin.  The treatment will be a wet or dry retention/detention area that will 
effectively reduce the nutrients, heavy metals, oils, grease, and sediments from the SR-20 
stormwater prior to discharge or infiltration. 
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As described above, the runoff from the revised build alternative will be collected in adjacent 
ditches and conveyed to storm sewer inlets, then conveyed to ponds or swales through storm 
sewer systems.  The pond drainage basins are defined by roadway high points, ditch berm and 
pond berm.  The proposed pond locations were selected based on the existing drainage patterns 
and topography, aerial photos and topography survey, USDA-NCRS Soil Survey maps of 
Alachua and Putnam Counties, USGS topographic maps, tax maps, FDOT right-of-way maps, 
site contamination reports, and FEMA flood insurance rate maps.  In addition, minimization of 
wetland impacts, residential and business relocations, cost and constructability were factored into 
the location of the ponds.   
 
A total of 22 pond sites have been identified with the average size being four acres.  There is a 
total of less than one acre of wetland impacts associated with the proposed pond sites and seven 
additional relocations.  The pond sites however, will not result in any significant impact to the 
natural or man-made environment. 

M. WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 
This project has been evaluated for potential impacts to state and federally listed threatened and 
endangered species.  An Environmental Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) and Wildlife 
and Habitat Report (May 2012) were prepared to document any potential involvement with listed 
species and/or critical habitat and are included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the 
attached DVD.  These reports document the search results and analysis based on the latest 
USFWS county species lists as well as current Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) database 
searches of known, likely, or potential occurrences of listed species and their potential 
involvement with this project.  Various GIS resources from FNAI, FWC, and USFWS were used 
to aid in potential project involvement.  The studies identified a total of seven federally listed 
plant and animal species that the Build Alternative may potentially involve.  The USFWS 
reviewed the ESBA and concurred (letter dated 6-20-2012, See Appendix D) that the proposed 
action is not likely to adversely affect resources protected by the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 et seq.). 

N. ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
The proposed project will not directly impact wetland areas that support essential fish habitat 
(EFH) or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) trust fishery resources.  
Therefore, the project will not adversely affect areas identified as EFH and consultation is not 
required. 

O. FARMLANDS 
Through coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (See Appendix D of the 
2005 EA, located on the included DVD), it has been determined that no farmlands, as defined by 
7 CFR 658, are located in the project vicinity. 

P. CONTAMINATION 
The Build Alternative will impact ten sites.  Seven of the sites were ranked Low. Based on all 
available information, there is no reason to believe that there would be any involvement with 
contamination at these locations and further investigation is not recommended at this time. Three 
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of the sites were ranked High.  Level two testing is recommended for these sites as roadway 
design proceeds.  Resolution of problems associated with contamination will be coordinated with 
the appropriate regulatory agencies and appropriate action will be taken, where applicable. 

Q. COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY 
The Department of Community Affairs has determined that this project is consistent with the 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan (See Appendix B of the 2005 EA, located on the 
included DVD). 

R. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Public Involvement has been an integral part of the project.  Since March of 1999, eight public 
meetings have been held for this project.  In addition, a Public Hearing was held on September 
12th, 2013.  All meetings were advertised in local newspapers and a mailing list was utilized to 
inform interested parties of all public meetings.  All meetings were held in Hawthorne or 
Interlachen and averaged from 65 to 375 participants.  The overall response to the proposed 
alternative indicates that the Revised Build Alternative is the locally preferred alternative.  A 
copy of the Public Hearing Transcript is on the included DVD.  

S. STATEMENT OF PUBLIC AVAILABILITY 
The approved EA addresses all of the viable alternatives that were studied during project 
development.  The environmental effects of all alternatives under consideration were evaluated 
when preparing the assessment.  The document was made available to the public before the 
public hearing and the Finding of No Significant Impact was made after consideration of all 
comments received as a result of public availability and the public hearing.  

T. PROJECT FUNDING 
The project is broken into three different segments for design, right-of-way, and construction.  
The western most segment is from US-301 to Putnam County Line (FPID No. 207818-2), the 
middle segment is from the Alachua County Line to SW 56th Avenue (FPID No. 210024-4), and 
the eastern segment is from SW 56th Avenue to CR-315 (FPID No. 210024-5).  The project is 
located in a rural area and not in a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and therefore is 
only included in the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) and not the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP).    
 
Using state and federal funding sources, the design (<2014-2015) and right-of-way (<2014-
>2017) phases for each segment is fully funded in the STIP plan as shown in Table 1. The total 
project cost is $158 million (See Table 3-1 of the EA).  The construction phase for all segments 
is identified in the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) unfunded needs plan in the second five 
years. 
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Table 1: Project Funding 

  FPID No. 207818‐2  FPID No. 210024‐4  FPID No. 210024‐5  Funding 
Type (all 
segments) STIP $  Fiscal Year  STIP $  Fiscal Year  STIP $ 

Fiscal 
Year 

Design  $227,453  <2014/2014  $1,492,925  <2014/2014  $696,619 
<2014
/2014/ 

2015 

State/Federal 

ROW  $1,397,449 
<2014/2014

/2015 
$21,598,440 

<2014/2014/ 

2015/2016/ 

2017/>2017 

$14,443,029 

2014/
2015/ 

2016/
2017 

State/Federal 

Environmental  $108,111  2015  $918,000  2016  $250,000  >2017  State/Federal 

Railroads and 
Utilities 

$1,525,000  <2014/2015  $3,600,000  >2017  $3,450,000  >2017  State/Federal 

Const.  $16,941,379 
2016/2017/ 

>2017 
$52,741,962  >2017  $35,047,164  >2017  State/Federal 
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THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT IS UPDATED AND IS APPENDED TO THE
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SECTION	1: DESCRIPTION	OF	THE	PROPOSED	ACTION	

1.1  PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development 
and Environment (PD&E) Study for a 12.2-mile segment of State Road (SR) 20.  This 
segment extends from east of US-301 in Alachua County to CR-315 in Putnam County.  
The project location map (Figure 1-1) illustrates the location and limits of the study.  
 
State Road 20 combines with SR-26, SR-19, and SR-207 to connect Florida’s east and 
west coasts.  This combined east-west route begins on Florida’s west coast at US-98/19 in 
Gilchrist County as SR-26 and extends east until SR-26 intersects with SR-20.  From this 
point, SR-20 continues the combination route, transitioning to SR-19 and SR-207 before 
interchanging with I-95 on Florida’s east coast.  Along with Interstate 10 (I-10), this SR-20 
combination route is one of two major east-west thoroughfares in northeastern/north-
central Florida.   
 
State Road 20 serves as a regional link connecting the communities of Gainesville, 
Hawthorne, Interlachen, and Palatka.  In addition to carrying regional traffic, SR-20 serves 
as a commuter route from the Town of Interlachen to the adjacent cities of Gainesville and 
Palatka.  On a statewide spectrum, SR-20 functions to connect these communities with 
areas along Florida’s east coast and serves as an evacuation route for the coastal 
communities of Flagler and St. Johns counties. 

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION 
The project segment of SR-20 is currently a two-lane, rural roadway connecting the towns 
of Hawthorne and Interlachen.  The FDOT proposes widening this 12.2-mile segment to a 
four-lane divided facility.  There are no major bridges within the project limits.  

1.3 BACKGROUND 
The Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) was created in 1990 to provide high-speed 
and high-volume traffic movements within the state.  The primary function of the system is 
to serve interstate and regional commerce and long-distance trips.  
 
State Road 20 was included as part of the FIHS system, thus, FDOT focused on improving 
the entire SR-20 corridor from Gainesville to Palatka.  The western and eastern segments 
between Gainesville and Hawthorne, and Interlachen to US-19 in Palatka have recently 
been improved to a four-lane roadway.   
 
This PD&E project is the final connecting link between the widening projects and will 
provide a continuous four-lane roadway between Gainesville and Palatka.  
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Figure 1-1: Project Location Map
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This PD&E Study was started in 1997 and in the initial stages of the study, several 
options to bypass the Town of Interlachen were analyzed and compared with the no-
build alternative as well as widening the existing alignment.   A public meeting was held 
on May 2, 2000 to present the no-build, existing alignment, and three bypass options.  
After considering the public input, FDOT selected the existing alignment through the 
Town of Interlachen.  SR-20 through Interlachen can be widened with less impact as 
compared to the bypass options.  Each of the bypass options would have a substantial 
impact to existing residential neighborhoods.  
 
As part of the study, alternatives have been developed for the build alternative on the 
existing alignment with several typical sections.  A 230-foot wide rural typical section 
with a design speed of 70-mph was proposed for the rural areas from Hawthorne to 
Interlachen.   Near Interlachen, a 130-foot urban typical section was proposed with a 
design speed of 45-mph. A narrowed 104-foot typical section, identified as Option 1 
Right, has been developed to minimize impacts to Lake Chipco and the Interlachen 
Historic District.  These alternatives were presented to the public at meetings held on 
August 22, 2000 in Interlachen and August 24, 2000 in Hawthorne.  
 
As a result of public input from the August 2000 meetings, an additional alternative was 
developed between Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District.  The additional 
alternative, labeled Option 4, proposes a 150-foot urban typical. The wider typical 
section will require the relocation of four residences and one business.  
 
In addition, an Environmental Assessment (EA) was approved by FHWA in 2005, 
documenting both the bypass alternatives and the build alternatives.  The 2005 
approved EA is included with the technical discipline reports on the attached DVD.  The 
EA carried forward a build alternative with a 230-foot rural typical in the rural areas and 
a 130-foot urban typical near Interlachen and two options between Lake Chipco and the 
Interlachen Historic District: Option 1 Right and Option 4. Two public hearings were held 
on the Build Alternative as shown in the 2005 EA on May 9th and 11th, 2006. 
Environmental concerns were raised at the meetings on the need for wildlife crossings 
near Little Orange Creek and Fowler’s Prairie and to minimize impacts to Fowler’s 
Prairie.  Right-of-Way (ROW) funding was deferred for the project after the hearings and 
therefore a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was never circulated.  
 
In 2003, the Florida legislature created Florida’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) 
(Figure 1-2). Building on the work designating the FIHS in the 1990’s, the SIS 
introduced a new approach for planning transportation. The SIS is composed of high-
priority network or transportation facilities, critical to Florida’s economic competiveness 
and quality of life.  The SIS comprises the state’s largest and most strategic 
transportation facilities, including major air, space, water, rail, and highway facilities.  
The SIS facilities are the primary means for moving people and freight between 
Florida’s diverse regions, as well as, between Florida and other states and nations.  The 
SIS is Florida’s highest statewide priority for transportation capacity improvements.  
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Figure 1-2: Strategic Intermodal System 
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The 2005 SIS Strategic Plan defined policies and processes needed to move the SIS 
from concept to implementation.  The plan focused the state’s primary role in 
transportation on supporting travel and transport between Florida’s regions and 
between Florida and other states and nations.  It also establishes processes for 
designating SIS facilities and planning SIS investments.  SR-20 is designated a SIS 
facility.  
 
The Florida Legislature eliminated the FIHS in 2012. This leaves the SIS as the only 
means to provide policies and processes for statewide transportation facilities in the 
state of Florida.  A minimum 50-mph design speed was established as part of the 
criteria for a SIS facility.  With this change in the design criteria, FDOT developed a new 
high speed urban typical section with a design speed of 50-55 mph.  Previously, an 
urban typical section could not be designed with a design speed greater than 45 mph.  
 
Based on the public comments to minimize the impacts to Fowler’s Prairie and the new 
SIS design criteria, FDOT proposed a revised typical section for this study.  The revised 
typical is a 180-feet wide, high speed urban typical section. The revised typical section 
will reduce impacts to Fowler’s Prairie and provide a consistent typical throughout the 
limits of the project. In addition, this typical section is better suited for the abundance of 
driveways located along the corridor and will accommodate future growth that will take 
place along the corridor. This Revised Build Alternative was presented to the public on 
December 8, 2011.  The meeting was attended by 196 people.  The comments primarily 
focused on median opening locations, right-of-way needs, and ensuring the posted 
speed will be 55 mph.    
 
This EA documents the changes between the 2005 approved EA Build Alternative and 
the proposed Revised Build Alternative. 
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SECTION	2: NEED	FOR	IMPROVEMENT	

2.1  OVERVIEW 
The purpose of this project is to correct deficiencies, improve mobility both locally and 
regionally, and improve safety on SR-20 from Hawthorne to Interlachen.  The 
operational efficiency of SR-20 is important on a national, state, regional and local level 
because SR-20 is a regionally significant corridor and part of the SIS.  

2.2  SYSTEM LINKAGE 
The operational efficiency of SR-20 is important on a national, state, regional, and local 
level because it is part of the National Highway System (NHS) and Florida’s SIS.  State 
Road 20 combines with SR-26, SR-19, and SR-207 to connect Florida’s east and west 
coasts.   This combined east-west route begins on Florida’s west coast at US-98/19 in 
Gilchrist County as SR-26 and extends east until SR-26 intersects with SR-20.  From 
this point, SR-20 continues the combination route, transitioning to SR-19 and SR-207 
before interchanging with I-95 on Florida’s east coast.  Along with Interstate 10 (I-10), 
this SR-20 combination route is one of two major east-west thoroughfares in 
northeastern/north-central Florida.   
 
State Road 20 serves as a regional link connecting the communities of Gainesville, 
Hawthorne, Interlachen, and Palatka.  In addition to carrying regional traffic, SR-20 
serves as a commuter route from the Town of Interlachen to the adjacent cities of 
Gainesville and Palatka.  On a statewide spectrum, SR-20 functions to connect these 
communities with areas along Florida’s east and west coasts and serves as an 
evacuation route for coastal communities of Flagler and St. Johns counties. This project 
closes the gap and is the missing link between Gainesville and Palatka to provide a 
continuous four-lane roadway. 

2.3 MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

2.3.1 TRANSIT SYSTEM 
There are no regular fixed-route public transit services provided along the corridor within 
both Alachua and Putnam Counties. 

2.3.2 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
Currently, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities along SR-20 within the project 
limits.  There are existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities located at the eastern and 
western limits of this project that were constructed with the previous widening projects.   

2.4 LOCAL GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 
The following findings of consistency for the SR-20 PD&E Study are provided below.  
The FHWA Planning Requirements for Environmental Document Approval Spreadsheet 
is located in Appendix E.  
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2.4.1 CONSISTENCY WITH ALACHUA AND PUTNAM COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANS 
This proposed project is consistent with the 2011 Alachua and 2010 Putnam County 
Comprehensive Plans.   

2.4.2 CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
The project is broken into three different segments for design, right-of-way, and 
construction.  The western most segment is from US-301 to Putnam County Line (FPID 
No. 207818-2), the middle segment is from the Alachua County Line to SW 56th Avenue 
(FPID No. 210024-4), and the eastern segment is from SW 56th Avenue to CR-315 
(FPID No. 210024-5).  The project is located in a rural area and not in a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) and therefore is only included in the State Transportation 
Improvement Plan (STIP) and not the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).    
 
Using state and federal funding sources, the design (<2014-2015) and right-of-way 
(<2014 - >2017) phases for each segment is fully funded in the STIP plan as shown in 
Table 2-1. The total project cost is $158 million (See Table 3-1 of the EA).  The 
construction phase for all segments is identified in the Strategic Intermodal System 
(SIS) unfunded needs plan in the second five years.  

Table 2-1: Funding for Future Phases 

  FPID No. 207818‐2  FPID No. 210024‐4  FPID No. 210024‐5  Funding 
Type (all 
segments)STIP $  Fiscal Year  STIP $  Fiscal Year  STIP $  Fiscal Year 

Design  $227,453  <2014/2014  $1,492,925  <2014/2014  $696,619 
<2014/2014

/2015 

State/ 

Federal 

ROW  $1,397,449 
<2014/2014

/2015 
$21,598,440 

<2014/2014/ 

2015/2016/ 

2017/>2017 

$14,443,029 
2014/2015/ 

2016/2017 

State/ 

Federal 

Environmental  $108,111  2015  $918,000  2016  $250,000  >2017 
State/ 

Federal 

Railroads and 
Utilities 

$1,525,000  <2014/2015  $3,600,000  >2017  $3,450,000  >2017 
State/ 

Federal 

Const.  $16,941,379 
2016/2017/ 

>2017 
$52,741,962  >2017  $35,047,164  >2017 

State/ 

Federal 

 

2.5  CAPACITY NEEDS 
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative assessment of a roadway’s operating conditions 
or the average driver’s perception of the quality of traffic flow.  Six levels of service are 
defined for each facility type and are given designations ranging from “A” to “F”, with 
LOS “A” representing the most free flow and LOS “F” representing the least free flow.  
This study portion of the SR-20 corridor is currently operating at LOS C and D.  
However, all of the roadway segments are predicted to decline to LOS “F” by the 2040 
design year unless improvements are made.   
 
The 2010 Putnam County Comprehensive Plan states that the minimum LOS for SR-20 
is LOS C as a two-lane roadway.  According, to the plan, once the roadway is widened 
to four or six lanes, the minimum LOS is raised to LOS B.  To meet this level of service 
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requirement, SR-20 needs to be widened from its current two-lane configuration to four 
lanes.   
 
With the additional lanes, the capacity along the project corridor will be improved and 
the associated congestion will decrease. Table 2-2 presents the predicted levels of 
service along the project corridor without the proposed project improvements. 
 

Table 2-2:  No-Build Level of Service (LOS)  

Project Segment  Current 
LOS 

Year Below LOS   
2040 Design 
Year LOS 

LOS C   LOS D  LOS E 

Hawthorne  to SR‐21  LOS C  2013  2018   2019  LOS F 

SR‐21 to CR‐21  LOS C  2017  2022  2024  LOS F 

CR‐21 to CR‐315  LOS D  *  2014  2016  LOS  F  

* = Segment currently operates below LOS 

2.6  SAFETY 
The Alachua county segment of SR-20 within the project limits had 9 crashes from 2006 
thru 2010.  Crash rates are a way to analyze segments of roadway based on the 
number of crashes and the amount of traffic on the roadway.  Comparing the roadway 
segments crash rate to the statewide average crash rate for similar type roadways with 
similar traffic volumes provides a means to determine how safe or unsafe a roadway 
segment is, compared to similar facilities.  The crash frequency for this segment of 
roadway is 1.8 crashes per year. This segment of SR-20 has a crash rate of 0.451 
crashes per million vehicle miles while the average statewide crash rate for similar 
roadways is 0.604 crashes per million vehicle miles.  The crashes are shown by 
milepost in Figure 2-1.  Forty percent of the crashes have been caused by head on, 
vehicles turning left, and vehicles being sideswiped.  
 

Table 2-3: Alachua County Crash Data 

Year  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  TOTAL 

No. of Crashes  1  0  2  3  3  9 

No. of Injuries  1  0  1  2  2  6 

No. of fatalities  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Economic Loss            $3,330,909 

Source FDOT 2011 

The Putnam County segment of the corridor has a high number of crashes, averaging 
39.4 crashes per year.  Review of crash data indicates that 55.9 percent of the Putnam 
County crashes are due to rear-end, head-on, angled, or left turn collisions. These 
crashes are attributed to several conditions such as insufficient stopping sight distances 
due to the curving/rolling nature of the roadway west of Interlachen and the lack of a 
median.  This segment of SR-20 has a crash rate of 1.121 crashes per million vehicle 
miles while the average statewide crash rate for similar roadways is 0.604 crashes per 
million vehicle miles.  The crashes are shown by milepost in Figure 2-2.  
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   Figure 2-1: Alachua County Crash Locations  
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                Figure 2-2: Putnam County Crash Locations 
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Table 2-4: Putnam County Crash Data 

Year  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  TOTAL 

No. of Crashes  32  48  52  32  33  197 

No. of Injuries  35  52  47  29  34  197 

No. of fatalities  1  1  1  1  0  4 

Economic Loss            $73,373,892 

Source FDOT 2011 

The crash data shows that there are three primary high crash intersections on this 
segment of SR-20 are: 

 CR-20A/SR-21 
 Baden Powell Rd./CR-21 
 CR-315 

 
At these three locations there are two primary types of collisions that account for 71 
percent of the crashes. Angle collisions account for 53 percent of the crashes and 18 
percent were due to left turn collisions. The angle and left turn crashes are attributed to 
high volume roadways not generating enough gaps to safely accommodate the demand 
for vehicles desiring to make a turn and also not providing the proper intersection sight 
distance.   

2.7 SUMMARY OF PROJECT NEED 

By 2017, the entire segment of SR-20 will degrade to an unacceptable LOS. By the 
design year, 2040, the entire segment of SR-20 will be operating at LOS “F”. Providing 
additional capacity along this stretch of roadway will provide a safer and more efficient 
roadway.  
 
This project proposes to widen the existing roadway to a four lane divided typical 
section with a raised median.  Providing a raised median and designated median 
openings with left turn lanes, has proven to significantly reduce the number of rear end, 
head-on, angle, and left turn crashes.  This project will also bring the horizontal and 
vertical geometry up to standards through the rolling terrain.  Doing so will provide the 
necessary sight distance that several of the existing curves do not currently provide.  
These improvements coupled with the additional capacity that the four lane roadway will 
provide, will reduce the overall number of crashes on this segment of SR-20 and at the 
three high crash intersections.      
 
On a regional perspective, SR-20 provides a major east/west movement. Currently, 
between Ocala and Jacksonville there are no roadways other than SR-40 in Ocala and 
I-10 in Jacksonville that provide a direct east/west connection from I-75 to I-95. It’s 
approximately 80 miles between I-10 and SR-40. Providing additional capacity will 
enhance the entire corridor’s ability to serve east/west traffic.  
 



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

 

2-7 
 

Due to the deficiencies, congestion and high crash rates previously discussed, the 
existing SR-20 roadway requires widening from US-301 to CR-315.  This project is also 
necessary to connect the adjacent widening projects on SR-20, thus enhancing the 
corridors ability to provide major east/west movements across the state. 
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SECTION	3: ALTERNATIVES	CONSIDERED	

3.1  NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
The No-Build Alternative keeps the existing typical section (Figure 3-2) and makes no 
improvements to the roadway except normal maintenance activities.  With this 
alternative, SR-20 experiences increased congestion before the 2040 project design 
year, the roadway’s level of service becomes an unacceptable LOS “F”, and the crash 
rates along the facility will continue to increase.  Additionally, there are no facilities for 
pedestrians or bicycles along this segment of SR-20.   

3.2  TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE 
Transportation System Management (TSM) alternatives involve smaller scale projects 
that result in safer and more efficient operations of the existing transportation network.  
TSM improvements will be incorporated into this project where appropriate; however, 
the projected traffic volumes exceed the maximum capacity of the roadway even with 
TSM improvements in place.  SR-20's high crash areas are not in a concentrated area.  
They are scattered throughout the corridor.  TSM improvements will not correct the 
long-term capacity deficiencies on SR-20 and will not substantially improve the safety 
on the corridor.   

3.3 MULTIMODAL BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
There are no multimodal systems along the SR-20 corridor within the project limits.  
There are Amtrak and Greyhound stations located in Palatka and Gainesville that 
provide a wide-range of destinations.  Due to the rural land use surrounding the 
corridor, no additional multimodal alternatives have been considered to meet the needs 
identified for this project.  

3.4  BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
Two Build Alternatives have been developed for this study: the Build Alternative from 
the approved 2005 EA and a Revised Build Alternative consistent with 2012 SIS design 
criteria.  Due to the project’s considerable length, segmentation is necessary to facilitate 
the engineering and environmental analyses. The 12.2-mile corridor is divided into 15 
segments, as shown in Figure 3-1. References to the segmentation are made 
throughout this document.  
 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative originally proposed Option 1 Right through Segment 14. 
Option 1 Right is a 104-foot urban typical (Figure 3-3) with a design speed of 45 mph 
and a 22-foot median.  For segment 14, Option 1 Right includes a retaining wall to 
minimize the impacts to Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District.  As a result of 
public input from the August 2000 meetings, an additional alternative was developed 
between Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District.  The additional alternative, 
labeled Option 4, proposes a 46-foot median within 150-feet of ROW (Figure 3-4). The 
wider typical will require the relocation of four additional residences and one business.  
These two options: Option 1 Right and Option 4 are included with both Build 
Alternatives.  The footprints of Option 1 Right and Option 4 are shown in Figure 3-5 and 
Figure 3-6, respectively.  
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Figure 3-1: Project Segments
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Figure 3-2: Existing Typical 
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Figure 3-3: Option 1 Right 
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Figure 3-4: Option 4 
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Figure 3-5: Option 1 Right Footprint 
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Figure 3-6: Option 4 Footprint 
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Both build alternatives provide a 10-foot sidewalk on the south side of the road for the 
entire project limits.  The wide sidewalk is a request from the Putnam County 
Commission.  

3.4.1 APPROVED 2005 EA BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative consists of two primary typical sections. In the rural areas 
between Hawthorne and Interlachen (Segments 1-6), a general 230-foot wide rural 
typical section is proposed with a 70-mph design speed (Figure 3-7).  The 230-foot wide 
rural typical will also have a 10-foot sidewalk on the south side.  Near Interlachen 
(Segments 7-13), a 130-foot urban typical section with a five-foot sidewalk on the north 
side and a 10-foot sidewalk on the south side and undesignated four-foot bicycle lanes 
is proposed with a 45-mph design speed (Figure 3-8). In segment 14, both Option 1 
Right and Option 4 were included in the Build Alternative. Segment 15 is a transition to 
connect to the existing four-lane section east of CR-315.  Segment 15 does not require 
any additional ROW to tie into the existing 4-lane section for either option. 

3.4.2  REVISED BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
The Revised Build Alternative consists of a 180-foot urban typical section with a design 
speed of 55 mph (Figure 3-9).  The typical section has a five-foot sidewalk on the north 
side and a 10-foot sidewalk on the south side and a 6.5 foot bicycle lanes on both sides 
of the roadway for the entire project limits.  This typical section is proposed for 
Segments 1 through 13.  As previously discussed Option 1 Right and Option 4 were 
proposed for Segment 14.  Segment 15 will transition from Segment 14 to connect to 
the existing four-lane section east of CR-315.  Segment 15 does not require any 
additional ROW to tie into the existing four-lane section for either option. 

3.4.3 LOCALLY PREFERRED OPTION THROUGH THE TOWN OF INTERLACHEN 
Option 4 has been determined to be the preferred option for this study.  It is the opinion 
of the local community, FHWA, and State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that the 
long-term impacts from Option 1 Right to the overall historic district would be more 
damaging than Option 4.  It is likely that the taking of the backyards of the remaining 
four buildings, as Option 1 Right does, would result in either their conversion to 
commercial interests or even possible demolition to accommodate new commercial 
construction.  As a result, the local community strongly supports Option 4.  In 
consultation with FHWA, SHPO, and the community, Option 4 was carried forward as 
the locally preferred option and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was executed. 

3.4.4  ALIGNMENT MODIFICATIONS 

Minor Deviations 
Both build alternatives shift from the existing alignment in Segment 4. The existing 
horizontal geometry around Cowpen Lake in segment 4 does not meet current design 
standards for 55 or 70 mph. A minor deviation is needed to provide acceptable 
horizontal geometry for both Build Alternatives.  
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Figure 3-7: 2005 Approved EA Rural Typical Section 
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Figure 3-8: 2005 Approved EA Urban Typical 
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Figure 3-9: Revised Build Alternative 
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The Revised Build Alternative slightly shifts from the existing alignment in Segments 9 
and 10. The existing horizontal geometry associated with the reverse curve does not 
meet current design standards for 55 mph. The minor shift in alignment is needed to 
provide acceptable horizontal geometry for the 55 mph design speed.  

New Alignment Segment 
The Revised Build Alternative is on new alignment in Segments 6 through 8 in order to 
minimize environmental impacts.  The proposed new alignment will shift SR-20 away 
from Clear Lake and Lake Galilee.  When SR-20 was originally constructed, SR-20 split 
Clear Lake.  The 2005 EA Build Alternative transitions to an urban typical through 
segment 7, only requiring 30-feet of ROW, to minimize the impacts to the floodplains 
associated with Clear Lake. The Revised Build Alternative will require 80-feet of ROW 
through these segments.  .  This change in alignment will reduce the floodplain impacts 
compared to the 2005 EA Build Alternative.   
 
A sinkhole is located approximately 300 feet north of the 2005 EA Build Alternative. The 
Revised Build Alternative is located approximately 600 feet north of the sinkhole.  Due 
to potential additional environmental impacts, a decision was made to re-align SR-20 
away from Clear Lake and Lake Galilee.  This new alignment was shown at the public 
meeting held December 8, 2011.  Several property owners who lived along the lakes 
expressed their support of the new alignment.  
 

3.4.5 ALTERNATIVE MATRIX 
An evaluation matrix is included in Table 3-1 and Table 3-2.  
 

Table 3-1: Alternative Project Cost 

Alternative 
Construction 

Cost 
Right‐of‐Way 

Cost 

Wetland 
Mitigation 

Cost 

Engineering/ 
Design/CEI 

Cost 
Total Cost 

2005 EA Option 1 Right  $86,399,600  $31,518,400  $10,281,000  $12,960,100  $141,159,100 

2005 EA Option 4  $86,521,700  $34,784,200  $10,281,000  $12,978,400  $144,565,300 

Revised Build Option 1 Right  $101,145,800  $31,290,200  $7,460,000  $15,171,900  $155,067,900 

Revised Build Option 4  $101,267,900  $34,333,600  $7,460,000  $15,190,200  $158,251,700 
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Table 3-2: Evaluation Matrix 

 

SEGMENT  Option 

Segment 

Length 

(miles) 

Estimated 
Construction 

Cost 

Estimated ROW 
Cost 

Wetland 
Mitigation 

Cost 

Engineering 

Design/CEI  

Cost 

Total Cost 
Total No. of 
Parcels 
Impacted 

Residential 
Relocations 

Business 
Relocations 

Wetland 
Impacts (acres) 

Floodplain 
Impacts  

(# of floodplains) 

Cultural 
Resource Sites 

Impacted 

Contamination 

Sites 

Impacted 

1 
2005 Build EA  2.354  $25,654,800   $1,530,000  $10,190,000  $3,864,700  $41,349,500  11  0  0  10.19  3  0  0 

Revised Build  2.321  $28,855,400  $1,550,200  $7,460,000  $4,344,800  $42,320,400  10  0  0  7.46  3  0  0 

2 
2005 Build EA  0.466  $2,509,600   $1,038,200  $0  $376,400  $3,924,200   4  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Revised Build  0.503  $3,424,800  $967,700  $0  $513,700   $4,906,200   6  0  0  0  0  0  0 

3 
2005 Build EA  0.813  $4,378,400   $3,276,500  $0  $656,800   $8,311,700   16  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Revised Build  0.813  $5,975,000  $1,721,800  $0  $896,300   $8,593,100   14  0  0  0  0  0  0 

4 
2005 Build EA  1.005  $5,412,400   $5,819,600  $13,000  $811,900   $12,056,900  41  7  4  0.13  1  0  2 

Revised Build  1.005  $7,386,100  $3,990,400  $0  $1,107,900   $12,484,400  40  2  4  0  1  0  2 

5 
2005 Build EA  2.446  $13,172,900   $10,187,300  $52,000  $1,975,900  $25,388,100  53  8  2  0.52  2  0  3 

Revised Build  2.446  $17,976,600  $6,177,200  $0  $2,696,500   $26,850,300  62  1  3  0  2  0  3 

6 
2005 Build EA  0.492  $2,649,700   $1,307,000  $7,000  $397,500   $4,361,200   18  2  0  0.07  1  1  0 

Revised Build  0.561  $4,123,000  $2,173,000  $0  $618,500   $6,914,500   17  2  0  0  0  0  0 

7 
2005 Build EA  0.698  $4,971,800   $491,200  $1,000  $745,800   $6,209,800   13  0  0  0.01  2  0  1 

Revised Build  0.625  $4,593,400  $1,810,600  $0  $689,000   $7,093,000   8  0  0  0  0  0  0 

8 
2005 Build EA  0.314  $2,236,600   $757,000  $3,000  $335,500   $3,332,100   24  0  0  0.03  1  0  0 

Revised Build  0.354  $2,608,300  $2,557,300  $0  $391,200  $5,556,800   18  3  0  0  0  0  0 

9 
2005 Build EA  1.525  $10,862,400   $906,200  $15,000  $1,629,400   $13,413,000  19  0  0  0.15  1  0  1 

Revised Build  1.528  $11,258,300  $2,890,900  $0  $1,688,700   $15,837,900  26  0  0  0  1  0  0 

10 
2005 Build EA  0.418  $2,977,400   $526,800  $0  $446,600   $3,950,800   18  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Revised Build  0.420  $3,094,500  $496,800  $0  $464,200   $4,055,500   8  0  0  0  0  0  1 

11 
2005 Build EA  0.314  $2,236,600   $1,334,200  $0  $335,500   $3,906,300   18  0  0  0  0  0  1 

Revised Build  0.319  $2,350,400  $2,467,100  $0  $352,600   $5,170,100   3  1  0  0  0  0  1 

12 
2005 Build EA  0.311  $2,215,200   $1,445,300  $0  $332,300   $3,992,800   17  0  0  0  0  0  2 

Revised Build  0.306  $2,254,600  $788,200  $0  $338,200   $3,381,000   3  0  1  0  0  0  0 

13 
2005 Build EA  0.504  $3,589,900   $488,200  $0  $538,500   $4,616,600   6  0  0  0  0  1  0 

Revised Build  0.504  $3,713,500  $1,185,600  $0  $557,000   $5,456,100   13  0  0  0  0  1  1 

14 

2005 Build EA Option 1 Right  0.408  $2,906,100   $2,410,900  $0  $435,900   $5,752,900   16  1  1  0  1  2  0 

2005 Build EA Option 4  0.411  $3,028,200   $5,676,700  $0  $454,200   $9,159,100   16  5  2  0  1  6  0 

Revised Build Option 1 Right  0.408  $2,906,100  $2,513,400  $0  $435,900   $5,855,400   16  1  1  0  1  2  0 

Revised Build Option 4  0.411  $3,028,200  $5,556,800  $0  $454,200   $9,039,200   13  5  2  0  1  6  0 

15 
2005 Build EA  0.070  $515,800  $0  $0  $77,400   $593,200   0  0  0  0  0  0  1 

Revised Build  0.070  $515,800  $0  $0  $77,400   $593,200   0  0  0  0  0  0  1 
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SECTION	4: IMPACTS	
As part of the EA, several detailed studies of potential impacts to various social, 
economic, cultural, historic, natural and physical qualities for the proposed build 
alternatives have been conducted and are summarized in this section.   

4.1  SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

4.1.1 COMMUNITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
A community impact assessment was performed for this project and a summary is 
provided below.  

Social Impacts 
Social impacts that may occur as the result of proposed transportation improvements 
include: impacts to community cohesion, community facilities and services, mobility, and 
safety.  

Community Cohesion 

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the project study area is located within four census 
tracts: Tract 20 in Alachua County, Tracts 9503, 9504, and 9505 in Putnam County.  
Table 4-1 summarizes the 2010 Census Data for the four tracts.   
 

Table 4-1: Existing Demographic Information 

Category 
Census Tract 

20 
Census Tract 

9503 
Census Tract 

9504 
Census Tract 

9505 
Alachua 
County 

Putnam 
County 

Population  5,657  6,618  2,912  6,576  247,336  74,364 

Race – Caucasian  4,377  5,424  2,342  5,792  172,156  57,468 

              Black  1,085  710  475  321  50,282  12,030 

              Asian  17  28  12  30  13,235  455 

              Other  178  456  83  433  4,211  2,705 

Hispanic  178  671  75  686  20,752  6,706 

Households  2,796  3,437  1,721  3,088  112,766  37,337 

             Renter‐
Occupied 

410  560  200  442  45,748  7,076 

             Owner‐
Occupied 

1,936  2,148  1,029  2,068  54,768  22,333 

             Vacant  450  729  492  578  12,250  7,928 

Avg. Household 
Size 

2.02  1.93  1.69  2.13  2.32  2.48 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau – 2010 Census 

 
The build alternatives will not result in the isolation or separation of communities, ethnic 
groups, or social groups.  This is further documented in Section 4.1.4. 
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Community Facilities and Services 

Community features are shown in Figure 4-1 and described in Table 4-2.  Impacts to 
these features are discussed below. 

School	Districts			
The two developed areas within the study corridor are Hawthorne and Interlachen.  
Each town has its’ own individual school district.  The public schools in Hawthorne are 
not located along the project portion of SR-20. The Interlachen public schools are 
located along CR-315.  Neither Putnam nor Alachua Counties plan new schools within 
the study area.  The proposed widening project will have no significant impact to nearby 
public schools, or to current school boundaries.   In Segment 15, pedestrian safety will 
be improved with the project’s proposed median, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks in all of 
the build alternatives under consideration. 
 
A private facility, the Children’s Academy of Interlachen, is located on the south side of 
SR-20 at Commonwealth Avenue in Segment 14.  This facility, located in the old Post 
Office building, lies within the proposed right of way of Option 4 for both build 
alternatives. There are several suitable locations along SR-20, CR-315, and Old 
Gainesville Highway for the Academy to relocate.  

Recreation	Areas			
Within the project corridor, there are several public recreation facilities.  The Seventh 
Day Adventist Camp, a private recreational facility, is located south of SR-20 in 
Segment 5.  The campground consists of cabins and houses scattered throughout the 
property and along a private lake.  The build alternatives will widen SR-20 to the north in 
this segment, thereby avoiding any direct impact to the campground itself; however, 
traffic noise impacts are predicted to occur at this site with the widened typical section. 
(Refer to the noise impact discussion later in this section.) 
 
The City of Hawthorne is in the process of developing the planned Little Orange Creek 
Nature Park in eastern Alachua and western Putnam Counties.  The 1,205 acre 
proposed park property, recently acquired by the City in 2011, is located north and 
south of SR-20.  Both build alternatives will impact the proposed property.  Detailed 
information documenting the impacts and prior coordination is included in Section 4.2.2.  
 
On the south bank of Lake Chipco, adjacent to SR-20 in Segment 14, is Butler Beach.   
This park is owned by the Town of Interlachen.  The build alternatives will have no 
impact to this park. Single-family residences are scattered along the east and north 
banks of Lake Chipco; some having boat docks.  The lake and park are within the 
northern boundary of the Interlachen Historic District.  In talks with the Town of 
Interlachen, the Town stated that their currently is very limited use of the park since 
there are no parking, benches, outdoor facilities, or sidewalks to/from the park; 
therefore, noise impacts have not been analyzed.  Both build alternatives will shift the 
travel lanes further from the park and provide sidewalks and bike lanes that will 
enhance the park.   
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Table 4-2: Existing Community Features 

ID #  Facility Name  Location 

Schools and Daycares 

1  The Children’s Academy of Interlachen  SR‐20/Commonwealth Ave., Interlachen 

2  Interlachen Elementary School  251 CR‐315, Interlachen 

3  C.H. Price Middle School  140 N. CR‐315, Interlachen 

4  Interlachen High School  126 N. CR‐315, Interlachen 

5  RCMA Walker Head Start  157 S CR‐21, Hawthorne 

Religious Institutions 

6  Trinity United Missionary Baptist  Gilgal Rd, Hawthorne 

7  Zion Hill Seventh Day Adventist  100 Chesser Monroe Rd, Hawthorne 

8  Iglesia Pentecostal  1416 SR‐20, Interlachen 

9  Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witness  1404 SR‐20, Interlachen 

10  Church of God  1259 SR‐20 Interlachen 

11  St. Johns Catholic  106 N. Manitoba Ave, Interlachen 

12  First United Methodist Church  200 E. Boylston St., Interlachen 

Emergency Services 

13  Interlachen Police Department  1212 SR‐20, Interlachen 

14  Putnam County Volunteer Fire Department  202 Commonwealth Ave. Interlachen 

Recreation Facilities 

15  Seventh Day Adventist Camp  1771 SR‐20, Hawthorne 

16  Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial Park   312 Atlantic Ave, Interlachen 

17  Butler Beach  1184 SR‐20, Interlachen 

18  Hastings Park  311 Atlantic Ave, Interlachen 

19  Proposed Little Orange Creek Nature Park  24115 N.E. 6th Ave 

 

Also within the Interlachen Historic District (Segments 14 and 15) are two public 
recreational areas.  Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial Park is located along Atlantic 
Avenue from Francis Street to CR-315.  This park contains a sidewalk and is used for 
passive recreation.  Hastings Park is located south of the Robert Henry Jenkins Jr 
Memorial Park between Boyleston St. and Tropic Ave. and consists of a children’s 
playground.  Neither typical section options will have a direct impact on these two park 
facilities.  Visual impacts may occur with the removal of trees along the proposed right-
of-way; however, FDOT will provide appropriate landscaping wherever possible.  Visual 
impacts to Hastings Park and Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial Park from Typical 
section Option 4 will be minimized with a landscaped barrier, planted between Prospect 
Street and CR-315.  The two parks were evaluated for potential noise impacts and were 
both found to not approach or exceed noise abatement criteria.  In addition, the 
sidewalks and bike lanes proposed as part of the build alternative will enhance both 
parks. 
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Figure 4-1: Community Features 
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Churches			
There are several religious institutions located throughout the project study area.  Both 
build alternatives will impact one institution.  The Zion Hill Seventh Day Adventist 
Church is within the proposed right-of-way for the 2005 EA Build Alternative Segment 5, 
and will be acquired as part of the project’s right-of-way acquisition program.  The 
acquisition of this institution will not be required for the Revised Build Alternative.  The 
Church of God will be acquired as part of the project’s right-of-way acquisition program 
for the Revised Build Alternative.   

Police	and	Fire	Protection	
Both the Town of Interlachen Police headquarters and the Putnam County Volunteer 
Fire Department station are located on SR-20.  Neither will be impacted by the project.  
No other police or fire stations are located within the project corridor.   

Mobility 

Mobility will not be adversely affected.  The Build Alternatives will increase the capacity 
of SR-20, resulting in decreased travel times and increased reliability for users.  Full 
median openings in the rural areas of the project will be spaced at 0.5-mile intervals.  
Directional openings will be spaced at 0.25-mile intervals. Within urban areas, full 
median openings will be spaced at 0.25-mile intervals with directional openings spaced 
at 660-foot intervals. 

Land Use Impacts 

The primary land uses west of SR-21 are agricultural with pine plantations being the 
dominant use.  This area is scattered with rural single-family residential areas.  From 
SR-21 to CR-315, existing land use is primarily low to medium density residential with 
scattered commercial uses along SR-20.  The Town of Hawthorne is located at the 
project’s western terminus while the Town of Interlachen has developed at the eastern 
end of the project.  The communities of Colegrove, Cone, Mt. Meekin, Coopers Mill and 
Johnson are small areas of development located adjacent to the project corridor.  There 
are also several churches and two cemeteries along the corridor.  Greater concentration 
of commercial use is located within the Town of Interlachen. 
 
From discussions with the Alachua and Putnam County Planning Departments, there 
are no new developments planned within the corridor.  Consequently, the Future Land 
Use Maps contained within the respective Comprehensive Plans indicate that land uses 
within the corridor will remain virtually unchanged, with only more scattered individual 
residential home sites forecasted.  Future Land Use Plans for Alachua County, Putnam 
County, the City of Hawthorne, and the Town of Interlachen are located in Appendix A.  
 
The proposed project will have little impact to the future land uses within the corridor.  At 
most, new owners may revitalize the currently vacant commercial buildings/properties at 
the various SR-20 intersections when the widened facility is completed.  
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This secondary economic impact will be beneficial to the small communities located 
adjacent to the corridor.  In addition, the widened roadway will allow easier access to 
employment and shopping centers in Gainesville, Interlachen, and Hawthorne. 
 
In terms of safety, the proposed project will provide a smoother, safer traffic flow by 
adding additional lanes that will accommodate both agricultural and industrial trucks, as 
well as, automobiles. 

4.1.2  UTILITIES AND RAILROADS 
The utility companies listed below have facilities in the project vicinity. The abandoned 
railroad south of SR-20 will not be impacted by the project.  Overhead and underground 
utilities may have to be relocated as part of the project but no major utility impacts are 
anticipated.    
 

 Florida Power and Light - transmission line  
 The Town of Interlachen - water main 
 Windstream Florida, Inc - telephone line 
 Comcast Cable Communications - cable TV line 
 Clay electric - transmission line 
 Florida Cable, Inc. - cable TV line 
 Gainesville Regional Gas - gas line 
 Putnam County Public Works - sewer line 
 AT&T Distribution - telephone line 

4.1.3  RELOCATIONS 
A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP), completed in April 2012, was prepared for 
the proposed widening project consistent with Chapter 11 of the PD&E Manual and is 
included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the attached DVD.  The CSRP 
addresses both residential, institutional, and business relocations required for the Build 
Alternatives, as summarized in the following sections.  An addendum to the CSRP was 
prepared due to the selection of the pond sites for the Revised Build Alternative Option 
4 and is included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the attached DVD. 

2005 EA Build Alternative Option 1 Right 

Residential Relocations 

The 2005 EA Build Alternative Option 1 Right will displace eighteen households. Of the 
residential displacements, five households appear to be tenant occupied, while thirteen 
households appear to be owner occupied, as a homestead exemption is indicated with 
the Putnam County Property Appraiser. Of the displacements, all but four of the 
households reside in conventionally constructed dwellings, with the other households 
residing in mobile homes. The oldest of the conventional dwellings was constructed in 
1886 and is 126 years old. The average age is 44 years old, as of 2012. The oldest 
mobile home was placed at its current location in 1965 and the newest in 2004. The 
average age of the mobile homes is 25 years old, as of 2012. In addition, the presence 
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of a wheelchair ramp was noted on one of the single family dwellings that will be 
impacted by this alternative, indicating a potential disabled resident. 
 
This alternative will only impact one of the homes that have been identified as historic 
within the Town of Interlachen. 

Business Relocations 

Seven businesses will be displaced by this alternative: a storage facility, small thrift 
store, two miscellaneous retail stores, church, nightclub and a real estate business. 
Four of the businesses (storage facility, small thrift store & two miscellaneous retail 
stores) are located at one location, in a small plaza located near Cowpen Lake. There is 
a possibility that the storage facility could remain at this location, as one of the storage 
buildings will not be impacted by this alternative, while another storage building will be 
slightly impacted and may be able to be cut and refaced for continued operation. Even 
though the storage business may be able to continue to operate at this site, it is still 
considered a business relocation, due to the storage office and resident managers’ 
office being impacted by this alternative. 
 
The nightclub is located in the small community of Johnson, midway between the towns 
of Hawthorne and Interlachen. The church is located west of Johnson. The real estate 
business is located within the Town of Interlachen. 

2005 EA Build Alternative Option 4 

Residential Relocations 

The 2005 EA Build Alternative Option 4 will displace twenty-two households. Of the 
residential displacements, six households appear to be tenant occupied, while sixteen 
households appear to be owner occupied, as a homestead exemption is indicated with 
the Putnam County Property Appraiser. Of the displacements, all but four of the 
households reside in conventionally constructed dwellings, with the other households 
residing in mobile homes. There are two conventional dwellings which were constructed 
in 1886 (126 years old) and are the oldest conventional dwellings for this alternative. 
The average age is 53 years old as of 2012. The oldest mobile home was placed at its 
current location in 1965 and the newest in 2004. The average age of the mobile homes 
is 25 years old as of 2012. In addition, the presence of a wheelchair ramp was noted on 
one of the single family dwellings that would be impacted by this alternative, indicating a 
potential of a disabled residence. 
 
This alternative will impact all five of the homes identified as historic within the Town of 
Interlachen. This alternative has the highest number of residential relocation impacts of 
all alternatives under consideration. 

Business Relocations 

Eight businesses will be displaced by this alternative: a storage facility, small thrift store, 
two miscellaneous retail stores, church, nightclub, preschool and a real estate business. 
Four of the businesses (storage facility, small thrift store & two miscellaneous retail 
stores) are located at one location, in a small plaza located near Cowpen Lake. There is 
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a possibility that the storage facility could remain at this location, as one of the storage 
buildings will not be impacted by this alternative, while another storage building will be 
slightly impacted and may be able to be cut and refaced for continued operation. Even 
though the storage business may be able to continue to operate at this site, it is still 
considered a business relocation, due to the storage office and resident managers’ 
office being impacted by this alternative.  
 
The nightclub is located in the small community of Johnson, midway between the towns 
of Hawthorne and Interlachen. In addition, a church is located west of Johnson. The 
preschool and real estate business are both located within the Town of Interlachen. 
 

Revised Build Alternative Option 1 Right 

Residential Relocations 

The Revised Build Alternative Option 1 Right will displace eleven households. Of the 
residential displacements, seven households appear to be tenant occupied, while four 
households appear to be owner occupied, as a homestead exemption is indicated with 
the Putnam County Property Appraiser. Of the displacements, all but two of the 
households reside in conventionally constructed dwellings, with the other households 
residing in mobile homes. The oldest of the conventional dwellings was constructed in 
1886 and is 126 years old. The average age is 50 years old as of 2012. The two mobile 
homes were placed at their current locations in 1969 and 1986. 
 
This alternative will only impact one of the homes that have been identified as historic 
within the Town of Interlachen.  Of note, this alternative will impact the lowest number of 
households of all alternatives that are under consideration.  

Business Relocations 

Eight businesses will be displaced by this alignment alternative: a storage facility, small 
thrift store, two miscellaneous retail stores, nightclub, lounge, church and a real estate 
business. Four of the businesses (storage facility, small thrift store & two miscellaneous 
retail stores) are located at one location, in a small plaza located near Cowpen Lake. 
There is a possibility that the storage facility could remain at this location, as two of the 
storage buildings will not be impacted by this alternative. Even though the storage 
business may be able to continue to operate at this site, it is still considered a business 
relocation, due to the storage office and resident managers’ office being impacted by 
this alternative. 
 
The nightclub is located in the small community of Johnson, midway between the towns 
of Hawthorne and Interlachen. The lounge, church and real estate business are all 
located within or just outside the Town of Interlachen. 
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Revised Build Alternative Option 4 

Residential Relocations 

The Revised Build Alternative Option 4 will displace fifteen households. Of the 
residential displacements, eight households appear to be tenant occupied, while seven 
households appear to be owner occupied, as a homestead exemption is indicated with 
the Putnam County Property Appraiser. Of the displacements, all but two of the 
households reside in conventionally constructed dwellings, with the other households 
residing in mobile homes. There are two conventional dwellings which were constructed 
in 1886 (126 years old) and are the oldest conventional dwellings for this alternative. 
The average age is 59 years old as of 2012. The two mobile homes were placed at their 
current locations in 1969 and 1986.  
 
The pond sites associated with the Revised Build Option 4 will require an additional 
seven households and no additional businesses.  Of the residential displacements, 
three households appear to be tenant occupied, while four households appear to be 
owner occupied, as a homestead exemption is indicated with the Putnam County 
Property Appraiser.  Of the displacements, all but one of the households resides in 
conventionally constructed dwellings, with the other household residing in a mobile 
home.  The average age of the conventional dwellings is forty-five years old as of 2013.  
The mobile home was placed at its current location in 1990.  
 
This alternative will impact all five of the homes that have been identified as historic 
within the Town of Interlachen. 

Business Relocations 

Nine businesses will be displaced by this alignment alternative: a storage facility, small 
thrift store, two miscellaneous retail stores, nightclub, lounge, church, preschool and a 
real estate business. Four of the businesses (storage facility, small thrift store & two 
miscellaneous retail stores) are located at one location, in a small plaza located near 
Cowpen Lake. There is the possibility that the storage facility could remain at this 
location, as two of the storage buildings will not be impacted by this alternative. Even 
though the storage business may be able to continue to operate at this site, it is still 
considered a business relocation, due to the storage office and resident managers’ 
office being impacted by this alternative. 
 
The nightclub is located in the small community of Johnson, midway between the towns 
of Hawthorne and Interlachen. The lounge, church, preschool and real estate business 
are all located within or just outside the Town of Interlachen. 

Relocation Matrix 
A relocation matrix is shown in Table 4-3 that shows impacts for both build alternatives.  
 
 
 
 



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

4-10 
 

Table 4-3: Relocation Matrix 

Se
gm

e
n
t  2005 EA Build 

Alternative Option 1 
Right 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 1 

Right 

2005 EA Build 
Alternative Option 4 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 4 

Residential  Business  Residential  Business Residential  Business  Residential  Business

1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

4  7  4  2  4  7  4  3  4 

5  8  2  3  1  8  2  4  1 

6  2  0  2  0  2  0  3  0 

7  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

8  0  0  3  0  0  0  3  0 

9  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

10  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

11  0  0  0  1  0  0  1  1 

12  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  1 

13  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

14  1  1  1  1  5  2  8  2 

15  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

TOTAL  18  7  11  8  22  8  22*  9 

*Includes seven additional relocations that are required for the pond sites 

4.1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
This project has been developed without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex 
religion, disability, or family status. Special accommodations have been offered to 
anyone wishing to attend the public meetings or reviewing the project materials, as 
required under the ADA.     
 
Table 4-1 summarizes the 2010 Census Data for four tracts within the project study 
limits: Census Tract 20 in Alachua County and Census Tracts 9503, 9504, and 9505 in 
Putnam County.  The racial and ethnic characteristics are very similar in the project 
area compared to Alachua and Putnam County as a whole, except there is a lower 
Asian population in the project area.  The data additionally shows that the project area 
contains a higher percentage of owner occupied households. 
 
There are nine Census Block Groups along the project corridor.  Table 4-4 identifies the 
Census Block Group and each project Segment within the Block Group. 
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Table 4-4: Project Segments by Census Block Groups 

Census Block  Project Segment 

120010020005  1 

121079503003  1, 2, 3 

121079504001  1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

121079503004  3, 4, 5 

121079503005  5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 

121079505005  5, 6, 8, 9 

121079505002  9, 10 

121079505004  10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15 

121079503002  11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

 
Based on 2010 American Community Survey data within the project area there are 112 
individuals (1.1%) who speak English “not well” and 91 individuals (<1%) that speak 
English “not at all.”  While FDOT has extensive verbal and written Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) services, the low number of LEP in the project area suggest little, if 
any, need for document translation assistance.  Nevertheless, FDOT will provide 
interpretation services upon reasonable request, free of charge. 
 
There are fifteen Census Blocks within the study area that are approaching or are at a 
majority percentage for minority populations.  These minority populations are throughout 
the entire project corridor and can be found in all segments except for Segment 13.   
 
Out of the 4,164 households in the project area, there are 654 households that are 
below poverty level of which 38 receive public assistance.  The majority of populations 
below poverty level were evaluated at Block Group level in Census Tracts 9503, Block 
Group 2; Census Tract 9503, Block Group 3; and Census Tract 9505, Block Group 2; 
which indicated that the populations within these communities were 24 percent, 21 
percent, and 31 percent below poverty level, respectively.  These populations mainly 
reside in the communities of Hawthorne and Interlachen. 
 
Relocations will be required for this project and are discussed in Section 4.1.3.  Neither 
of the build alternatives is anticipated to have any negative effects on populations, 
displacements of a significant number of persons (including minority populations or 
special populations).  Relocation impacts to minorities and low income populations will 
be avoided whenever possible.  As a part of the proposed project all displacees will be 
offered the relocation assistance benefits provided for in the  Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act).  This 
assistance will include advisory services and other benefits available to eligible 
residential and non-residential displacees. 
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Many aspects of this project are considered enhancements to the standard of living for 
residents in the study area, minority or otherwise, and users of surrounding facilities.  
The proposed improvements include accommodations for pedestrians and bicyclists 
with the inclusion of bike lanes throughout the entire project and sidewalks in the urban 
sections as outlined in Section 4.3.1.  All proposed pedestrian facilities will include ADA 
accessible features to the extent required by FDOT’s design standards, which meet or 
exceed the 2010 Standards for Accessible Design.   
 
Widening SR-20 will also reduce travel times and delay all motorists currently 
experience as they travel the corridor.  In addition, widening SR-20 will provide a safer 
commute for all motorists. The proposed designated bicycle and pedestrian features will 
enhance the connectivity and mobility for all residents in the study area.  The 
improvements provided by this project will enhance the standard of living for all 
residents in the study area.   
 
Therefore, the FDOT does not anticipate that the proposed project will result in any 
disproportionate adverse impacts to any distinct minority, ethnic, elderly or handicapped 
groups, and/or low-income households.  Title VI information was made available at the 
Public Hearing. 

4.2  CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR, Part 800, a Cultural Resource 
Assessment Survey (CRAS), including background research and a field survey 
coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), was performed for this 
project.  As a result of the assessment, 110 sites were identified, 22 sites were 
determined eligible for listing or are listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).  The 110 historic resources are described and shown by the Florida Master 
Site File Number (FMSF) in Table 4-5 and Figure 4-2, respectively.  
 
The CRAS is included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the attached DVD.  The 
SHPO concurrence letters are included in Appendix D.  The original Phase 1 CRAS was 
completed in January 2001 and included buildings constructed prior to 1951.  The 
updated Phase 1 CRAS was completed in November 2009 and included buildings 
constructed prior to 1965.  A memorandum covering the new alignment portion was 
completed in October 2011 and also included any buildings constructed prior to 1967.  
Two memorandums covering the pond sites were completed in December 2012 and 
March 2014.  Between these surveys, all buildings within the APE that are 48 years or 
older have been recorded and evaluated.  The surveys were conducted for the build 
alternatives to evaluate the effect that construction will have on resources listed or 
potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP for local, regional, or national significance.   
 
Within the Town of Interlachen, a historic district was identified that borders the SR 20 
project.  Through consultation with FHWA and SHPO the district was determined to be 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and while the district has not been listed or designated as 
such, throughout the EA document it is referred to as the Interlachen Historic District.  
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Table 4-5: Cultural Resource Sites 

Map ID  FMSF #  Segment  Site Name/Resource  Use  Evaluation  NRHP Status 
1  8AL4181  1  Hawthorne Cemetery  Cemetery Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible

2  8AL4797  1  23602 SR 20  Residence Moved, lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

3  8AL4798  1  24060 SR‐20  Demolished Residence Demolished/moved Not Eligible

4  8AL5484  1  23119 SE Hawthorne Rd.  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

5  8PU00104  13  Wemberly House  Residence Not Evaluated Not evaluated by SHPO

6  8PU00479  East of CR‐315  1215 St. Johns Ave  Residence Not Evaluated Not evaluated by SHPO

7  8PU00747  East of CR‐315  1167 Old Gainesville Hwy  Residence Severe non‐historic alterations Not Eligible

8  8PU00749  East of CR‐315  Crews Residence  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

9  8PU00776  15  501 Atlantic Ave  Office Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

10  8PU00779  East of CR‐315  1235 Old Gainesville Hwy  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

11  8PU00791  East of CR‐315  1209 Old Gainesville Hwy  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

12  8PU00798  East of CR‐315  Zitz/Giffee House  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

13  8PU0799  14/15  Micanopy to Palatka Rd.  Atlantic Ave Severe non‐historic alterations Not Eligible

14  8PU0800  1/14/15  Florida Southern Railway  Trail/Atlantic Ave/Railroad Lacks sufficient historic integrity Not Eligible

15  8PU0801  East of CR‐315  1132 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

16  8PU0802  15  Sid Martin Building  School Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 1993 Found to be individually NR eligible

17  8PU1216  14  215 Atlantic Ave  Community Center Listed on NHRP in 2000 Listed on NRHP

18  8PU1252  2  110 Gordon Chapel Rd  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

19  8PU1253  4  100 Gilgal Rd.  School Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

20  8PU1254  4  1912 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

21  8PU1255  4  100 W. Cowpen Lake Rd.  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

22  8PU1256  5  1841 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

23  8PU1257  5  1831 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

24  8PU1258  5  2235 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

25  8PU1259  5  1771 SR‐20  Church Camp Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

26  8PU1260  5  1771 SR‐20  Storage Shed Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

27  8PU1261  5  1749 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

28  8PU1262  5  1741 SR‐20  Vacant Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

29  8PU1263  5  1742 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

30  8PU1264  5  1739 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

31  8PU1265  5  Napoleon Lane  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

32  8PU1266  5  1723 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

33  8PU1267  5  1724 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

34  8PU1268  5  1702 SR‐20  Bar Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

35  8PU1269  5  1647 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

36  8PU1270  8  1503 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

37  8PU1271  8  1494 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

38  8PU1272  8  1491 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

39  8PU1273  9  1488 SR‐20  Office Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

40  8PU1274  8  1488 SR‐20  Storage Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

41  8PU1275  9  1470 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

42  8PU1276  9  1446 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

43  8PU1277  9  1464 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

44  8PU1278  9  1462 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

45  8PU1279  9  1460A SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

46  8PU1280  9  1460 SR‐20  Demolished Demolished/moved Not Eligible

47  8PU1281  9  1458 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

48  8PU1282  9  1431 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

49  8PU1283  13  Pineview Cemetery  Cemetery Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible

50  8PU1284  13  1205 SR‐20  Church Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

51  8PU1285  13  111 S. Francis St.  Church Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district

52  8PU1286  13  104 S. Francis St.  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district

53  8PU1287  13  104 Boyleston St  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible

54  8PU1288  13  108 Boyleston St  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible

55  8PU1289  13  109 Columbus Ave  Boy Scout Building  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible 

56  8PU1290  14  200 E. Boylston St.  Church  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible 

57  8PU1291  14  221 Boyleston St  Residence  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible 

58  8PU1292  14  108 Commonwealth Ave  Residence  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible 

59  8PU1293  14  110 Commonwealth Ave  Business  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district & individually eligible 
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Map ID  FMSF #  Segment  Site Name/Resource  Use  Evaluation  NRHP Status 
60  8PU1294  14  308 E. Boylston St.  Residence  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district 

61  8PU1295  14  1177 SR‐20  Real Estate Office  Severe non‐historic & non‐sympathetic alterations  Not Eligible 

62  8PU1296  14  318 Atlantic Ave  Grocery  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district 

63  8PU1297  14  1173 SR‐20  Residence  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district 

64  8PU1298  14  418 Atlantic Ave  Residence  Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001  Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district 

65  8PU1299  14  426 Atlantic Ave  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district

66  8PU1300  14  432 Atlantic Ave  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district

67  8PU1301  14  440 Atlantic Ave  Residence Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible as a contributing resource to a NR district

68  8PU1302  East of CR‐315  442 Atlantic Ave  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

69  8PU1449  14  107 S 2nd Ln  Residence Not Evaluated  Not Evaluated by SHPO

70  8PU1459  13, 14, 15  Interlachen Historic District  Historic District Determined eligible by SHPO concurrence in 2001 Eligible

71  8PU1498  14  CSX Caboose  Railroad Car Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

72  8PU1546  6  SR‐20 Billboard  Billboard Determined eligible by the Keeper of NRHP Eligible

73  8PU1575  5  1771 SR‐20  Church Camp Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

74  8PU1576  4  1945 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

75  8PU1577  4  1941 SR‐20  Residence Insufficient Information Not Eligible

76  8PU1578  4  1917 SR‐20  Store Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

77  8PU1579  5  1847 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

78  8PU1580  5  1746 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

79  8PU1581  5  1737 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

80  8PU1582  5  D&M Auto Service – 1729 SR‐20 Unit 1  Auto Repair Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

81  8PU1583  5  1729 SR‐20 Unit 2  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

82  8PU1584  5  1726 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

83  8PU1585  5  1644 SR‐20  Vacant Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

84  8PU1586  5  Magnolia M.B Church 1631 SR‐20  Vacant Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

85  8PU1587  7  1537 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

86  8PU1588  7  1535 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

87  8PU1589  8  301 SW 45th St  Vacant Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

88  8PU1590  9  1482 SR‐20  Real Estate Office/Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

89  8PU1591  9  1473 SR‐20  Mobile Home Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

90  8PU1592  9  1456 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

91  8PU1593  9  1450 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

92  8PU1594  9  1420 SR‐20  Store Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

93  8PU1595  9  1418 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

94  8PU1596  9  1414 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

95  8PU1597  9  1410 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

96  8PU1598  11  1281 SR‐20  Bar Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

97  8PU1599  12  102 Grant Dr  Mobile Home Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

98  8PU1600  14  1162 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

99  8PU1601  5  1771 SR‐20 Representative #1  Cabin Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

100  8PU1602  5  1771 SR‐20  Cabin Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

101  8PU1641  8  1501 SR‐20  Detached Garage Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

102  8PU1642  7  117 Lake Galilee Drive  Mobile Home Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

103  8PU1708  5  102 E. Cowpen Lake Road  Utility Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

104  8PU1709  5  105 Rose Lane  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

105  8PU1710  5  118 Jenkins Lane  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

106  8PU1711  14  109 Stock Ave  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

107  8PU1712  9  103 Lakeview Trail  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

108  8PU1713  9  1440 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

109  8PU1714  5  1680 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible

110  8PU1717  9  1481 SR‐20  Residence Lack of historical & architectural significance Not Eligible
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Figure 4-2: Cultural Resource Sites
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As a result of the archaeological surveys conducted as part of this project, 13 
archaeological sites (8AL3883, 8AL4750, 8PU1305-1312, 8PU01702, 8PU01716, and 
8PU01718) and ten archaeological occurrences were documented along the APE.  The 
surveys concluded, based upon the opinion of the Principal Investigator that none of the 
13 archaeological sites or ten archaeological occurrences was considered eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places and no further work was 
recommended. 

2005 EA Build Alternative 
It should be noted that after the 2005 EA was approved, a Concrete Block Billboard was 
identified within the projects APE. The billboard was determined to be eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places.  The 2005 EA Build Alternative previously 
impacted this resource. While developing the Revised Build Alternative after the 
determination, the Revised Build Alternative has been designed to avoid impacts to the 
billboard.  Furthermore, the 2005 EA Build Alternative would also be redesigned to 
avoid the billboard if the alternative was still being pursued.  

Option 1 Right 

The 2005 EA Build Alternative Option 1 Right will impact two sites and also the historic 
district (8PU1459) in Segments 13 and 14.  The two sites are the Concrete Block 
Billboard (8PU1546) located in Segment Six and a residence (8PU1301) located at 440 
Atlantic Avenue in Segment 14 that is individually eligible.  

Option 4 

The 2005 EA Build Alternative Option 4 will impact six sites and also the historic district 
(8PU1459) in Segments 13 and 14.  The six sites, of which five are residences 
(8PU1297, 8PU1298, 8PU1299, 8PU1300, and 8PU1301), are all located in Segment 
14 while the Concrete Block Billboard (8PU1546) is located in Segment Six.   

Revised Build Alternative 

Option 1 Right 

The Revised Build Alternative Option 1 Right will impact a residence (8PU1301) in 
Segment 14 and also the historic district (8PU1459) in Segments 13 and 14.   

Option 4 

The Revised Build Alternative Option 4 will impact five sites and also the historic district 
(8PU1459) in Segments 13 and 14.  The five sites are residences (8PU1297, 8PU1298, 
8PU1299, 8PU1300, and 8PU1301) that are all located in Segment 14. 

Locally Preferred Option through the Town of Interlachen 
Option 4 has been determined to be the preferred option for this study.  It is the opinion 
of the local community, FHWA, and SHPO that the long-term impacts from Option 1 
Right to the overall historic district would be more damaging than Option 4.  It is likely 
that the taking of the backyards of the remaining four buildings, as Option 1 Right does, 
would result in either their conversion to commercial interests or even possible 
demolition to accommodate new commercial construction.  As a result, the local 
community strongly supports Option 4.  In consultation with FHWA, SHPO, and the 
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community, Option 4 was carried forward as the locally preferred option and a MOA was 
executed.  A comparison of impacts to the various alternatives and resources is shown 
in Table 4-6.  

Table 4-6: Cultural Resource Sites Impacted 

Se
gm

e
n
t 

2005 EA Build 
Alternative Option 1 

Right 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 1 

Right 

2005 EA Build 
Alternative Option 4 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 4 

1  0  0  0  0 

2  0  0  0  0 

3  0  0  0  0 

4  0  0  0  0 

5  0  0  0  0 

6  1  0  1  0 

7  0  0  0  0 

8  0  0  0  0 

9  0  0  0  0 

10  0  0  0  0 

11  0  0  0  0 

12  0  0  0  0 

13  1  1  1  1 

14  2  2  6  6 

15  0  0  0  0 

TOTAL  4  3  8  7 

 

4.2.1 SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

Coordination 
Coordination with the SHPO began with the Advance Notification Process.  On October 
14, 1999, the SHPO requested the FDOT conduct a Cultural Resource Survey.  This 
survey was completed in January 2001.  On August 10, 2001, the SHPO concurred with 
the findings of the survey, which were previously described in Section 4.2 of this 
Environmental Assessment.  The SHPO concurrence letter is included in Appendix D. 
 
In reaching these conclusions and identifying potential impacts other meetings were 
held with the SHPO and interested members of the public. On September 13, 2000, a 
meeting was held in Interlachen with FDOT, the SHPO, and concerned citizens to 
discuss the merits of the bypass options as well as the merits of the existing alignment 
options. The FDOT reiterated their position that a bypass around Interlachen was not a 
feasible and prudent alternative. 
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A formal Section 106 meeting was held December 7, 2000 in Tallahassee, Florida to 
discuss the findings of the Cultural Resource Survey.   Representatives attended this 
meeting from FDOT, FHWA, SHPO, and several citizens from Interlachen. The 
boundaries of the Interlachen Historic District were discussed as well as potential 
impacts to the district.  There was also as a general discussion on measures to 
minimize harm.  
 
On April 5, 2001, the FDOT and FHWA went to Interlachen for another meeting with 
interested citizens.  At this meeting Option 1-Right was presented and the minimization 
attributes of this alternative were discussed at length.  The SHPO representative was 
unable to attend this meeting.  The citizens requested FDOT to develop a new wider 
typical section alternative that would create a buffer between the expanded roadway 
and the Interlachen Historic District.  That alternative is called “Option 4" in this EA. 
 
On October 2, 2001, representatives of the FDOT again went to Interlachen and 
presented Option 4, developed as a result of the April 5, 2001 meeting request by the 
citizens.  At that time the FDOT stated it was preparing an EA that would analyze both 
options.  It was also stated that after circulation of the EA and FDOT receives 
comments from the SHPO, local officials and the general public, a recommendation 
would be made as to which typical section (Option 1- Right or Option 4) would be 
constructed through Interlachen. 
 
During discussions with the local community, FHWA, and SHPO it was decided that the 
long-term impacts from Option 1 Right to the overall historic district would be more 
damaging than Option 4.  It is likely that the taking of the backyards of the remaining 
four buildings, as Option 1 Right does, would result in either their conversion to 
commercial interests or even possible demolition to accommodate new commercial 
construction.  As a result, the local community strongly supports Option 4.  In 
consultation with FHWA, SHPO, and the community, Option 4 was carried forward as 
the locally preferred option for the MOA.   
 
On August 9, 2011, representatives of FDOT went to Interlachen to present, at that 
time, a proposed MOA with SHPO to the Town of Interlachen.  The MOA states that 
FDOT will transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually be used or necessary for the 
project to the Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the 
expansion of the existing linear park.  The Town of Interlachen accepted the proposal.  
The MOA is included in Appendix C. 
 
In addition to these meetings, which were directly related to the Section 4(f) issues; 
numerous other meetings have been held.  Refer to Section 6.2 for a full discussion of 
public involvement on this project. 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
Through the application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, the Federal Highway 
Administration, in consultation with the SHPO, concluded that the project would have an 
adverse impact on the houses located within the Town of Interlachen, Florida located at: 
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1172 SR-20 (8PU1297), 418 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1298), 426 Atlantic Avenue 
(8PU1299), 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300), and 440 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1301), each 
such property being eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  
Based on these conclusions, a MOA was developed, and approved by the Federal 
Highway Administration, the SHPO, and FDOT on November 8, 2011 (see Appendix C). 
 
The MOA states that as part of Option 4, FDOT will adversely affect the houses located 
within the Town of Interlachen, Florida located at: 1172 SR-20 (8PU1297), 418 Atlantic 
Avenue (8PU1298), 426 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1299), 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300), 
and 440 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1301), each such property being eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places.  The FHWA and the Department consulted with 
the local community, the record property owners of the affected houses, members of the 
public and with the SHPO, in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.  
 
As part of the project, and as defined as mitigation in the MOA for the Interlachen 
Historic District, the Department shall acquire the historic house located at 440 Atlantic 
Avenue (8PU1301).  The Department shall relocate the house to an as yet 
undetermined location, preferably within the Interlachen Historic District, and, thereafter 
restore the exterior of the home.  The house shall be encumbered with a preservation 
covenant (prepared by the department) and offered for sale to the former owner after 
relocation and restoration are complete.  If the former owner does not purchase the 
home, the Department will offer the home for sale to the Town and thereafter to the 
general public.  
 
The remaining four homes will be encumbered with a preservation covenant and 
thereafter offered for sale to the former owners.  Homes not purchased by the 
respective former owners shall be offered for sale to the general public. The Department 
will implement a marketing plan, for a period of six months, which may include listing the 
houses in area newspapers; posting flyers at local community centers such as churches 
and historical societies; informing local civic and religious leaders about the houses; and 
informing local, regional, and state-wide preservation groups for posting on their website 
or list-server.  The Department may demolish any house not purchased within the six-
month marketing period.  
 
The Department will transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually used or necessary 
for the project to the Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the 
expansion of the existing linear park.  After completion of the project, the Department 
will install landscaping in the area between SR-20 and the boundary of the proposed 
expansion of the park. 

4.2.2 RECREATIONAL/PARKLAND 
The City of Hawthorne is in the process of developing a planned park, Little Orange 
Creek Nature Park, in eastern Alachua and western Putnam Counties.  The 1,205 acre 
park property, recently acquired (2011) by the City, is located to the north and south of 
SR-20, within the limits of this project.  The planned park is shown in Figure 4-2. 
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It should be noted that at the time the 2005 Approved EA was circulated, there were no 
plans to construct a park at Little Orange Creek and the land was owned by a private 
entity.  FDOT began working with the Putnam Land Conservancy (PLC) in 2006 to plan 
for the park development. 
 
In 2006, the newly formed PLC, working with the Alachua Conservation Trust and the 
City of Hawthorne, began the plan for land acquisition and park development.  On 
December 20, 2006, the City met with FDOT and the PLC to present the plan and 
request FDOT’s participation.  FDOT’s potential role in facilitating the proposed 
elements of the park, as part of the roadway improvements was discussed.  Four 
subsequent meetings were held on June 30, 2009, March 7, 2011, October 12, 2011, 
and July 26, 2012.  These meetings further defined viable solutions to enhance the park 
and allow for future widening of SR-20.  Coordination documentation is located in 
Appendix B. 
 
FDOT is committed to constructing a bridge over Little Orange Creek. The bridge will 
provide pedestrian, equestrian, and canoe/kayak access underneath SR-20, connecting 
the northern and southern portions of the Nature Park. The bridge also serves as a 
wildlife crossing. In addition, wildlife crossing will be enhanced through structures 
located at Fowler’s Prairie. With the widening of SR-20, sidewalks and bicycle lanes are 
planned on both the north and south side of the roadway. These sidewalks and bicycle 
lanes will connect Hawthorne and Interlachen and provide additional recreational 
facilities to the park. All these features will enhance the park and are consistent with the 
purpose of the Little Orange Creek Nature Park.  FDOT and the City of Hawthorne will 
continue to work together throughout the duration of this project, to facilitate the goals of 
the Little Orange Creek Nature Park.  The right-of-way needs for the widening of SR-20 
are considered in the Master Plan for the park.  An easement for SR-20 has been set 
aside for transportation purposes and will be designated as such once the exact ROW 
need has been determined during the design phase. 
 
As of May 2013, the park has not opened to the public and is still in the planning 
process.  Additional funds are needed for permits and engineering plans before the park 
can officially open.  

4.3  NATURAL AND PHYSICAL IMPACTS 
The following discussion presents the anticipated impacts to the natural and physical 
environment as a result of the proposed project.  Physical impacts relate to air quality 
and noise. 

4.3.1  PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE FACILITIES 
Currently, there are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities along SR-20 within the project 
limits. There are existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities located at the eastern and 
western limits of this project that were constructed with the previous widening projects.  
All proposed pedestrian facilities will include ADA accessible features to the extent 
required by FDOT’s design standards, which meet or exceed the 2010 Standards for 
Accessible Design. 
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2005 EA Build Alternative 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative will provide a 10-foot undesignated bicycle lane along the 
south side of SR-20 in the rural sections of the project (Segments 1 through 6).  In the 
urban sections (Segments 7 through 15), five-foot bicycle lanes, a five-foot sidewalk 
north of SR-20, and a 10-foot sidewalk south of SR-20 are proposed along both sides of 
SR-20.  The 10-foot sidewalk was requested by Putnam County. 

Revised Build Alternative 
The Revised Build Alternative will provide 6.5-foot bicycle lanes (Segments 1 through 
13), 4-foot bicycle lanes (Segments 13 through 15), 10-foot sidewalk on the south side 
of SR-20 (Segments 13 through 15), and a 5-foot sidewalk on the north side of SR-20 
(Segments 13 through 15).  

4.3.2  VISUAL/AESTHETICS 
The aesthetic quality of a community comprises physical features that make up the 
visible landscape and include land, water, vegetation, and man-made features (such as 
buildings, roadways, and structures).  The project corridor contains many of these visual 
resources.  Lakes are scattered on either side of SR-20; dense vegetation is present 
through most of the project area; and the Interlachen Historic District borders the 
roadway in Segments 14 and 15.  Therefore, visual impacts must be considered from 
both the vantage point of the motoring public and of those who reside, work, and shop 
within the two communities. 
 
By using the existing alignment for the widening effort, both build alternatives avoid 
impacts to the adjacent lakes and too much of the roadside vegetation that lies outside 
the existing right-of-way.  Moreover, the grassed median will enhance the beauty of the 
SR-20 corridor by providing a visual relief for the motorist from the additional pavement 
required with the Build Alternative. 
 
During the series of public meetings held for this project, citizens expressed specific 
concern for retaining the character of Interlachen and its quality of life.  The project is 
designed to minimize negative impacts to the essential quality of life features.  It 
maintains the existing 45 mph speed limit through downtown Interlachen (Segments 14 
and 15) and the existing at-grade intersection at CR-315.  Though two additional travel 
lanes will be added as part of the project, the speed at which vehicles travel and current 
traffic flow at the intersection will remain as it is today. Inclusion of sidewalks and curb 
and gutter features will enhance the visual appeal of the roadway itself.    
 
There are two typical section options being considered through Segments 14 and 15.  
The following discussion presents the visual impacts to the Town of Interlachen as they 
relate to these two options. 

Option 1-Right 
Under this option, the proposed alignment around Lake Chipco requires the removal of 
several large trees on the south side of the roadway, but the motorist’s view of the lake 
remains unchanged.  The removal of the Nicosia Realty building will improve the view of 
the Interlachen Historic District from SR-20. 
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The view of Lake Chipco from the Interlachen Historic District will be altered under 
Option 1-Right.  With the removal of the trees, the lake will be more visible, as will SR-
20.  However, the proposed grassed median will help diminish the effect of the 
additional travel lanes. To enhance this area and the view of the lake, the median could 
be planted with native trees and shrubbery.   
 
Sidewalks and bicycle lanes will provide safe access to both the lake and the 
Interlachen Historic District, and to the schools and shopping along CR-315. 
 
Option 1-Right will not have an aesthetic or visual impact on the two parks contained 
within Interlachen’s Historic District, Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial Park and 
Hastings Park. 

Option 4 
This option consists of a wider median through Segments 14 and 15 and requires the 
acquisition of property along the northern boundary of the Interlachen Historic District.  
Like Option 1-Right, the wider median could be landscaped to provide a visual barrier 
from the westbound traffic lanes, while maintaining the Interlachen Historic District’s 
view of Lake Chipco.  In addition, landscaping could be provided within the FDOT right-
of-way south of SR-20 to form a green space compatible with the Interlachen Historic 
District.   
 
Secondary aesthetic impacts with Option 4 pertain to the Interlachen Historic District 
itself.  A buffer will be created between the roadway and the Interlachen Historic District.  
Remnant land not used for the roadway will be protected from future non-conforming 
construction.  The integrity of the Interlachen Historic District may, therefore, be 
enhanced by Option 4. 
 
Option 4 will also have positive aesthetic impacts to Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial 
Park and Hastings Park.  As part of this option, the proposed landscaped buffer will 
shield the parks from view of widened SR-20. 

4.3.3  AIR QUALITY 
Both Alachua and Putnam Counties are currently designated as being in attainment for 
the following Clean Air Act National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): ozone, 
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (2.5 microns in size and 10 microns in size), sulfur 
dioxide, carbon monoxide (CO), and lead.  Therefore, the Clean Air Act conformity 
requirements do not apply for the project.   
 
The CO Florida 2012 model screening test shows that the highest project-related CO 1-
hour and CO 8-hour levels are not predicted to meet or exceed the NAAQS under either 
of the analyzed alternatives.  The air report, completed in May 2013, is included as part 
of the Technical Discipline Reports on the attached DVD.  
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In addition to the criteria for air pollutants for which NAAQS have been promulgated, the 
Environmental Protection Agency also regulates air toxics.  Most air toxics originate 
from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources 
(e.g. airplanes), area sources (e.g. dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g. factories 
or refineries).  Mobil Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics 
defined by the Clean Air Act.  The MSATs are compounds emitted from highway 
vehicles and non-road equipment.  
 
The Build Alternative AADT traffic volumes along the project corridor are predicted to be 
approximately equal to the No-Build between the Build Year (2020) and Design Year 
(2040).  In addition, Build Alternative traffic speeds are predicted to be 55mph which is 
commensurate with the current posted/ No-Build Alternative traffic speed.  The Level of 
Service along SR20 is predicted to be LOS C with the Build Alternative, as opposed to 
LOS F with the No-Build Alternative in the 2040 Design Year.  Based on these data, the 
project is expected to result in reduced congestion levels. 
 
For the Build Alternative, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The VMT of the Build Alternative is expected to be only 
slightly higher that for the No-Build Alternative, because the additional capacity 
increases the efficiency of the roadway, reduces congestion and increases vehicle 
speeds.  This increase in VMT would normally lead to higher overall Build Alternative 
MSAT emissions along the corridor.  However this overall increase is expected to be 
somewhat offset by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased vehicle speeds; 
according to EPA’s MOVES2010b model, emissions o f all of the priority MSATs 
decrease as speed increases.  Because the estimated VMT for the Build Alternative and 
No-Build Alternative are nearly the same, it is expected there would be no appreciable 
difference in overall MSAT emissions.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, 
emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s 
national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by over 
80 percent between 2010 and 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national 
projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control 
measures.  However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even 
after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be 
lower in the future in nearly all cases. 
 
The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the Build Alternative will have the 
effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; 
therefore, there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could 
be higher than the No-Build Alternative. However, the magnitude and the duration of 
these potential increases compared to the No-Build alternative cannot be reliably 
quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific 
MSAT health impacts. In sum, when a highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT 
emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, 
but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which 
are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations 
when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and 
fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions 
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that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower 
than today. 

4.3.4 NOISE 

 2005 EA Build Alternative 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative traffic noise analysis identified sixty-eight noise sensitive 
receptors, represented by twenty-eight representative receptors, as having a potential 
impact from elevated traffic noise.  Fourteen representative receptors were found to 
approach or exceed FDOT and FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).  Four were 
unable to accommodate barriers sufficient to provide abatement.  Barriers were 
analyzed for the remaining eight receptors but were found to greatly exceed cost 
reasonableness guidelines.  It was concluded that there were no apparent solutions to 
mitigate the noise impacts as a result of the 2005 EA Build Alternative. 
 

Revised Build Alternative 
An assessment of noise impacts was conducted for this project according to Title 23, 
Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), Part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (July 13, 2010), Part II, Chapter 17 of the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) Project Development and Environment (PD&E) 
Manual (May 24, 2011) and Chapter 335.17, Florida Statutes.  This assessment also 
adheres to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise analysis guidelines 
contained Report FHWA-HEP-10-025, “Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement 
Guidance”, (January 2011).  The analysis is fully documented in the project’s Noise 
Study Report (June 2012) which is included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the 
attached DVD. 
 
Noise abatement measures are considered whenever predicted noise levels exceed or 
approach within one decibel of the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), or when 
project noise impacts increase substantially (15 dB(A) or more) over existing noise 
levels.  Table 4-7 lists these criteria by land use activity category.  
 

Table 4-7: Hourly A-Weighted Noise 

Activity 
Category 

FHWA 
Abatement 

Criteria 

FDOT 
Approach 

Criteria 

Evaluation 
Location 

Description of Activity Category 

A 57.0 56.0 Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary significance and serve an important 
public need; and where the preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to 
serve its intended purpose. 

B 67.0 66.0 Exterior Residential. 
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C 67.0 66.0 Exterior 

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, 
campgrounds, cemeteries, daycare centers, 
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, 
picnic areas, golf courses, places of worship, 
playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public/non-
profit institutional structures, radio studios, 
recording studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) 
sites, schools, television studios, trails, and trail 
crossings. 

D 52.0 51.0 Interior 

Auditoriums, daycare centers, hospitals libraries, 
medical facilities, places of worship, public 
meeting rooms, public/nonprofit institutional 
structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
schools, and television studios. 

E 72.0 71.0 Exterior 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and 
other developed lands, properties or activities not 
included in A-D or F. 

F - - - 

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency 
services, industrial, logging, maintenance 
facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail 
facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, 
water treatment, electrical) and warehousing. 

G - - - Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

Impact Analysis 

FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) – version 2.5 was used to predict traffic noise levels 
for this project and to determine critical noise contours.  These contours represent the 
approximate distance at which the NAC will be approached by the Design Year 2040.   
For Segments 1 through 13, the critical noise contour distance is 202 feet from the 
nearest proposed edge of pavement for land use activity categories B and C, and 102 
feet for category E.  For Option 1-Right and Option 4 in Segments 14 and 15, the critical 
noise contour distances are 190 feet for categories B and C, and 96 feet for category E. 
 
One hundred fifty-five (155) residences (Category B), sixteen (16) special use sites 
(Category C), and four commercial sites (Category E) were analyzed for project noise 
impacts.  To facilitate the noise analysis, 92 receptors were identified to represent these 
combined 175 total sites.  These representative receptors were selected on the basis of 
noise sensitivity, roadway proximity, and homogeneity (i.e., representative of other 
similar sites in the project study area). These representative receivers are presented in   
Table 4-8 for Segments 1-13 and Table 4-9 and Table 4-10 for Option 1-Right and 
Option 4, respectively.  The locations of the representative receptors are shown 
graphically on Figure 4-3. 
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Table 4-8: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 1-13 

Representative 
Noise Receptor 

Analyzed Scenario/Alternative  

Year 2012 
Existing Scenario 

Year 2040 
No-Build 

Year 2040 
Build 
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Project Segment 1 

A1 2 sf 66.0 323’ 54.6 56.5 281’ 61.6 7.0  

A2 2 sf 66.0 114’ 64.8 66.8 72’ 70.4 5.6  

A3 4 sf 66.0 83’ 66.5 68.4 41’ 72.4 5.9  

A4 1 sf 66.0 80’ 67.5 69.4 28’ 73.8 6.3  

A5 1 sf 66.0 178’ 61.1 63.0 126’ 67.2 6.1  

A6 2 sf 66.0 119’ 65.3 67.3 66’ 71.2 5.9  

A7 Hawthorne Cemetery 66.0 108’ 65.5 67.4 73’ 70.7 5.2  

A8 1 Commercial 71.0 171’ 61.0 62.9 141’ 66.8 5.8  

Project Segment 3 

P1 1 sf 66.0 294’ 55.6 57.5 215’ 62.7 7.1  

P2 1 sf 66.0 165’ 61.8 63.7 93' 69.7 7.9  

P3 2 sf 66.0 172’ 61.3 63.3 165’ 66.2 4.9  

P4 2 sf 66.0 304’ 55.8 57.7 220’ 62.8 7.0  

Project Segment 4 

P5 4 sf 66.0 348’ 54.7 56.6 277’ 61.3 6.6  

P6 3 sf 66.0 190’ 60.8 62.7 142’ 68.0 7.2  

P7 1sf 66.0 257’ 57.5 59.5 185’ 65.6 8.1  

P8a 
 

P8b 

1 sf  & 
Trinity United 

66.0 478’ 50.3 52.2 402’ 57.2 6.9 
 

P9a 7 sf 66.0 181’ 60.5 62.4 95’ 69.8 9.3  

P9b 2sf 66.0 181’ 60.5 62.4 95’ 69.8 9.3  

P10 1 sf 66.0 129’ 64.4 66.3 129’ 67.5 3.1  

Project Segment 5 

P11 2 sf 66.0 178’ 60.1 62.6 99’ 70.1 10.0  

P12 3 sf 66.0 125’ 65.1 67.5 122’ 68.4 3.3  

P13 3 sf 66.0 170’ 61.3. 63.7 165’ 65.4 4.1  
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Table 4-8 continued: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 1-13 

Representative 
Noise Receptor 

Analyzed Scenario/Alternative  

Year 2012 
Existing Scenario 

Year 2040 
No-Build 

Year 2040 
Build 
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Project Segment 5 Continued 

P14 1 sf 66.0 293’ 55.0 57.4 214’ 63.5 8.5  

P15 1 sf 66.0 145’ 62.2 64.7 62’ 72.1 9.9  

P16 Mt. Zion Church 66.0 99’ 62.4 64.8 52’ 71.9 9.5  

P17 4 sf 66.0 283’ 55.1 57.6 218’ 63.7 8.6  

P18 6 sf 66.0 181’ 62.4 64.9 104’ 71.8 9.4  

P19 Campground 66.0 58’ 66.7 69.1 55’ 70.5 3.8  

P20 2 sf 66.0 71’ 67.3 69.7 67’ 71.2 3.9  

P21 1 sf 66.0 175’ 60.5 63.0 170’ 64.7 4.2  

P22 Christian Center 66.0 70’ 67.3 69.8 69’ 71.2 3.9  

P23 1 sf 66.0 279’ 55.8 58.2 275’ 60.5 4.7  

P24 1 sf 66.0 314’ 54.7 57.1 274’ 63.1 8.4  

P25 3 sf 66.0 114 65.0 67.4 74’ 71.7 6.7  

P26 1 sf 66.0 93’ 66.2 68.6 50’ 72.2 6.0  

P27 Removed from analysis.  Receptor in ROW 

Project Segment 6 

P28 1 sf 66.0 228’ 58.1 60.5 185’ 64.4 6.3  

P29 1 sf 66.0 145’ 63.9 66.3 357’ 58.0 -5.9  

P30 1 sf 66.0 776’ 44.7 47.1 230’ 62.6 17.9  

P31 1 sf 66.0 >1000’ 41.0 43.4 354’ 58.2 17.2  

Project Segment 7 

P32 1 sf 66.0 >1000’ 40.3 42.7 209’ 63.7 23.4  

P33 1 sf 66.0 >1000’ 42.2 44.6 56’ 72.3 30.1  

P34 1 sf 66.0 649’ 47.6 50.0 178’ 64.6 17.0  

Project Segment 8 

P35 1 sf 66.0 482’ 50.6 53.0 136’ 67.7 17.1  

P36 4 sf 66.0 198’ 59.6 62.1 184’ 64.2 4.6  

P37a 5 mf sites 66.0 108’ 65.2 67.6 104’ 69.8 4.6  

Project Segment 9 

P37b 7 mf sites 66.0 201’ 59.6 62.0 198’ 64.2 4.6  
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Table 4-8 continued: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 1-13 

Representative 
Noise Receptor 

Analyzed Scenario/Alternative  

Year 2012 
Existing Scenario 

Year 2040 
No-Build 

Year 2040 
Build 
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Project Segment 9 Continued 

P38 5 sf 66.0 91’ 66.0 68.5 88’ 70.8 4.8  

P39 1 sf 66.0 261’ 56.7 59.1 256’ 61.9 5.2  

P40 2 sf 66.0 113’ 64.8 67.2 107’ 69.5 4.7  
P41 4 sf 66.0 354’ 53.0 55.5 352’ 58.5 5.5  

P42 1 sf 66.0 142’ 62.7 65.1 135’ 67.4 4.7 

P43 1 sf 66.0 292’ 55.5 58.0 206 63.6 8.1  

P44 2 sf 66.0 227’ 57.5 59.9 224’ 62.7 5.2  

P45 United Pentecostal 66.0 65’ 67.6 70.0 62’ 72.5 4.9 

P46 1 sf 66.0 119’ 64.5 66.9 112’ 69.5 5.0 

P47 United Methodist 66.0 261’ 56.1 58.5 257’ 61.6 5.5  

P48 2 sf 66.0 246’ 56.4 58.8 242’ 62.2 5.8  

P49 1 sf 66.0 188’ 59.1 61.5 183’ 65.2 6.1  

P50 2 sf 66.0 79’ 64.8 67.2 76’ 71.3 6.5 

Project Segment 10 

P51 4 sf 66.0 169’ 62.5 63.6 175’ 64.9 2.4  

P52 4 sf 66.0 351’ 55.0 56.1 330’ 59.2 4.2  

P53 1 sf 66.0 248’ 58.5 59.7 205’ 63.6 5.1  

Project Segment 11 

P54 5 sf 66.0 98’ 66.7 67.9 127’ 68.2 1.5 

Project Segment 12 

P55 Church of God 66.0 118’ 65.7 66.9 117’ 68.7 3.0 

P56 5 sf 66.0 179’ 61.6 62.7 186’ 64.7 3.1  

P57 1 sf 66.0 85’70 68.3 69.5 82’ 71.0 2.7 

P58 1 sf 66.0 276’ 57.2 58.4 292’ 60.7 3.5  

P59 1 sf 66.0 64’ 68.6 69.7 75’ 71.2 2.6 

Project Segment 13 

P60 Johnsons Funeral  66.0 165’ 62.7 63.8 151’ 67.1 4.4 

P61 Pineview Cemetery 66.0 66’ 68.1 69.2 40’ 73.3 5.2 

P62 Church playground 66.0 348’ 54.1 55.2 265’ 61.0 6.9  

P63 Masters Funeral  66.0 185’ 61.7 62.8 182’ 64.5 2.8  

P64 1 sf 66.0 77’ 69.6 70.7 72’ 72.2 2.6 

P65 Ball Court 66.0 123’ 65.9 67.1 118’ 68.2 2.3 
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Table 4-8 continued: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 1-13 

Representative 
Noise Receptor 

Analyzed Scenario/Alternative  

Year 2012 
Existing Scenario 

Year 2040 
No-Build 

Year 2040 
Build 

C
o

n
si

d
er

 A
b

at
em

en
t 

R
ec

ep
to

r 
ID

 

S
it

es
 

R
ep

re
se

n
te

d
 

S
in

g
le

-f
am

il
y 

(s
f)

/ 
m

u
lt

i-
fa

m
ily

 (
m

f)
 

Im
p

ac
t 

C
ri

te
ri

o
n

 
(d

B
(A

))
 

D
is

ta
n

ce
 f

ro
m

 

 S
R

 2
0 

E
d

g
e 

o
f 

P
av

e
m

en
t 

P
ro

je
ct

ed
 N

o
is

e 
L

ev
el

 

(d
B

(A
))

 

P
ro

je
ct

ed
 N

o
is

e 
L

ev
el

 

(d
B

(A
))

 

D
is

ta
n

ce
 f

ro
m

 

 S
R

 2
0 

E
d

g
e 

o
f 

P
av

e
m

en
t 

P
ro

je
ct

ed
 N

o
is

e 
L

ev
el

 

(d
B

(A
))

 

C
h

an
g

e 
F

ro
m

 
E

xi
st

in
g

 

(d
B

(A
))

 

Project Segment 13 Continued 

P66 1 sf 66.0 114’ 64.5 65.7 95’ 65.2 0.7  

P67 2 sf 66.0 222’ 58.3 59.4 203’ 59.8 1.5  

P68 1 sf 66.0 233’ 57.6 58.7 235’ 59.5 1.9  

Table 4-9: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 14-15, Option 1 Right 
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Noise Receptor 

Analyzed Scenario/Alternative 
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Project Segment 14 

P69 
First United 

Methodist Church 
66.0 140’ 62.6 63.8 96’ 63.2 0.6 

 

P70 Removed from analysis.  Receptor in ROW 

P71 1 sf 66.0 204’ 58.5 59.7 172’ 59.9 1.4  

P72 1 sf 66.0 338’ 54.1 55.2 311’ 56.2 2.1  

P73 3 sf 66.0 199’ 59.2 60.3 150’ 60.2 1.0  

P73-C Commercial 71.0 200’ 60.6 61.7 135’ 61.9 1.3  

P74 Picnic Area 66.0 348’ 53.7 54.8 302’ 55.8 2.1  

P75 5 sf 66.0 134’ 63.2 64.3 103’ 63.1 -0.1  

P76 Hastings Park 66.0 321’ 54.6 55.8 273’ 56.5 1.9  

P77 4 sf 66.0 367’ 53.7 54.9 313’ 56.4 2.7  

P78 1 sf 66.0 32’ 68.7 69.8 60’ 72.2 3.5 

P79 1 sf 66.0 100’ 64.6 65.8 112’ 68.5 3.9 

P80 Commercial 71.0 46’ 67.2 68.4 60’ 71.0 3.8 

P81 2 sf 66.0 140’ 62.6 63.7 145’ 65.7 3.1  

P82 2 sf 66.0 270’ 54.3 55.5 280’ 58.4 4.1  

Project Segment 15 

P83 Commercial 71.0 148’ 62.1 63.2 128’ 66.5 4.4  
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Table 4-10: Noise Impact Summary, Segments 14 and 15, Option 4 

Representative 
Noise Receptor 
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Project Segment 14 

P69 
First United 

Methodist Church 
66.0 140’ 62.6 63.8 64’ 69.2 6.3 

P70 Removed from analysis.  Receptor in ROW 

P71 1 sf 66.0 204’ 58.5 59.7 134’ 64.7 6.2  

P72 1 sf 66.0 338’ 54.1 55.2 272’ 59.1 5.0  

P73 3 sf 66.0 199’ 59.2 60.3 112’ 66.2 7.0 

P73-C Commercial 71.0 200’ 60.6 61.7 88’ 67.9 7.3  

P74 Picnic Area 66.0 348’ 53.7 54.8 261’ 59.1 5.4  

P75 5 sf 66.0 134’ 63.2 64.3 In Right of Way  

P76 Hastings Park 66.0 321’ 54.6 55.8 221’ 60.6 6.0  

P77 4 sf 66.0 367’ 53.7 54.9 262’ 59.4 5.7  

P78 1 sf 66.0 32’ 68.7 69.8 56’ 70.2 1.5 

P79 1 sf 66.0 100’ 64.6 65.8 119’ 67.1 2.5 

P80 Commercial 71.0 46’ 67.2 68.4 60’ 70.2 3.0  

P81 2 sf 66.0 140’ 62.6 63.7 140’ 65.3 2.7  

P82 2 sf 66.0 270’ 54.3 55.5 270’ 57.8 3.5  

Project Segment 15 

P83 Commercial 71.0 148’ 62.1 63.2 127’ 66.6 4.5  
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Figure 4-3: Noise Impacts



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

 

4-32 
 

Noise Abatement Consideration 

The only viable abatement method for this project is the construction of noise barriers.   

When analyzing noise barriers two main factors are considered: feasibility and 
reasonableness.  A feasible barrier must achieve at least 5 dB(A) in noise reduction at a 
minimum of two impacted receptors.  A barrier is considered reasonable if construction 
costs do not exceed $42,000 per benefited receptor. 

 

As is expected along a controlled-access facility like SR 20, numerous driveways and 
side streets access the roadway.  All noise barriers must therefore, have access 
openings, resulting in barrier systems comprised of shorter wall segments.  Likewise, 
areas where only a single-impacted receptor is located inherently cannot achieve the 
FHWA requirement that a minimum of two impacted sites must benefit from an analyzed 
noise barrier.  The following receptors were removed from further abatement 
consideration due to these two factors. 

 
 A2  A3  A4  A5  A6  P2 
 P3  P6  P9a  P9b  P10  P11 
 P12  P15  P18  P20  P22  P25 
 P26  P30  P31  P32  P33  P34 
 P35  P37a  P38  P40  P42  P45 
 P46  P50  P54  P55  P57  P59 
 P60  P64  P65  P66  P69  P78 
 P79  P80     

 

Barrier Analysis 

For Segments 1-13 barriers are feasible for receptors A7 (Hawthorne Cemetery), P16 
(Mt. Zion Church), P19 (Campground), and P61 (Pineview Cemetery).   Under Option 4, 
a barrier is feasible at receptor P73.  However, the barriers analyzed for these noise 
sites have been determined to exceed current FDOT cost guidelines.  A summary of the 
barrier analysis is provided in Table 4-11.  
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Table 4-11: Barrier Analysis Summary 

Barrier 
Height 
(feet) 

Barrier 
Length 
(feet) 

Noise 
Reduction 

dB(A) 

Person  
Hrs 

ft2/person 
hr 

Cost/person hr/ ft2 

Exceeds 
Abatement 

Cost 
Criteria 

A7 - Hawthorne Cemetery – Special Use 

12 649 7.0 28.57 187.95 $7,893,900 Yes 

P16 – Mt. Zion Church – Special Use 

11 552 11.4 64.29 94.45 $3,976,040 Yes 

P19 – Seventh Day Adventist Campground – Special Use 

11 1,244 8.3 115.2 118.78 $4,988,958 Yes 

P61 – Pineview Cemetery – Special Use 

10 537 10.1 28.57 187.57 $7,893,900 Yes 

 

Barrier 
Height 
(feet) 

Barrier 
Length 
(feet) 

Average 
Noise 

Reduction 
dB(A) 

Total 
Cost 

Impacted 
Receptors 
Benefited 

Non-
Impacted 
Receptors 
Benefited 

Total 
Benefited 
Receptors 

Cost per 
Benefited 
Receptor* 

Exceeds 
Abatement 

Cost 
Criteria 

P73 – Option 4 

12 414 8.5 $149,116 2 0 2 $74,558 Yes 

Source: Noise Study Report (NSR) 2012 

Statement of Likelihood 

The noise analysis for the revised build alternative shows noise is expected to increase 
in proximity to the project corridor.  However, there appears to be no feasible and 
reasonable solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at any of the impacted 
receptors identified in the Noise Impact Summary Table 4-8, Table 4-9, Table 4-10 and 
Table 4-11.  The noise study report will be circulated to the appropriate local 
planning/zoning officials for Alachua and Putnam Counties for their use in lane use 
control once Location and Design Concept Acceptance approval occurs.  

4.3.5 WETLANDS 

2005 EA Build Alternative 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative wetlands analysis identified 11.1 acres of potential 
wetland impact.  Wetland types consist of emergent, herbaceous, mixed hardwood, wet 
pine flatwoods, scrub shrub, and littoral zone.  Of the total impact acreage it was 
estimated that approximately 9.2 acres of impact would occur within Fowler’s Prairie.  

Revised Build Alternative 
In accordance with Executive Order 11990, special considerations were taken in 
developing and evaluating the Revised Build Alternative to avoid and minimize impacts 
associated with the proposed project.  A Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER), completed 
in May 2012, was completed for this project and is included with the Technical 
Discipline Reports on the attached DVD. 
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The majority of the project corridor is located in areas classified as uplands, most of 
which are agricultural lands, low density/rural residential, and undeveloped.  Wetlands 
with possible direct project involvement occur exclusively in Segment 1 of the project 
and consist of isolated and contiguous herbaceous, scrub, and forested wetlands.  The 
majority of wetlands in the eastern segments are intermixed herbaceous/scrub systems 
associated with various sand hill lakes common to this area and are not anticipated to 
be directly impacted as a result of the Revised Build Alternative. 

Wetlands Impact Analysis 
Wetlands in the project area were identified and classified using Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) desktop analysis.  GIS resources (National Wetlands Inventory, Hydric 
Soils, 2009 Land Use, 7.5 minute topographic maps, and soils surveys) were attained 
from the Florida Geographic Data Library (FGDL) and the St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD) to aid in the identification project wetlands.  Infrared 
aerial photography dated 2009 was used as a backdrop for the on screen analysis.  
Wetlands identified in the NWI (National Wetlands Inventory) data are classified using 
the USFWS (United States Fish and Wildlife Service) methodology with the wetlands 
identified in the 2009 Land Use data being classified according to the FDOT Florida 
Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification (FLUCFCS) system.  
 
Field evaluations were conducted November 30 and December 1, 2011 to verify the 
accuracy and appropriateness of the desktop analysis.  The definitions, guidelines, and 
methodologies contained in the FDOT FLUCFCS (1999) manual, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) and Interim Regional Supplement 
(2008), The Florida Wetlands Delineation Manual (Gilbert, et al., 1995), and other field 
guides were used in the field to aid in the identification of wetlands.  Three parameters 
(vegetative composition, hydrologic regime, and soil classification) were used to 
determine the presence and type of wetlands within the project area.  Wetland 
assessment areas for the Revised Build Alternative are shown on Figure 4-4. 

Wetland Impacts 
Permanent impacts to wetlands will occur during the construction of the proposed 
project.  Wetlands impacted by the proposed project have been classified according to 
the FLUCFCS and are shown in Table 4-12 and discussed below in the Wetlands 
Classification section.  The total potential Direct Dredge and Fill (D/F) and Direct Non-
Dredge and Fill (Non D/F) impacts to forested and non-forested wetlands within and 
adjacent to the Revised Build Alternative right-of-way are estimated, as shown.  The 
potential wetland impact acreages are preliminary and subject to change.  The 
permanent impacts to wetlands may vary based on design phase information, pond site 
locations, and permitting requirements.  As the project moves though subsequent 
phases, detailed wetland delineation and evaluation will be performed. 
 
The Revised Build Alternative traverses or is adjacent to 29 wetland locations resulting 
in a potential direct impact of 7.5 (D/F) and 70.5 (No D/F) acres.  All D/F impacts occur 
and a majority of the No D/F impact areas occur within Segment 1.  Additional No D/F 
impact areas have been identified in Segments 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, and 14.    



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 
 

4-35 
 

 
Figure 4-4: Wetland Impacts 
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Table 4-12: Wetland Classification and Impacts 

Segment 
Wetland 

ID 
FLUCFCS 

Code 
USFWS 

Classification 
UMAM 
Score 

Build Alternative 

Non D/F 
Impacts 

(Ac.) 

D/F 
Impacts 

(Ac.) 

D/F 
Functional 
Loss Units 

1 W1 643 PEM1F 0.67 1.13 0.00 0 

1 W2 643 PEM1F 0.67 0.45 0.00 0 

1 W3 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 1.01 0.00 0 

1 W4 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 7.56 0.30 0.24 

1 W5 641 PEM1F 0.80 1.52 0.00 0 

1 W6 641 PEM1F 0.80 0.53 0.13 0.104 

1 W7 641 PEM1F 0.80 0.77 0.00 0 

1 W8 630 PF04C/FO1C 0.63 0.71 0.00 0 

1 W9 625 PF04A 0.63 0.35 0.27 0.1701 

1 W10 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 1.14 0.47 0.376 

1 W11 641 PEM1F 0.80 1.83 0.50 0.4 

1 W12 631 PEM1/SS1B 0.73 8.06 1.23 0.8979 

1 W13 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 4.52 3.14 2.512 

1 W14 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 1.72 0.25 0.2 

1 W15 631 PEM1/SS1B 0.73 11.69 0.98 0.7154 

1 W16 617 PEM1/FO1C 0.80 1.65 0.19 0.152 

4 W17 643 PEM1F 0.67 1.01 0.00 0 

4 W18 643 PEM1F 0.67 2.41 0.00 0 

5 W19 643 PEM1F 0.67 4.11 0.00 0 

5 W20 630 PF04C/FO1C 0.67 0.49 0.00 0 

5 W21 641 PEM1F 0.70 1.07 0.00 0 

5 W22 643 PEM1F 0.67 5.55 0.00 0 

5 W23 641 PEM1F 0.63 0.08 0.00 0 

6 W24 641 PEM1F 0.63 0.12 0.00 0 

8 W25 643 PEM1F 0.67 0.55 0.00 0 

9 W26 643 PEM1F 0.67 4.52 0.00 0 

9 W27 641 PEM1F 0.73 4.52 0.00 0 

11 W28 641 PEM1F 0.73 0.26 0.00 0 

14 W29 643 PEM1F 0.67 1.07 0.00 0 

Totals* 70.5 7.5 5.8 

Source: Wetland Evaluation Report (WER), 2012 

*Note: Totals rounded to nearest ½ acre/unit 
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Wetlands Classification 

Lakes (520) 

The high central Florida ridge traversed by the study area is characterized by a large 
number of lakes of varying sizes.  The water levels in most of these lakes have receded 
in recent decades due to low precipitation. One small former lake just east of Cowpen 
Lake is now classified as a marsh (W21).  Most lakes are ringed by a narrow fringe of 
Wet Prairie habitat (643).  None of the lakes fall within the direct impact area of the build 
alternative. 

Mixed Wetland Hardwoods (617) 

Two large and significant wetland systems occur within the study area near the 
Alachua/Putnam County boundary.  These are known as Fowlers Prairie and Little 
Orange Creek.  The forested portions of these systems consist of mixed wetland 
hardwood habitat (W3, W4, W10, W13, W14, and W16).  Dominant species include red 
maple (Acer rubrum), swamp tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica var. biflora), loblolly bay (Gordonia 
lasianthus), sweetbay magnolia (Magnolia virginiana), cinnamon fern (Osmunda 
cinnamomea), royal fern (O. regalis), laurel oak (Querous laurifolia), and some slash 
pine (Pinus elliottii). 

Hydric Pine Flatwoods (625) 

One small area near 65th Lane in Alachua County is classified as this habitat type (W9).  
It is dominated by slash pine, gallberry (Ilex glabra), Virginia chain fern (Woodwardia 
virginica), swamp tupelo, and loblolly bay.   

Wetland Forested Mixed (630) 

Two small wetlands (W8 and W20) consist of this habitat type.  This habitat is 
characterized by slash pine, red maple, swamp tupelo, and sweetbay magnolia.  W8 is 
a small wetland near 65th Lane in Alachua County associated with W9 (a Hydric Pine 
Flatwood habitat), and W20 is a small forested area associated with a lakeshore near 
the center of the project.  

Wetland Shrub (631) 

The non-forested portions of Fowlers Prairie that occur within the study area consist of 
this habitat type.  This habitat is overgrown with shrubs and vines, and has little canopy 
cover, making it neither a marsh, wet prairie, nor a forested wetland type.  Dominant 
species include wild grape (Vitis rotundifolia), greenbrier (Smilax spp.), sweetbay 
magnolia, loblolly bay, red maple, and wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera).  In the study area, 
this habitat type includes W12 and W15.   

Freshwater Marshes (641) 

Portions of Fowlers Prairie and the edges of some lakes consist of this habitat type.  
Marsh areas associated with lake edges or dried lakes likely formed from the lake bed 
as the water level receded.  Dominant species include soft rush (Juncus effusus), wooly 
bulrush (Scirpus cyperinius), broomgrass (Andripogon spp.), maidencane (Panicum 
hemitomon), yellow eyed grass (Xyris spp.), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), 
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and yellow Spanish needles (Bidens mitis).  Wetlands consisting of this habitat type 
include W5, W6, W7, W11, W21, W23, W24, W27 and W28.   

Wet Prairies (643) 

This habitat type occurs at the upper edges of lakeshores, and like the Freshwater 
Marshes habitat, also formed as the lakes receded.  Dominant species include St. 
Johns wort (Hypericum spp.), maidencane, broomgrass, and yellow Spanish needles.  
Wetlands W1, W2, W17, W18, W19, W22, W25, W26, and W29 consist of this habitat 
type.   

Fowler’s Prairie   
Fowler’s Prairie is part of a larger wetland system which includes Fowlers Lake, 
Stanley’s Prairie, Little Orange Creek totaling nearly 2,600 acres with Fowler’s Prairie 
comprising approximately 1,400 acres.  The existing SR20 corridor traverses the 
extreme southern portion of this system.   Both the 2005 EA Alternative and the Revised 
Build Alternative propose to add additional roadway to the north of the existing roadway.  
Wetland habitat types within the Revised Build Alternative footprint include palustrine 
emergent, scrub/shrub, and forested wetlands 
 
The wetlands associated with the prairie to the south of SR20 total approximately 100 
acres and are bound by a railroad track and rural roadway.  Within this area there exists 
a remnant bog habitat of approximately 5 acres in size and was most likely formed 
subsequent to the construction of the original roadway and culvert.  Over time the 
culvert allowed for appropriate hydrologic conditions to facilitate the formation of the 
bog.  Various species of hypericums, grasses, sundews, pitcher plants, and mosses 
appropriate for this type of habitat were historically observed.  Based on field 
observations it is apparent that the lack of fire control combined with lower than average 
rainfall over the recent past has lead to a diminishing of the vitality of the bog and 
greatly reduced or eliminated the species historically observed.  Since the Revised Build 
Alternative will be located to the north of the existing roadway it is anticipated that there 
will be no impact to the remnant bog habitat.  Furthermore, detailed hydrological 
analysis will be performed during the design and permits phases to ensure appropriate 
culvert sizing and placement. 
 
The 2005 EA Alternative proposed impacts of approximately 9.2 acres of wetlands 
within the prairie while it is estimated that the Revised Build Alternative may impact 
approximately 6.8 acres of wetlands within the prairie.  This equates to a reduction of 
nearly 2.4 acres of wetland impacts.   

Wetland Functional Analysis 
Potential wetland impacts were evaluated in the field and a functional analysis was 
completed using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). UMAM was 
adopted by the Florida legislature in February 2004 [373.414 (18), F.S.] to determine 
the amount of mitigation that is required to offset impacts to wetlands and other surface 
waters. 
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UMAM provides a standardized procedure for assessing the functions (location and 
landscape, water environment, and vegetative community structure) provided by 
wetlands and other surface waters, and the amount (expressed as a ratio) that those 
functions are reduced by a proposed impact. Once it is determined that mitigation is 
necessary, the UMAM methodology is also used to quantify the amount of mitigation 
necessary to offset the impact. This can be expressed in units or as credits from a 
mitigation bank or regional mitigation provider. 
 
An assessment for each wetland habitat with potential direct impact from the Revised 
Build Alternative was performed for functional value and loss and is summarized in 
Table 4-12.  The direct functional loss of wetlands in units is a product of the 
assessment score and the direct impact acreage.  Functional losses due to Non D/F 
impacts are not calculated. Details of the UMAM are provided in the WER. 
Supplementary UMAM evaluations will be completed when the project enters the 
permitting phase. 

Avoidance and Minimization 
Wetland avoidance and minimization has been a major consideration throughout all 
phases of the SR20 corridor development and environmental studies.  One major 
reason for revision of the 2005 EA Alternative was based on public input regarding the 
wetlands associated with Little Orange Creek, Fowlers Prairie, and the lakes located 
along the south side of the existing roadway.  The Revised Build Alternative typical 
section reduced the ROW footprint by 50 feet thus further minimizing the total potential 
impacts from the Revised Build Alternative as compared to the 2005 EA Alternative.  
The 2005 Environmental Assessment indicated approximately 11.1 acres of D/F 
wetland impacts. Approximately 7.5 acres of D/F wetland impacts are anticipated as a 
result of the Revised Build Alternative. This represents nearly 33% reduction in impacts. 
 
This reduced typical section will minimize impacts to wetlands associated with Fowlers 
Prairie by approximately 2.5 acres as compared to the 2005 EA Alternative. FDOT has 
committed to reducing wetland impacts to Little Orange Creek by constructing a bridge 
instead of a culverted crossing.   Furthermore, the Revised Build Alternative will be 
located further from the lakes and floodplain areas in eastern segments of the project.   
 
As the project advances through subsequent phases, avoidance and minimization of 
wetland impacts will continue to be employed to the maximum extent practicable.   

Permitting and Coordination 
The SJRWMD and USACE (United States Army Corps of Engineers) regulate wetlands 
within the project limits.  Other agencies, including the USFWS, USEPA (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), FWC 
(Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission), and FDEP (Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection), will review and comment on all wetland permitting.  It is 
anticipated that the following permits will be required from the appropriate agencies for 
this project: 
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 Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) - SJRWMD 
 Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit - USACE 
 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES) – 

USEPA and FDEP 
 
The WER and Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) have been 
submitted to the USFWS for their review and concurrence.  FDOT is committed to 
continued coordination with the USFWS, FWC, and other applicable resource agencies 
in regard to sensitive sites and potential of endangered or threatened species habitat 
involvement in the project area throughout future project phases. 

Conceptual Mitigation & Impact Summary 
The Revised Build Alternative is the only alternative that meets the purpose and need, 
which is defined in Section Two, and in accordance with Executive Order 11990, special 
considerations have been taken to avoid and minimize wetland impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  It is estimated that permanent wetland impacts could total 
approximately 7.5 acres (D/F) for the Revised Build Alternative.  All wetlands within the 
project boundary exhibit hydrologic connectivity to each other or adjacent wetlands; 
therefore, the impacts fall under the purview of the SJRWMD and USACE.  Based on 
the wetland evaluation, it has been determined that there are no practicable alternatives 
to avoiding wetland impacts. 
 
The project has been evaluated from the perspective of reducing adverse wetland 
impacts.  Through exhaustive alternate alignment and typical section analyses, the 
Revised Build Alternative not only reduces the overall quantity of wetland impacts, but 
also the amount of impacts to high quality on-site wetlands. The results of the UMAM 
analysis exhibit a comparably lower project loss total with the potential losses that could 
have resulted from the 2005 EA Alternative.   
 
FDOT is committed to the mitigation of all wetlands impacted as a result of this project.  
Mitigation strategies to fulfill the project mitigation needs may include the use of 
approved wetland mitigation banks, the Regional Wetlands Mitigation Program (Senate 
Bill 1986, 373.4137 F.S.) through SJRWMD, preservation, restoration, enhancement, 
and/or creation.  Any mitigation proposed will be completed in compliance with, and to 
the satisfaction of, all state and federal regulatory requirements.   
 
Secondary impacts, or impacts not directly attributed to the fill of the adjacent wetlands, 
were assessed.  These impacts can include noise, stormwater runoff, or 
wildlife/vehicular collisions.  Secondary impacts to wildlife movement and highway 
mortality will be reduced through the use of culvert underpasses where possible.  
Improving habitat connectivity in the Fowler’s Prairie corridor will be accomplished 
through appropriate culvert structures that will be determined during the design and 
permitting phase. 
 
Additional wetland impact avoidance and minimization will be examined in the design 
phase of the project. All feasible opportunities to reduce direct impacts to wetland 
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resources will be considered.  FDOT is committed to the mitigation of all wetlands 
impacted as a result of this project.  Based upon the above considerations, it is 
determined that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in 
wetlands and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to 
wetlands which may result from such use.   

4.3.6  AQUATIC PRESERVES 
There are no designated Aquatic Preserves located within the vicinity of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project will not adversely affect any designated 
Aquatic Preserve. 

4.3.7  WATER QUALITY 
The existing SR-20 corridor has rural drainage provided in roadside swales and ditches.  
No stormwater treatment or peak attenuation is currently provided. Stormwater runoff 
from SR-20 outfalls to many land-locked lakes as well as Little Orange Creek and 
Fowler’s Prairie.  
 

A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) checklist (June 2012) has been completed 
for the proposed project and is included in the DVD.  The project will enhance water 
quality by capturing and treating the stormwater runoff in a permitted stormwater facility.  
The treatment will be a wet or dry retention/detention area that will effectively reduce the 
nutrients, heavy metals, oils, grease, and sediments from the SR-20 stormwater prior to 
discharge or infiltration. 

Pond Siting 
As part of the Build Alternative, stormwater runoff from SR-20 will be collected and 
conveyed to stormwater ponds before being discharged.  The proposed stormwater 
facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water 
quality impacts, as required by the St. John’s River Water Management District’s Rule 
40C-4.  All of the drainage basins are closed except for Little Orange Creek and 
Fowler’s Prairie.   Therefore, most of the ponds will be required to meet the pre versus 
post-development volumetric requirements for closed basins.  The post-development 
volumetric runoff must not exceed the pre-development volumetric runoff for each 
individual basin.   
 

As described above, the runoff from the revised build alternative will be collected in 
adjacent ditches and conveyed to storm sewer inlets, then conveyed to ponds or swales 
through storm sewer systems.  The pond drainage basins are defined by roadway high 
points, ditch berm and pond berm.  The proposed pond locations were selected based 
on the existing drainage patterns and topography, aerial photos and topography survey, 
USDA-NRCS Soil Survey maps of Alachua and Putnam Counties, USGS topographic 
maps, tax maps, FDOT right-of-way maps, site contamination reports, and FEMA flood 
insurance rate maps.  In addition, minimization of wetland impacts, residential and 
business relocations, cost and constructability were factored into the location of the 
ponds.   
 

A total of 22 pond sites have been identified with the average size being four acres.  
There is a total of less than one acre of wetland impacts associated with the proposed 
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pond sites and seven additional relocations.  The pond sites however, will not result in 
any significant impact to the natural or man-made environment.   
 

The pond sites were shown at the public hearing held September 12, 2013.  As the 
right-of-way phase progresses, pond locations may be modified based on coordination 
with the property owners.  

4.3.8  OUTSTANDING FLORIDA WATERS 
There are no designated Outstanding Florida Water located within the vicinity of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will not adversely affect any 
designated Outstanding Florida Waters.  

4.3.9  CONTAMINATION 
A Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (December 2009) was prepared for this 
project and is included with the Technical Discipline Reports on the attached DVD.  
Based on the information gathered during this investigation for the presence of potential 
contamination at the 28 sites identified, one was ranked “no” (Site 23), seventeen were 
ranked “Low” (Sites 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9.1, 9.2, 12, 13, 13.1, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 21), five 
were ranked “Medium” (Sites 3, 12.1, 14, 16.1, and 20), and the remaining five sites 
were ranked “High” (Sites 5, 6, 10, 11, and 22).  Table 4-13 shows the contamination 
sites impacted by the two build alternatives.  Table 4-14 lists these contamination sites 
and Figure 4-5 provides the location of these contamination sites with the project study 
area.  

2005 EA Build Alternative 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative Option 1 right and Option 4 will impact twelve sites. The 
impacted sites are sites: 6, 8, 9, 9.1, 10, 12, 13, 16.1, 17, 19, 20, 22.  Seven of the sites 
(8, 9, 9.1, 12, 13, 17, 19) were ranked Low.  Based on all available information, there is 
no reason to believe that there would be any involvement with contamination at these 
locations and further investigation is not recommended at this time.  Two of the sites 
(16.1, 20) were ranked medium and three of the sites were ranked High (6, 10, 22).   
Level 2 testing is recommended for the sites ranked High and Medium as roadway 
design proceeds.  

Revised Build Alternative 
The Revised Build Alternative Option 1 right and Option 4 will impact ten sites. The 
impacted sites are sites: 6, 8, 9, 9.1, 10, 12, 16, 17, 21, 22. Seven of the sites (8, 9, 9.1, 
12, 16, 17, 21) were ranked Low. Based on all available information, there is no reason 
to believe that there would be any involvement with contamination at these locations 
and further investigation is not recommended at this time. Three of the sites were 
ranked High (6, 10, 22).  Level 2 testing is recommended for these sites as roadway 
design proceeds.  
 
Results of this evaluation will be utilized in the selection of a preferred alternative. When 
a specific alternative is selected for implementation, a site assessment will be 
performed to the degree necessary to determine levels of contamination, and, if 
necessary, evaluate the options to remediate along with the associated costs. 
Resolution of problems associated with contamination will be coordinated with the 
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appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to ROW acquisition, appropriate action will 
be taken, where applicable.  
 

Table 4-13: Contamination Sites Impacted 

Se
gm

e
n
t 

2005 EA Build 
Alternative Option 1 

Right 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 1 

Right 

2005 EA Build 
Alternative Option 4 

Revised Build 
Alternative Option 4

1  0  0  0  0 

2  0  0  0  0 

3  1  1  1  1 

4  2  2  2  2 

5  3  3  3  3 

6  0  0  0  0 

7  1  0  1  0 

8  0  0  0  0 

9  1  0  1  0 

10  0  1  0  1 

11  1  1  1  1 

12  2  0  2  0 

13  0  1  0  1 

14  0  0  0  0 

15  1  1  1  1 

TOTAL  12  10  12  10 
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Table 4-14: Contamination Risk Evaluation Summary 

 
Project 
Segment 

 
Site 
No. 

 
Site Name 

 
Contamination 

Concerns 

 
Evaluation 
Rating 

3  1  Anderson Columbia #10 Fuel, Lubricants  Low

3  2  Interlachen Cabinets Solvents, Paints  Low

3  3  FP&L Substation PCBs Medium

3  4  Clay Electric Substation PCBs Low

3  5  Kangaroo (formerly Handy Way #2006) Petroleum  High

3  6  Vacant lot Petroleum  High

4  7  Super Food Mart Petroleum  Low

4  8  AJ Weatherworks/ Mini storage Petroleum  Low

4  9  Former Dock 20 Nightclub – Vacant Lot Petroleum  Low

5  9.1  The Lake Place Nursery 
Petroleum, Fertilizers, 

Pesticides 
Low 

5  9.2  J.A.W. Construction – Soil Mine Petroleum  Low

5  10  Former Strickland’s Gas Petroleum, Waste oil  High

5  11  D&M Auto Service Petroleum  High

5  12  Johnson Road Nightclub Petroleum  Low

5  12.1 
Small Building South of Johnson Road 

Nightclub 
Petroleum  Medium 

7  13  Joe’s Welding Shop Petroleum, Waste Oil  Low

9  13.1  Matt Davis Dirt Contracting & Construction Petroleum, Waste Oil  Low

9  14  Matchett Gas & Appliance Petroleum  Medium

10  15 
Interlachen Solid Waste Landfill and 

Transfer Station 
Landfill Wastes  Low 

10  16  Former Melrose Motors Petroleum, Waste Oil  Low

9  16.1 
TAZ Automotive Repairs and RECO’s 

Transmission 
Petroleum, Waste Oil, 

Solvents 
Medium 

11  17  McCauley’s Tavern & Package Drive Thru Petroleum  Low

11  18  Florida Rock (Sand Pit) Petroleum, Waste Oil  Low

12  19  Former Interlachen Tire Shop N Food Store Petroleum, Waste Oil  Low

12  20  Town Tire and Barber Shop 
Petroleum, Waste Oil, 

Solvents 
Medium 

13  21  FP&L Substation  PCBs  Low 

15  22  Handy Way #1234  Petroleum  High 

15  23  Discount Auto Parts 
Waste Oil, Antifreeze, 

Lubricants 
No 
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Figure 4-5: Contamination Sites
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4.3.10  WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
This project does not involve any rivers listed in the National Park Service Southeastern 
Rivers Inventory, and therefore, the coordination requirement for the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act does not apply to this project.  

4.3.11  FLOODPLAINS  
In accordance with Executive Order 11988 “Floodplain Management”, United States 
DOT Order 5650.2, and Chapter 23, CFR 650A, impacts to floodplains from the 
proposed improvements have been considered.  Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) 
were obtained for Alachua and Putnam Counties. The following maps have been used: 
12001C0505D, 12001C0510D, 12107C0235C, 12107C0255C, 12107C0139C, 
12107C0256C, 12107C0143C, 12107C0257C, 12107C1044C.  The floodplains are 
shown on Figure 4-6.  

 

There are three open basins that SR-20 crosses: Little Orange Creek, Little Orange 
Lake, and Fowler’s Prairie.  There are 16 other land locked lakes and/or basins that 
abut the existing SR-20 facility.  Additionally, 28 cross drains are found along the project 
corridor.  The cross drains range in size from a double 10-foot wide barrel bridge culvert 
to an 18-inch corrugated metal pipe.  
 
The largest floodplain impact is to Fowler’s Prairie in Segment 1.  The Clear Lake 
floodplain, in Segment 6, is bisected by the existing alignment of SR-20.  As previously 
mentioned the Revised Build Alternative will minimize the floodplain impacts to Clear 
Lake by constructing the roadway on new alignment.  All floodplain impact locations are 
classified as a transverse impact and are virtually unavoidable because of the 
floodplains crossing the existing SR-20 alignment.  The floodplain mitigation measures 
may include constructing compensating floodplain ponds that are hydraulically 
connected to the floodplain areas.  These ponds could store a volume of water equal to 
the floodplain volume displaced by the expanded SR-20 typical section.  Detailed 
mitigation efforts will be determined during the design phase of the project when survey 
data is available.  
 
As part of the proposed widening project, the cross drains will need to be extended.  
These modifications are classified as a Category 4 floodplain involvement for which the 
following statement applies: 
 

The proposed structures will perform hydraulically in a manner equal to or greater 
than the existing structure, and backwater surface elevations are not expected to 
increase.  As a result, there will be no significant adverse impacts on natural and 
beneficial flood plain values, there will be no significant change in flood risks, and 
there will be no significant change in the potential for interruption or termination of 
emergency service or emergency evacuation routes.  Therefore, it has been 
determined that these encroachments are not significant. 
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Figure 4-6: Floodplains



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

 

4-48 
 

The construction of the drainage structures proposed for this project will cause changes 
in flood stage and flood limits. These changes will not result in any significant adverse 
impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values or any significant changes in 
flood risk or damage. These changes have been reviewed by the appropriate regulatory 
authorities who have concurred with the determination that there will be no significant 
impacts. There will not be significant change in the potential for interruption or 
termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, it has 
been determined that this encroachment is not significant.  
 
It has been determined, through consultation with local, state, and federal water 
resources and floodplain management agencies that there is no regulatory floodway 
involvement on the proposed project and that the project will not support base floodplain 
development that is incompatible with existing floodplain management programs. 

4.3.12 COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY 
The Department of Community Affairs has determined that this project is consistent with 
the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan (See Appendix B of the 2005 EA, located 
on the included DVD). 

4.3.13 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES 
There are no designated Coastal Barrier Resources located within the project vicinity. 
Therefore, this project will have no involvement with any designated Coastal Barrier 
Resources.  

4.3.14  WILDLIFE AND HABITAT  

2005 EA Build Alternative 
The 2005 EA Build Alternative Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) and 
wildlife and habitat analysis identified seven federal and 52 state listed endangered or 
threatened species with the potential to occur in the project area.  The federal species 
list consisted of two plants (Schwalbea americana – chaffseed and Conrandina etonia – 
Etonia rosemary), one reptile (Drymarchon corais couperi - Eastern indigo snake), and 
four bird (Aphelocoma coerulescens – Florida Scrub-jay, Picoides borealis – Red-
cockaded woodpecker,  Haliaeetus leucocephalus – Southern bald eagle, and Mycteria 
americana  – wood stork).  Based on the lack of appropriate habitat, lack of documented 
species observance, and that standard protection measures and mitigation would be 
used and offered, it was concluded that the 2005 EA Build Alternative would have no 
effect on any of the species listed above. 
  

Revised Build Alternative 
This project area and habitat has been evaluated for potential impacts to state and 
federally listed threatened and endangered species including the pond sites in 
compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  An ESBA and Wildlife and 
Habitat Report (May 2012) were prepared to document any potential involvement with 
listed species and/or critical habitat and are included with the Technical Discipline 
Reports on the attached DVD.  These reports document the search results and analysis 
based on the latest USFWS county species lists as well as current Florida Natural 
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Areas Inventory (FNAI) database searches of known, likely, or potential occurrences of 
listed species and their potential involvement with this project.  Various GIS resources 
from FNAI, FWC, and USFWS were used to aid in potential project involvement. 
 
A total of seven federally listed plant and animal species with potential involvement are 
listed in Table 4-15 and are further discussed below.  The USFWS has reviewed the 
ESBA for the project area and habitat including the pond sites and concurred (letter 
dated 6-20-2012, See Appendix D) that the proposed action is not likely to adversely 
affect resources protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 
U.S.C 1531 et seq.). 
 

Table 4-15: Threatened and Endangered Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Probability of 
Occurrence 

Plants 
Agrimonia incisa Incised Groove-bur - E Moderate 

Andropogon arctatus Pinewoods Bluestem - T Moderate 

Balduina atropurpurea Purple Honeycomb-head - E Moderate 

Brickellia cordifolia Flyr’s Nemesis - E Low 

Callirhoe papaver Poppy Mallow - E Moderate 

Calydorea coelestina Bartram’s Ixia - E Low 

Coelorachis tuberculosa Piedmont Jointgrass - T Moderate 

Conradina etonia Etonia Rosemary E E None 

Ctenium floridanum Florida Toothache Grass - E Low 

Drosera intermedia Spoon-leaved Sundew - T Moderate 

Helianthus carnosus Lakeside Sunflower - E Low 

Litsea aestivalis Pondspice - E Low 

Najas filifolia Narrowleaf Naiad - T Moderate 

Pecluma plumula Plume Polypody - E Low 

Pteroglossaspis ecristata Giant Orchid - T Moderate 

Pycnanthemum floridanum Florida Mountainmint - T Moderate 

Salix floridana Florida Willow - E Low 

Sideroxylon lyciodes Buckthorn - E Low 

Stylisma abdita Scrub Stylisma - E Low 

Amphibians 
Notophthalmus perstriatus Striped Newt C - Low 

Rana capito Gopher Frog - SSC Moderate 

Reptiles 
Drymarchon corais couperi Eastern Indigo Snake T T High 

Gopherus polyphemus Gopher Tortoise C T Observed 

Lampropeltis extenuata Short-tailed Snake - T Low 



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

 

4-50 
 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Probability of 
Occurrence 

Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus Florida Pine Snake - SSC High 

Birds 
Amphelocoma coerulescens Florida Scrub-jay T T None 

Aramus guarauna Limpkin - SSC Moderate 

Athene cunicularia floridana Florida Burrowing Owl - SSC Low 

Egretta caerulea Little Blue Heron - SSC Moderate 

Egretta thula Snowy Egret - SSC Moderate 

Egretta tricolor Tricolored Heron - SSC Moderate 

Eudocimus albus White Ibis - SSC Moderate 

Falco sparverius paulus Southeastern American Kestrel - T Moderate 

Grus canadensis pratensis Florida Sandhill Crane - T Observed 

Mycteria americana Wood Stork E E Moderate 

Pandion haliaetus Osprey - SSC Moderate 

Picoides borealis Red-cockaded Woodpecker E E Low 

Mammals 
Podomys floridanus Florida Mouse - SSC Low 

Sciurus niger shermani Sherman’s Fox Squirrel - SSC Moderate 

Ursus americanus floridanus Florida Black Bear - T Moderate 

     

Note: C = Candidate, E = Endangered, SSC = Species of Special Concern, T = Threatened 

 

Federally Listed Species 

Vascular	Plants			
One federally listed vascular plant species Etonia rosemary (Conrandina etonia), is 
listed as Endangered by the USFWS for Putnam County.  No plant species are listed for 
Alachua County.  Etonia rosemary is small flowering shrub that only occurs in open 
white sand scrub with sand pine, scrub oaks, and palmetto.  It is restricted to Etonia 
State Forest and its immediate vicinity which is approximately nine miles northeast of 
the project corridors eastern terminus.  The species has not been documented as 
occurring within the study area.  Furthermore, the species was not observed nor does 
appropriate habitat exist within the Revised Build Alternative corridor.  It has no 
likelihood of occurrence; therefore, has been determined to have no effect from this 
project. 
 

Amphibians		
The striped newt (Notophtalmus peristriatus) is a small salamander that resides in 
sandhill habitat bordering wetlands, and breeds in isolated ponds and marshes lacking 
fish.  Several documented occurrences of striped newts are known north of the study 
area, with the closest being approximately four miles away. The striped newt requires 
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high quality habitats that are usually fire-maintained.  No striped newts are documented 
as occurring in the study area, and none were observed.  This species is therefore 
given a low likelihood of occurrence. The striped newt is listed as a Candidate species 
and, therefore, is not currently afforded protection under ESA.  Should the striped newt 
be listed prior to the time construction commences, an effects determination will be 
made in coordination with FWS.  Furthermore, compliance with all applicable 
regulations, guidelines, survey protocol, etc., will be adhered to.   

Reptiles	

Eastern	indigo	snake	
The Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) occurs throughout Florida.   
 
GIS resources including data from FNAI and FWC were used to screen for potential 
indigo sightings within or adjacent to the project area.  According to FNAI, one 
documented occurrence is known approximately 3.1 miles north of the study area.   No 
documented occurrences were found in the FWC data.     
 
This species is dependent on xeric habitat, and the habitat suitability is most easily 
determined by the presence of gopher tortoise burrows.  The total of onsite xeric wildlife 
habitat is 39.45 acres.  It is anticipated that when the project enters the design and 
permits phases this acreage will decrease upon the utilization of detailed design and 
data collection. 
 
Two FLUFCFS codes, Longleaf Pine – Xeric Oak (412) habitat and Xeric Oak (421), 
comprise the xeric habitat within the study area.  Due to the minimal habitat functions 
they provide, areas of Longleaf Pine – Xeric Oak and Xeric Oak that are within existing 
maintained ROW are not included in the total acreage of xeric wildlife habitat.  Similarly, 
areas of Low Density Residential land use that were formerly natural xeric habitats are 
not included in the total acreage of xeric wildlife habitat.   One active gopher tortoise 
burrow was observed within the Revised Build Alternative study area, and due to the 
presence of large areas of adjacent suitable habitats, other burrows are likely present 
as well.  No indigo snakes were observed during field evaluations. 
 
FDOT is committed to the utilization of the FWS Survey Protocol for the Eastern Indigo 
Snake during the design/permits phases, if applicable, as well as the Standard 
Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake during the construction phase.  
Additionally, FDOT is committed to continued coordination with FWS as the project 
moves though subsequent project phases.  It has been determined that this project may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Eastern indigo snake. 

Gopher	tortoise	
The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is a large tortoise that excavates deep 
burrows.  The tortoise burrows are home to a number of commensal species that 
depend on the microhabitat to survive the Florida’s weather extremes.  A number of 
documented gopher tortoise occurrences are recorded within five miles of the study 
area.      
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This species is dependent on xeric or dry habitat, and its presence is indicated by the 
presence of its characteristic burrows.  A preliminary survey for potential gopher tortoise 
habitat was conducted.  During this survey, it was noted that the majority of the 
undeveloped upland habitats within the Revised Build Alternative have the potential to 
support tortoises, and one occupied tortoise burrow was observed. The gopher tortoise 
is listed as a Candidate species and therefore, is not currently afforded protection under 
ESA.  Should the gopher tortoise be listed prior to the time construction commences, an 
effects determination will be made in coordination with FWS.  Furthermore, compliance 
with all applicable regulations, guidelines, survey protocol, etc., will be adhered to and 
FDOT is committed to continued coordination with FWS and FWC as the project moves 
though subsequent project phases. 

Birds	

Red‐Cockaded	woodpecker	
The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) is a non-migratory bird that is located 
in clusters around the state (USFWS, 1993). The woodpecker prefers forested areas 
with little midstory vegetation, with fire an important factor in keeping the subcanopy 
relatively free of trees and shrubs (FWS, 1993).  The species typically prefers to 
colonize in forested areas consisting of longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) that is older than 
60 years and are infected with a fungus called Phellinus pini. 

The majority of the forests containing pine in the Revised Build Alternative are Longleaf 
Pine – Xeric Oak habitats, which include longleaf pine and moderate to dense midstory 
vegetation consisting of xeric oak species.  These are not ideal habitat types for RCWs, 
and during a preliminary survey, no RCWs or their signs were observed.  Furthermore, 
appropriate RCW habitat (open, mature flatwoods with mature longleaf pine trees) does 
not occur in the study area.  While RCWs are known to occur in Putnam County, no 
RCWs are documented as occurring in the study area.   

Due to lack of appropriate foraging and nesting habitat, lack of documented 
occurrences, as well as no direct observance of the species or sign within the Revised 
Build Alternative corridor, it has been determined that the project will have no effect on 
the Red-cockaded woodpecker. 

Florida	Scrub‐jay	
The Florida scrub-jay (Amphelocoma coerulescens) is restricted to xeric oak scrub 
vegetation, which grows only on well drained sandy soils.   

Habitats within the study area include several xeric habitats, including Longleaf Pine – 
Xeric Oak habitat (FLUCFCS 412; also known as sandhill) and some areas of scrublike 
habitat.  The habitats approximating scrub [Xeric Oak habitat (421)] appear to be 
derived from disturbed sandhill, and lack many of the features required by scrub-jays. 
Specifically, wiregrass is present and bare ground is rare.  Xeric oak species consist 
mainly of live oak, bluejack oak, and turkey oak (all sandhill species), and typical scrub 
species of oaks (see species listed under the description of scrub-jay habitat above) are 
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absent or rare.  Sand pine is also rare.  Therefore, all xeric habitats in the study area 
are considered marginal scrub-jay habitats.   
 
No Florida scrub-jays were observed, and the species is not documented as occurring 
within or adjacent to the Revised Build Alternative study area.  Based on the FWS 2007 
5-Year review, the species is considered extirpated from Alachua County and 
functionally extirpated from Putnam County.    
 
Since the Revised Build Alternative study area lacks suitable habitat combined with the 
known fact that the species has been determined by FWS to have been extirpated from 
Alachua and Putnam Counties, it is anticipated that the Revised Build Alternative will 
have no effect the Florida Scrub-jay. 

Wood	stork	
The wood stork (Mycteria americana) is a wetland dependent wading bird.  The wood 
stork requires areas that have long hydroperiods that allow for its prey to reproduce, 
while droughts are needed to concentrate its prey into small pools making it easier to 
catch. In north Florida, the Core Foraging Area (CFA) for each documented wood stork 
colony is defined by FWS as all wetlands suitable for foraging within a 13 mile radius of 
the colony location.   
One documented occurrence of the wood stork (from 1989) is located approximately 4.9 
miles north of the study area.  One documented wood stork colony is located 
approximately 10.8 miles southwest of the western end of the project (the River Styx 
colony #605011); however, this colony was considered inactive during the most recent 
1999 nesting survey and has been determined to have remained inactive since.  Since 
the colony is considered inactive, there is no corresponding CFA.   
 
All wetlands in the study area were surveyed for wood storks using visual and aural 
means.  No wood storks were observed.  Though not within a designated CFA, 
wetlands within the project study area may qualify as Suitable Foraging Habitat (SFH).   
If during future project phases it is deemed that project wetlands are considered SFH, 
appropriate mitigation will be offered to offset all wetland impacts deemed SFH for wood 
storks. 
 
Since the Revised Build Alternative study area is not within a designated CFA, no 
documented occurrences have been found, and appropriate mitigation will be offered to 
offset any impacts to suitable wetland habitat, it has been determined that the project 
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the wood stork.   

Impact Summary 

Detailed research, analysis, and field surveys have been conducted to document the 
potential affects this project may have on listed species and habitat.  One active gopher 
tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) burrow was located within the proposed right-of-way.  
The eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) is often associated with gopher 
tortoise habitats and burrows. The approved Standard Protection Measures for the 
Eastern Indigo Snake will be included in the construction documents to insure that the 
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project will have no impact this species. The appropriate permitting process will be 
followed for potential impacts to gopher tortoise.  
 
FDOT has determined that the Revised Build Alternative may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect the threatened eastern indigo snake and endangered wood stork.  
Additionally, it has been determined that the project will have no affect on the 
endangered Etonia rosemary, endangered red-cockaded woodpecker, and threatened 
Florida scrub-jay.  The project is not located in areas designated as “Critical Habitat” by 
the USFWS.  The USFWS has reviewed the ESBA for the project area and habitat 
including the pond sites and concurred (letter dated 6-20-2012, See Appendix D) that 
the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect resources protected by the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 et seq.). 
 
FDOT is committed to the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of habitat impacts as 
well the utilization of all applicable state and federal guidelines, protocols and 
regulations regarding listed species and habitat.  Furthermore, FDOT is committed to 
continued coordination with all applicable resource agencies as this project moves 
though subsequent project phases. 

4.3.15 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
The proposed project will not directly impact wetland areas that support essential fish 
habitat (EFH) or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) trust fishery 
resources.  Therefore, the project will not adversely affect areas identified as EFH and 
consultation is not required.  

4.3.16  FARMLANDS 
Through coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (See Appendix 
D of the 2005 EA, located on the included DVD), it has been determined that no 
farmlands, as defined by 7 CFR 658, are located in the project vicinity.   

4.3.17 SCENIC HIGHWAYS 
There is no Federal, State, or locally designated or proposed scenic highway within the 
vicinity of this project.  Therefore, this project will have no involvement with any 
designated scenic highway.  

4.3.18  CONSTRUCTION 
Construction activities for the proposed project will have air, noise, vibration, water 
quality, traffic flow, and visual impacts for those residents and travelers within the 
immediate vicinity of the build alternatives.  These impacts will be controlled by FDOT’s 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and through the use of Best 
Managed Practices.  
 
Maintenance of traffic and sequence of construction will be planned and scheduled to 
minimize traffic delays throughout the project.  Signs will be used as appropriate to 
provide notice of road closures and other pertinent information to the traveling public.  
The local activities, which could excessively inconvenience the community so that 
motorists, residents, and business persons can plan travel routes.    
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4.3.19 SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Indirect and cumulative impacts to wetlands, wildlife and habitat, and water quality are 
addressed in Sections 4.3.5, 4.3.14, and 4.3.7, respectively.  The non-dredge and fill 
wetland impacts associated with the Build Alternatives are evaluated and are subject to 
review by regulatory agencies during the permitting process.  All indirect wetland 
impacts will be addressed by mitigation of impacts within the same drainage basin along 
with the direct wetland impacts.  During the final design process, consideration will be 
given to appropriately size cross drains to maintain hydrological integrity of the existing 
wetlands and the potential wildlife usages to assist in the movement of terrestrial wildlife 
within the conservation lands adjacent to the project. 

Cumulative impacts to wetlands and wildlife are most likely to be associated with further 
impact to areas of contiguous wetlands and habitat.  Neither the proposed project nor 
any other future development within the affected drainage basin will affect water quality 
or stormwater management systems.  In accordance with both state and federal 
guidelines, impacts to wetlands from dredge and fill activities will be mitigated within the 
same drainage basin.  
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SECTION	5: SECTION	4(f)	
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 138 ) 
as amended, reads as follows: It is hereby declared to be the national policy that special 
effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public parks 
and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.  The Secretary of 
Transportation shall cooperate and consult with the Secretaries of the Interior, Housing 
and Urban Development and Agriculture, and with the States in developing 
transportation plans and programs that include measures to maintain or enhance the 
natural beauty of the lands traversed.  The Secretary shall not approve any program or 
project which requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation 
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance as 
determined by the Federal, state  or local officials having jurisdiction thereof, or any land 
from a historic site of national, state, or local significance as determined by such officials 
unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) 
such program includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such land. 

5.1 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
Two build alternatives have been derived from the Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) Study that was started in 1997.  In the initial stages of the study, 
several options to bypass the Town of Interlachen were studied and compared with the 
no-build alternative and widening on the existing alignment.   A public meeting was held 
on May 2, 2000 to present the existing alignment, no-build, and three bypass options. 
After considering the public input, FDOT selected the existing alignment through the 
Town of Interlachen.  SR-20 through Interlachen could be widened with less impact to 
nearby residences, as compared to bypass options.  Each of the bypass options will 
have a substantial impact to existing residential neighborhoods as well as 
environmental impacts. The bypass alternatives are discussed in Section 5.4.1 and 
further documented in the Environmental Assessment (EA) that was approved by 
FHWA in 2005 and is included with the technical discipline reports on the attached 
DVD.  

As part of the study, alternatives have been developed for the build alternative on the 
existing alignment with several typical sections.  A 230-foot wide rural typical section 
with a design speed of 70-mph was proposed for the rural areas from Hawthorne to 
Interlachen.   Near Interlachen, a 130-foot urban typical section was proposed with a 
design speed of 45-mph. A narrowed 104-foot typical section, identified as Option 1 
Right, has been developed to minimize impacts to Lake Chipco and the Interlachen 
Historic District.  These alternatives were presented to the public at meetings held on 
August 22, 2000 in Interlachen and August 24, 2000 in Hawthorne.  

As a result of public input from the August 2000 meetings, an additional alternative was 
developed between Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District.  The additional 
alternative, labeled Option 4, proposes a 150-foot urban typical. The wider typical 
section will require the relocation of four residences and one business.  
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An EA was approved by FHWA in 2005, documenting both the bypass alternatives and 
the build alternatives.  The EA carried forward a build alternative with a 230-foot rural 
typical in the rural areas and a 130-foot urban typical near Interlachen and two options 
between Lake Chipco and the Interlachen Historic District: Option 1 Right and Option 4. 
Two public hearings were held on the Build Alternative as shown in the 2005 EA on May 
9th and 11th, 2006.  Environmental concerns were raised on the need for wildlife 
crossings near Little Orange Creek and Fowler’s Prairie and to minimize impacts to 
Fowler’s Prairie.  Right-of-Way (ROW) funding was deferred for the project after the 
hearings and therefore a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was never circulated.  

In 2003, the Florida legislature created Florida’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). 
Building on the work designating the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) in the 
1990’s, the SIS introduced a new approach for planning transportation. The SIS is 
composed of high-priority network or transportation facilities, critical to Florida economic 
competiveness and quality of life.  The SIS comprises the state’s largest and most 
strategic transportation facilities, including major air, space, water, rail, and highway 
facilities.  The SIS facilities are the primary means for moving people and freight 
between Florida’s diverse regions, as well as, between Florida and other states and 
nations.  The SIS is Florida’s highest statewide priority for transportation capacity 
improvements. 

The 2005 SIS Strategic Plan defined policies and processes needed to move the SIS 
from concept to implementation.  The plan focused the state’s primary role in 
transportation on supporting travel and transport between Florida’s regions and 
between Florida and other states and nations.  It also establishes processes for 
designating SIS facilities and planning SIS investments.  SR-20 is designated a SIS 
facility.  

The Florida Legislature eliminated the FIHS in 2012. This leaves the SIS as the only 
means to provide policies and processes for statewide transportation facilities in the 
state of Florida.  A minimum 50-mph design speed was established as part of the 
criteria for a SIS facility.  With this change in the design criteria, FDOT developed a new 
high speed urban typical section with a design speed of 50-55 mph.  Previously, an 
urban typical section could not be designed with a design speed greater than 45 mph.  

Based on the public comments to minimize the impacts to Fowler’s Prairie and the new 
SIS design criteria, FDOT proposed a revised typical section for this study.  The revised 
typical is a 180-foot high speed urban typical section. The revised typical section will 
reduce impacts to Fowler’s Prairie and provide a consistent typical throughout the limits 
of the project. In addition, this typical section is better suited for the abundance of 
driveways located along the corridor and will accommodate future growth that will take 
place along the corridor. This Revised Build Alternative was presented to the public on 
December 8, 2011.  The meeting was attended by 196 people.  The comments primarily 
focused on median opening locations and ensuring the posted speed will be 55 mph. 
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The 2005 approved EA build alternative and the Revised Build Alternative have been 
carried forward for environmental assessment.  

5.2 SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES 
The Section 4(f) resources within the project study area, classified as historic sites 
include: the Hawthorne Cemetery in Segment 1; the Concrete Block Billboard in 
Segment 6; the Pineview Cemetery in Segment 13; and the First United Methodist 
Church of Interlachen in Segment 14. The Interlachen Historic District is eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and is located in Segments 13, 14 and 
15.  The segments are identified in Figure 3-1. 
 
There are also four parks owned by the Town of Interlachen all of which are located in 
Segment 14 and are within the Interlachen Historic District.  The Robert Henry Jenkins 
Jr. Memorial Park runs along the abandoned railroad corridor from Francis Street to CR-
315.  Hastings Park is located south of the Robert Henry Jenkins Jr. Memorial Park 
between Boyleston St. and Tropic Ave.  Butler Beach is located north of SR 20 adjacent 
to Lake Chipco.  The City of Hawthorne is in the process of developing the Little Orange 
Creek Nature Park, in eastern Alachua and western Putnam Counties.  Refer to the 
Figure 5-1 which illustrates the location of all these Section 4(f) resources.   
 
An evaluation by FDOT including coordination with the State Historic Preservation 
Office determined that the build alternatives will have either a no effect or no adverse 
effect on all of the identified Section 4(f) resources except for the Interlachen Historic 
District.  In addition, the build alternatives will not physically take property from the 
Robert Henry Jenkins Jr. Memorial Park, Hastings Park, or Butler Beach.  It has been 
determined that this project will not have a constructive use on these three properties 
either.  
 
The build alternatives widen SR-20 to the south of the Hawthorne Cemetery which is 
located north of SR-20.  Widening to the south does not require any additional right-of-
way and a “no effect” determination has been made for the historic portion of the 
Cemetery, therefore Section 4(f) does not apply.   
 
A “no effect” determination was also made for the Pineview Cemetery due to the 
distance from the proposed road widening to the historic portion of the cemetery. The 
historic portion of the cemetery has been identified in the Determination of Eligibility 
(DOE) as a 240 by 205 foot parcel located along the northern portion of the cemetery.  
Therefore, it was determined that the proposed project will have no indirect impacts to 
or constructive use of this resource, and that Section 4(f) does not apply.  
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Figure 5-1: Section 4(f) Resources
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After the 2005 EA was approved, a 
Concrete Block Billboard (see Figure 5-2) 
was identified within the projects APE. The 
billboard was determined to be eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places.  The 2005 EA Build Alternative 
previously impacted this resource. While 
developing the Revised Build Alternative 
after the determination, the Revised Build 
Alternative has been designed to avoid 
impacts to the billboard.  Furthermore, the 
2005 EA Build Alternative would also be 
redesigned to avoid the billboard if the 
alternative was still being pursued. 
Therefore, it was determined that Section 
4(f) does not apply to the billboard.  

Figure 5-2: Concrete Block Billboard

Figure 5-3: First United Methodist Church, 
View facing southeast 

Figure 5-4: Historic Portion of the First 
United Methodist Church, View facing 

northeast 

The United Methodist Church of 
Interlachen (see Figure 5-3) was 
determined to be individually eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. 
The Determination of Eligibility (DOE) 
completed for the church shows that the 
eligible portion of the church is the 
structure that was constructed in 1894 and 
its 1937 addition (shown in Figure 5-4), not 
the entire parcel.  The SHPO has 
determined that there will be “no adverse 
effect” to this church.  Neither typical 
section option will directly use land from 
the historic church nor will they result in a 
constructive or indirect use.  The church 
has been analyzed as part of the noise 
study and found to not approach or exceed 
noise abatement criteria.  It has been 
determined that Section 4(f) does not 
apply.  
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On the south bank of Lake Chipco, 
adjacent to SR-20 in Segment 14, is Butler 
Beach which is shown in Figure 5-5 and 
Figure 5-6.   This park is owned by the 
Town of Interlachen.  Single-family 
residences are scattered along the east 
and north banks of Lake Chipco; some 
having boat docks.  The lake and park are 
within the northern boundary of the 
Interlachen Historic District.  In talks with 
the Town of Interlachen, the Town stated 
that their currently is very limited use of the 
park since there are no parking, benches, 
outdoor facilities, or sidewalks to/from the 
park; therefore, noise impacts have not 
been analyzed.  Both build alternatives will 
shift the travel lanes further from the park 
and provide sidewalks and bike lanes that 
will enhance the park.  The landscaping 
buffer proposed for the historic district as 
part of the MOA may provide a mechanism 
to enhance the visual qualities of the park. 
Neither Option 1 Right nor Option 4 will 
directly use land from Butler Beach nor will 
they result in a constructive or indirect use. 
Therefore, it has been determined that 
Section 4(f) does not apply to Butler 
Beach. 

Figure 5-5: Butler Beach, View facing 
north   

Figure 5-6: Butler Beach, View facing 
northwest 
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Figure 5-7: Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. 

Memorial Park 

 

 
Figure 5-8: Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. 

Memorial Park 

 
 
 
 
The Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial 
Park, shown in Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8, 
runs along the abandoned railroad corridor 
from Francis Street to CR-315.  This park 
contains a sidewalk and is used for 
passive recreation.  Visual impacts will be 
minimized with the proposed landscaping 
buffer for the Interlachen Historic District.  
Potential noise impacts were evaluated 
and found to not approach or exceed noise 
abatement criteria.  In addition, the 
sidewalks and bike lanes proposed as part 
of the build alternative will enhance the 
park.  Neither typical section option will 
directly use land from this park nor will they 
result in a constructive or indirect use.  A 
determination has been made that Section 
4(f) does not apply to the Robert Henry 
Jenkins Jr. Memorial Park.  

 
 
Hastings Park, shown in Figure 5-9 and Figure 5-10, is located south of the Robert 
Henry Jenkins Jr. Memorial Park, location in Segment 14, between Boyleston St. and 
Tropic Ave. and consists of a children’s playground.  Visual impacts will be minimized 
with the proposed landscaping buffer for the Interlachen Historic District.  Hastings Park 
was evaluated for potential noise impacts and found to not approach or exceed noise 
abatement criteria.  In addition, the sidewalks and bike lanes proposed as part of the 
build alternative will enhance the park.  Neither typical section option will have a direct 
impact on this park.  Neither Option 1 Right nor Option 4 will directly use land from 
Hastings Park nor will they result in a constructive or indirect use.  Therefore, it has 
been determined that Section 4(f) does not apply to Hastings Park. 
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Figure 5-9: Hastings Park, View looking southwest 

Figure 5-10: Hastings Park, View facing southeast 

Section 4(f) will apply to the Interlachen Historic District.  Both build alternatives will 
result in a “use” because property from the Interlachen Historic District would be 
permanently acquired and incorporated into the proposed widening of SR-20 under 
either Option 1-Right or Option 4.  Section 5.3 describes in detail the Section 4(f) 
evaluation for the Interlachen Historic District.   

This determination, summarized in the following sections, has been reviewed by and 
received concurrence from, the SHPO as required by the Section 106 process. 
Documentation of the Section 106 process is included in the technical discipline reports 
on the attached DVD.  The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is included in Appendix 
C.  



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

5-9 

The 1,205 acre Little Orange Creek Nature Park, recently acquired (2011) by the City of 
Hawthorne, is located to the north and south of SR-20, within the limits of this project. 
There were no plans to construct a park at Little Orange Creek and the land was owned 
by a private entity at the time the 2005 Approved EA was circulated.  FDOT began 
working with the Putnam Land Conservancy (PLC) in 2006 to plan for the park 
development.  Detailed information documenting the prior coordination is included in 
Section 4.2.2.  As of May 2013, the park has not opened to the public and is still in the 
planning process.  Additional funds are needed for permits and engineering plans 
before the park can officially open.  

The 2005 Approved EA recommended a 230-foot wide rural typical section through this 
section.  In order to minimize impacts to the park, the Revised Build Alternative typical 
section has been reduced to a 180-foot urban typical section.   

FDOT is committed to constructing a bridge over Little Orange Creek. The bridge will 
provide pedestrian, equestrian, and canoe/kayak access underneath SR-20, connecting 
the northern and southern portions of the Nature Park. The bridge also serves as a 
wildlife crossing. In addition, wildlife crossing will be enhanced through structures 
located at Fowler’s Prairie. With the widening of SR-20, sidewalks and bicycle lanes are 
planned on both the north and south side of the roadway. These sidewalks and bicycle 
lanes will connect Hawthorne and Interlachen and provide additional recreational 
facilities to the park. All these features will enhance the park and are consistent with the 
purpose of the Little Orange Creek Nature Park.  FDOT and the City of Hawthorne will 
continue to work together throughout the duration of this project, to facilitate the goals of 
the Little Orange Creek Nature Park.  The right-of-way needs for the widening of SR-20 
are considered in the master plan for the park.  An easement for SR-20 has been set 
aside for transportation purposes and will be designated as such once the exact ROW 
need has been determined during the design phase. 

Section 4(f) will not apply to the Little Orange Creek Nature Park since FDOT has 
utilized prior planning by being a partner to the City of Hawthorne to facilitate the goals 
of the Little Orange Creek Nature Park. The prior coordination is documented in Section 
6.1.6.  FDOT has enhanced the park as described above and the right-of-way needs 
are considered in the master plan for the park.    

5.3 SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION –TOWN OF INTERLACHEN HISTORIC DISTRICT 
FHWA, in consultation with the SHPO, has determined that the Interlachen Historic 
District is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Figure 5-1 shows 
the relationship of the historic district to the existing highway.  SR-20 bisects the district 
for approximately 1,000 feet along the northern boundary adjacent to Section 4(f) 
resource, Butler Beach.  Interlachen’s entire historic district is approximately 163 acres 
and is comprised of over 106 structures of which 69 are potentially contributing to the 
historic value of district.  Most of these structures are in private ownership; however, 
some of the property within the Interlachen Historic District is in public ownership (e.g., 
Butler Beach, Henry Jenkins Memorial Park, and Hastings Park).   
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The district is mainly a residential neighborhood with the majority of the structures being 
single family homes, but some businesses and institutional buildings are located within 
its boundaries.  Access to the Interlachen Historic District is mainly by motor vehicle.   

5.3.1 ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVE ANALYSES OVERVIEW 
Both build alternatives analyzed in this document currently contain two typical section 
options through the Town of Interlachen (Segments 14 and 15).  These two typical 
sections were narrowed from a field of four.  Typical Section Options 1, 2, and 3 were 
initiated by FDOT while Typical Section Option 4 was initiated by the general public. 
The following discussion summarizes the alignment and typical section alternative 
analysis undertaken for Segments 14 and 15.   

Segment 14 and 15 Analysis 
FDOT evaluated numerous typical section and alignment alternatives (documented in 
the 2005 EA) within the existing corridor through Segments 14 and 15.  It was 
determined that despite the typical section or alignment used, widening SR-20 to any 
degree in this segment would result in an impact to some portion of the Interlachen 
Historic District.  For instance, alternatives that acquire land to the south or to the right 
of existing SR-20 would have no direct impact to Butler Beach, but would in turn, impact 
the historic properties abutting SR-20 to the south.  Conversely, alternatives that 
acquire land to the north or left of existing SR-20 would have no direct impact to those 
same properties within the Interlachen Historic District, but would instead impact Butler 
Beach. 
 
To minimize potential impacts to both the Butler Beach and the Interlachen Historic 
District Section 4(f) resources, FDOT initially developed three alignment alternatives 
(left, center, right) and three typical sections (Options 1, 2 and 3).  The left and center 
alignment alternatives coupled with any of the three typical section options, would 
require bridging of the Lake Chipco floodplain to avoid a significant longitudinal 
floodplain impact and would result in substantially impacting Butler Beach.  This would 
also result in four business relocations.  In addition, the status of Lake Chipco is of 
paramount importance to the citizens of Interlachen and each of the alternatives that 
would have expanded the right-of-way to the north was strongly opposed.  
 
Therefore the center and left alignment alternatives were eliminated from further 
consideration and the right alignment alternative was considered the most prudent. 
 
The three typical section options were then evaluated with the remaining right alignment 
alternative. To help distinguish this analysis from the previous analyses, the typical 
sections were renamed for the right alignment alternative: Option 1-Right, Option 2-
Right, and Option 3-Right.  All three options were similar except for the following: Option 
1-Right had a 22-foot median with sidewalks; Options 2-Right had a 16.5-foot median 
with sidewalks; and Option 3-Right had a 16.5-foot median with no sidewalk on the 
south side.   
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Each of these typical section options would have no direct impact to Butler Beach but 
would in turn, have different degrees of impacts to the historic properties abutting SR-20 
to the south. All options require land from the Interlachen Historic District and the 
relocation of one residence and one business.  The amount of land required for each 
typical section option would also be similar.  Option 1-Right would require approximately 
38 feet of additional right-of-way along existing SR-20; Option 2-Right approximately 33 
feet; and Option 3-Right approximately 24 feet. 
 
Although Option 1-Right would take the most land, its impacts, when compared with 
Option 2-Right  and Option 3-Right, are similar in that the tree canopy along the south 
side of the road would be removed and the view of the lake from the Interlachen Historic 
District would be altered.  However, a retaining wall would minimize impacts to Lake 
Chipco and Interlachen’s historic district. 
 
All of the alignment alternatives and typical section options were presented to local 
elected officials and the general public for input.  As a result of extensive public 
involvement and with strong public desire for sidewalks on both sides of the widened 
roadway and a landscaped median, FDOT declared Option 1-Right the most prudent 
and feasible typical section/alignment combination.  This determination was based on a 
Section 4(f), environmental, economic and engineering perspective.  The 16.5 foot 
median proposed with Options 2-Right and 3-Right was too narrow to properly protect 
left turning vehicles and provides minimal space for landscaping, whereas Option 1-
Right provided for both.  Therefore, Options 2-Right and 3-Right were dropped from 
further consideration.    
 

Refer to previous Figure 3-3 for an illustration of the Option 1-Right typical section and 
Figure 5-11 which depicts the right-of-way required from the Interlachen Historic District 
to accommodate the Option 1-Right typical section. 
 

After further review of Option 1-Right by local elected officials and the public, FDOT was 
requested to develop an additional typical section option. This additional option, 
designated Option 4 and shown previously on Figure 3-4, accommodates a wider 
median and requires more land to be taken from the Interlachen Historic District.  Under 
this option, SR-20 would be widened to the south to accommodate the same four travel 
lanes, sidewalks, and bike lanes as Option 1-Right, but would instead have a 46-foot 
median within a 150-foot FDOT right-of-way.  Option 4 was developed at the request of 
the local citizens at the April 5, 2001 meeting.  The citizens prefer Option 4 because 
they believe it will result in fewer long term impacts to the Interlachen Historic District 
than Option 1-Right.  The local support for Option 4 is documented in a letter from the 
Citizens Advisory Committee dated October 5, 2001 which is in Appendix E of the 2005 
EA.  Figure 5-12 illustrates the required right-of-way for Option 4 as it affects the 
Interlachen Historic District.  No additional right-of-way is needed in Segment 15 for 
either option.  
 
Option 1-Right and Option 4 are both considered prudent and feasible alternatives for 
Segment 14 and 15; thus both will be evaluated in this Section 4(f) analysis.  Option 1-
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Right and Option 4 incorporate similar engineering features.  Option 1-Right will cost 
more, but when considered with the overall cost of the entire 12.2-mile project, this 
increase is not substantial.  For further reference, refer to Section 3.4 of this document 
where these alternatives are described in more detail. 

Summary   
Both the Option 1-Right and Option 4 will impact the northern boundary of the 
Interlachen Historic District.  Within this area, six structures will be affected, five of 
which are considered contributing structures to the historic value of the district.  No 
properties impacted by the project are individually eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The local citizens prefer Option 4 since it will result in fewer 
long term impacts to the Interlachen Historic District than Option 1-Right, Option 4 is the 
locally preferred alternative.   
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Figure 5-11: Option 1 Right; Right-of-Way Required 
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Figure 5-12: Option 4; Right-of-Way Required
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5.3.2 SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION: OPTION 1-RIGHT 

The entire Interlachen Historic District takes up 163 acres, of which Option 1-Right 
would require 2.3 acres.  This right-of-way requirement represents 1.4 percent of the 
land within the Interlachen Historic District that would be incorporated into the expanded 
SR-20 right-of-way.  A retaining wall will be utilized to minimize additional right-of-way 
needs.  Within the Interlachen Historic District, there are 69 contributing resources.  
Direct impacts in the form of land acquisition and relocation are also expected.  Land 
acquisition is required at five contributing resources with portions of their property within 
the limits of the proposed rights-of-way.  These five resources are identified in Table 4-5 
and Figure 4-2 as 8PU1297, 8PU1298, 8PU1299, 8PU1300, and 8PU1301.  However, 
8PU1301 requires total property acquisition and the relocation of a resident whereas the 
remaining four resources require partial property acquisition to accommodate Option 1-
Right.  
 
Option 1-Right requires the removal of the existing tree buffer between SR-20 and the 
northern edge of the Interlachen Historic District, visual impacts in the form of increased 
visibility of SR-20 will occur.  As part of Option 1-Right, creation of a new visual buffer 
and mitigating landscaping, shown previously on Figure 5-12 will occur within the 
proposed right-of-way in keeping with the current aesthetics of the Interlachen Historic 
District’s landscape.  
 
Temporary impacts may occur during construction to properties within the temporary 
construction easement for Option 1-Right.  Such impacts may include changes in 
contour required for the Build Alternative to meet the existing ground.  Construction 
crews may require room to work on the proposed roadway widening.  Finally, the 
temporary construction easement may be used to maintain and control traffic during 
construction. 

5.3.3 SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION: OPTION 4 
The wider Option 4 typical section will require 7 acres or 4.3 percent of the total 163 
acres within the Interlachen Historic District.  Permanent impacts in the form of land 
acquisition are expected to be the same for the five contributing resources also 
impacted by Option 1-Right; however, as shown in Figure 5-12, all of these resources: 
8PU1297, 8PU1298, 8PU1299, 8PU1300, and 8PU1301 would require full property 
acquisition and relocation of the residents to accommodate the Option 4 road widening 
effort.  This is further discussed in Section 5.6.  This land, once vacated, will be planted 
with trees and plants and ultimately become the northern boundary of the Interlachen 
Historic District, as previously illustrated on Figure 5-11.   
 
Construction impacts under Option 4 will be less than Option 1-Right.  Some temporary 
impact to properties north of SR-20 may occur during construction due to contour 
changes required for the Build Alternative to meet the existing ground.  Construction 
crews may also require room to work on the proposed roadway widening in this area.  
Finally, the temporary construction easement may be used to maintain and control 
traffic during construction.   
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Option 4 has been determined to be the preferred option for this study.  Compared to 
Option 1 Right, Option 4 will provide a wider landscaped median that will help to 
minimize visual impacts to the Interlachen Historic District while maintaining the vista 
toward Lake Chipco.  Additionally, the taking of the backyards of the remaining four 
buildings, as Option 1 Right does, would result in either their conversion to commercial 
interests or even possible demolition to accommodate new commercial construction if 
the properties were to remain under private ownership. Option 4 will prevent the 
commercial conversion along the corridor.  In addition, any land associated with these 
properties that is not needed for this project will be used to expand the Robert Henry 
Jenkins, Jr Park.  Therefore, Option 4 causes the least overall harm to the Interlachen 
Historic District.   
 
It is the opinion of the local community, FHWA, and State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) that the long-term impacts associated with Option 4 would cause the least 
overall harm to the overall historic district than Option 1 Right.  A MOA between the 
FDOT, FHWA, and SHPO was signed on November 8, 2011.   
 
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of land from the Interlachen Historic District and the proposed action includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the Interlachen Historic District resulting from 
such use. 

5.4 AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 

FDOT analyzed not only the No-Build Alternative, but several alternate alignments to 
bypass downtown Interlachen and avoid impacting the Interlachen Historic District.  The 
No-Build Alternative inherently serves as an avoidance alternative because it maintains 
SR-20 in its existing two-lane configuration, on the existing alignment.  However, with 
the No-Build Alternative, SR-20 will not only experience increased congestion before 
the 2040 project design year as the roadway’s level of service becomes unacceptable at 
LOS F, but the high crash rates along the facility will continue to increase.  In addition, 
there are no facilities for pedestrians or bicycles along SR-20 through the Town of 
Interlachen.  Therefore, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of 
the project.    

5.4.1 ALTERNATE CORRIDORS    
Three alternate corridors were developed to bypass the Town of Interlachen.  Two of 
the alternate corridors pass north of Interlachen while one corridor passes south of 
town.  All three of the bypass options have a 230-foot wide limited access typical 
section.  These bypass options are shown and described in more detail in Section 3.3.1 
of the 2005 Approved EA.  
 
After the comparison matrix shown in Table 5-1 was completed back in 2000, FDOT 
held a series of corridor public meetings at which time the public opposed the two north 
bypass corridors.  Support was equally mixed for the existing alignment and south 
bypass corridor alternate.  Due to this the two northern corridors were eliminated from 
further study.   
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Table 5-1: Corridor Comparison Matrix 

Corridor 
Existing 
Corridor 

Option A 
(North) 

Option B 
(North) 

Option C 
(South) 

Relocations 
Residential  2  31  47  26 

Business  7  3  4  1 

Total Cost  $22,700,000  $30,000,000  $30,400,000  $28,200,000 

Wetland Impact Area (acres)  0  0  0  13.0 

Community Impacts  High  High  High  High 

Contamination Potential  Medium  Low  Low  Low 

Cultural Resources  High  Medium  Medium  Low 

Floodplain Involvement  High  Low  Low  Medium 

Special Land Uses  High  Low  Medium  Low 

Traffic Noise  Medium  High  High  High 

Wildlife Habitat  Medium  Medium  Medium  Low 

*Data included in the table was produced in 2000 

 

Compared to staying on the existing alignment, the southern option had six less 
business relocations but 24 more residential relocations.  Staying on the existing 
alignment is 24 percent cheaper ($5.5 million) than the southern bypass option.  With 
the bypass option, existing SR-20 would remain as an active roadway and would still 
require maintenance resulting in an increased operational cost over the life of the 
project.  Throughout the years the operational and maintenance costs would be 
substantial and burden both the local maintaining agency as well as FDOT.      
 
SR-20 has been in its present location for many years and the adjacent land has 
developed over time in response to the presence of the roadway.  Several businesses 
front SR-20 within the Town of Interlachen.  Constructing a bypass option would cause 
severe economic impacts to these businesses.   
 
Residents in the vicinity of the southern bypass option are strongly against its 
construction.  They believe any improvements to capacity should be made on the 
existing alignment.  Some of the residences in the area surrounding the southern 
bypass option are low-income.  
 
The bypass option would also require existing commercial and residential land to be 
converted to a transportation use.  This will substantially change the fabric of the land 
use in the vicinity of Interlachen.  In addition to the land use, the bypass would also 
cause traffic patterns in the area to change.  The bypass option would be constructed 
as limited access and traffic on the bypass would not have access to the local roadway 
network except at the connections of the existing alignment and the bypass.  This would 
result in splitting the loose-knit neighborhoods south of Interlachen disrupting access to 
this area by emergency services.    
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The southern bypass option would tie back into existing SR-20 approximately 1.85 miles 
east of CR-315.  Since the public meetings back in 2000, SR-20 has been widened to 
four lanes east of CR-315.  Constructing the bypass option would essentially results in 
the throwaway in the investment of converting the segment east of CR-315 from two to 
four lanes.   
 
The existing alignment will not impact any wetlands while the southern bypass option 
will have 13 acres of impacts.  These include moderate to high quality systems.  
Receiving a permit for this impact will be very challenging since there is a viable 
avoidance alternative.   In regards to water quality, currently runoff from the existing 
alignment is discharging into Lake Chipco.  If the existing alignment is widened, 
stormwater would be treated.  The bypass option will introduce stormwater runoff to 
various surface water bodies in the area, although it will be treated, that do not receive 
runoff today.    
 
Secondary impacts associated with the bypass alternatives to the residential areas were 
also a concern.  Constructing a new roadway through a natural environment introduces 
substantial traffic noise to the currently-quiet ambient noise level.   Although noise 
impacts would be mitigated, traffic noise will still be introduced to residential areas that 
are not experiencing noise today.   
 
After considering public input the existing corridor was selected for the following 
reasons: the existing alignment is 24 percent cheaper than the bypass option; the 
existing alignment would tie into the existing four lane section east of CR-315 and also 
result in lower maintenance cost since only one roadway will have to be maintained; it 
will substantially reduce residential relocations; it will avoid substantial wetland impacts 
to moderate and high quality systems; and it will not promote urban sprawl.  As 
discussed in this section the southern bypass option would result in severe social, 
economic and environmental impacts as well as severe disruption to the local 
community.   
 
The southern bypass option may be feasible but is not considered prudent for the 
issues discussed above.  In summary, the southern bypass is not prudent because after 
reasonable mitigation it causes severe social, economic, and environmental impacts as 
well as severe disruption to established communities.  In addition, the bypass option 
lacks public acceptance, is not consistent with the Putnam County comprehensive plan, 
and creates access disruptions to the local roadway network.   

5.5 MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 

After concluding that the existing SR-20 alignment was preferable to a bypass 
alignment, and after receiving input from the public, FDOT developed a variation of the 
Build Alternative through Interlachen (Segment 14 and 15).  The two typical section 
options, Option 1-Right and Option 4, each traverse the Interlachen Historic District with 
varying degrees of impact.   
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5.5.1 OPTION 1-RIGHT 

Impacts to the Interlachen Historic District will be minimized with Option 1-Right through 
the use of a narrowed urban typical section that requires less right-of-way than that 
shown in Figure 3-3.  Impacts to the Interlachen Historic District will also be minimized 
through the use of retaining walls and Best Management Practices during construction.  
All construction-related impacts will be remedied by either replacing the damaged sod 
or landscaping, or by creating similar new landscaped areas.  These landscaped areas 
will help to maintain the character of the district and enhance the current views of Lake 
Chipco.  

5.5.2 OPTION 4 

The Interlachen Historic District may benefit from Option 4's wider landscaped buffer at 
its northern boundary.  This boundary will appropriately tie into the adjacent park system 
located along Atlantic Avenue.  The wider landscaped median will also help to minimize 
visual impacts to the Interlachen Historic District while maintaining the vista toward Lake 
Chipco.  Additionally, the landscape buffer will protect the long term viability of the 
northern boundary which might be vulnerable to transitioning to commercial land use if 
the properties were to remain under private ownership.  The possibility also exists under 
Option 4 to relocate these acquired homes to vacant lots within the Interlachen Historic 
District, thus limiting to some extent, the possibility of future incompatible construction 
and/or land uses within the district. 

5.6 COORDINATION AND MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

5.6.1 COORDINATION 
Coordination with the SHPO began with the Advance Notification Process.  On October 
14, 1999, the SHPO requested the FDOT conduct a Cultural Resource Survey.  This 
survey was completed in January 2001.  On August 10, 2001, the SHPO concurred with 
the findings of the survey, which were previously described in Section 4.2 of this 
Environmental Assessment. 
 
In reaching these conclusions and identifying potential impacts other meetings were 
held with the SHPO and interested members of the public. On September 13, 2000, a 
meeting was held in Interlachen with FDOT, the SHPO, and concerned citizens to 
discuss the merits of the bypass options as well as the merits of the existing alignment 
options. The FDOT reiterated their position that a bypass around Interlachen was not a 
feasible and prudent alternative. 
 
A formal Section 106 meeting was held December 7, 2000 in Tallahassee, Florida to 
discuss the findings of the Cultural Resource Survey.   Representatives attended this 
meeting from FDOT, FHWA, SHPO, and several citizens from Interlachen. The 
boundaries of the Interlachen Historic District were discussed as well as potential 
impacts to the district.  There was also as a general discussion on measures to 
minimize harm.  
 
On April 5, 2001, the FDOT and FHWA went to Interlachen for another meeting with 
interested citizens.  At this meeting Option 1-Right was presented and the minimization 
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attributes of this alternative were discussed at length.  The SHPO representative was 
unable to attend this meeting.  The citizens requested FDOT to develop a new wider 
typical section alternative that would create a buffer between the expanded roadway 
and the Interlachen Historic District.  That alternative is called “Option 4" in this EA. 
 
On October 2, 2001, representatives of the FDOT again went to Interlachen and 
presented Option 4, developed as a result of the April 5, 2001 meeting request by the 
citizens.  At that time the FDOT stated it was preparing an EA that would analyze both 
options.  It was also stated that after circulation of the EA and FDOT receives 
comments from the SHPO, local officials and the general public, a recommendation 
would be made as to which typical section (Option 1- Right or Option 4) would be 
constructed through Interlachen. 
 
During discussions with the local community, FHWA, and SHPO it was decided that the 
long-term impacts from Option 1 Right to the overall historic district would be more 
damaging than Option 4.  It is likely that the taking of the backyards of the remaining 
four buildings, as Option 1 Right does, would result in either their conversion to 
commercial interests or even possible demolition to accommodate new commercial 
construction.  As a result, the local community strongly supports Option 4.  In 
consultation with FHWA, SHPO, and the community, Option 4 was carried forward as 
the locally preferred option for the MOA.   
 
On August 9, 2011, representatives of FDOT went to Interlachen to present, at that 
time, a proposed MOA with SHPO to the Town of Interlachen.  The MOA states that 
FDOT will transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually be used or necessary for the 
project to the Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the 
expansion of the existing linear park.  The Town of Interlachen accepted the proposal.  
The MOA is included in Appendix C and summarized in Section 5.6.2. 
 
The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation including the signed MOA was sent to the Department 
of Interior (DOI) on January 16, 2014 and they were given 45 days to provide comments 
per 23 CFR 774.5(a).  No comments were received from the Department of Interior as 
part of the coordination.  Since the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) did not have an interest in or 
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources, there was no coordination between the 
agencies.   
 
In addition to these meetings, which were directly related to the Section 4(f) issues, 
numerous other meetings have been held.  Refer to Section 6.2 for a full discussion of 
public involvement on this project. 
 

5.6.2 MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
The MOA between the FDOT, FHWA, and SHPO was signed on November 8, 2011.  
The MOA states that as part of Option 4, FDOT will adversely affect the houses located 
within the Town of Interlachen, Florida located at: 1172 SR-20 (8PU1297), 418 Atlantic 



Environmental Assessment, SR-20, Alachua and Putnam Counties 

 

5-21 
 

Avenue (8PU1298), 426 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1299), 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300), 
and 440 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1301), each such property being eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places; however, none of the properties are individually 
eligible.  The FHWA and the Department consulted with the local community, the record 
property owners of the affected houses, members of the public and with the SHPO, in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
 
As part of the project, and as defined as mitigation in the MOA for the Interlachen 
Historic District, the Department shall acquire the historic house located at 440 Atlantic 
Avenue (8PU1301).  The Department shall relocate the house to an as yet 
undetermined location, preferably within the Interlachen Historic District, and, thereafter 
restore the exterior of the home.  The house shall be encumbered with a preservation 
covenant (prepared by the department) and offered for sale to the former owner after 
relocation and restoration are complete.  If the former owner does not purchase the 
home, the Department will offer the home for sale to the Town and thereafter to the 
general public.  
 
The remaining four homes will be encumbered with a preservation covenant and 
thereafter offered for sale to the former owners.  Homes not purchased by the 
respective former owners shall be offered for sale to the general public. The Department 
will implement a marketing plan, for a period of six months, which may include listing the 
houses in area newspapers; posting flyers at local community centers such as churches 
and historical societies; informing local civic and religious leaders about the houses; and 
informing local, regional, and state-wide preservation groups for posting on their website 
or list-server.  The Department may demolish any house not purchased within the six-
month marketing period.  
 
The Department will transfer any right-of-way that will not eventually used or necessary 
for the project to the Town of Interlachen. The additional right-of-way will be used for the 
expansion of the existing linear park.  After completion of the project, the Department 
will install landscaping in the area between SR-20 and the boundary of the proposed 
expansion of the park. 
 

5.7 SECTION 4(F) SUMMARY 
Option 4 was developed at the request of the local citizens at the April 5, 2001 meeting.  
Based on feedback received, the citizens prefer Option 4 because they believe it will 
result in fewer long term impacts to the Interlachen Historic District.  The local support 
for Option 4 is documented in a letter from the Citizens Advisory Committee dated 
October 5, 2001 which is in Appendix E of the 2005 EA. 
 
Option 4 has been determined to be the preferred option for this study.  As stated above 
Option 4 would require full property acquisition and relocation of the residents of five 
resources (8PU1297, 8PU1298, 8PU1299, 8PU1300, and 8PU1301) that are 
contributing to the historic district however these resources are not individually eligible.  
Compared to Option 1 Right, Option 4 will provide a wider landscaped median that will 
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help to minimize visual impacts to the Interlachen Historic District while maintaining the 
vista toward Lake Chipco.  Additionally, the taking of the backyards of the remaining 
four buildings, as Option 1 Right does, would result in either their conversion to 
commercial interests or even possible demolition to accommodate new commercial 
construction if the properties were to remain under private ownership. Option 4 will 
prevent the commercial conversion along the corridor.  In addition, any land associated 
with these properties that is not needed for this project will be used to expand the 
Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr Park.  Therefore, Option 4 causes the least overall harm to the 
Interlachen Historic District.   
 
It is the opinion of the local community, FHWA, and State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) that the long-term impacts associated with Option 4 would cause the least 
overall harm to the overall historic district than Option 1 Right.  A MOA between the 
FDOT, FHWA, and SHPO was signed on November 8, 2011.   
 
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of land from the Interlachen Historic District and the proposed action includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the Interlachen Historic District resulting from 
such use. 
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SECTION	6: 	COMMENTS	AND	COORDINATION	
A Public Involvement Program has been developed and is being carried out as an 
integral part of the project.  The purpose of this program is to establish and maintain 
communication with the general public and governmental agencies concerned with the 
project and its potential impacts.  To ensure open communication and agency and 
public input, the FDOT has provided early in the project process, an Advance 
Notification (AN) package to State and Federal agencies, and other interested parties, 
defining the project and describing anticipated issues and impacts.  In addition, to 
expedite the project development processes, eliminate unnecessary work, and provide 
a substantial issue identification and/or problem solving effort, the FDOT has carried out 
the scoping process as required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Guidelines.  Finally, to resolve all identified issues, the FDOT has conducted an 
extensive interagency coordination and consultation effort, and public participation 
process.  This section of the Environmental Assessment details the FDOT’s program to 
fully identify, address, and resolve all project-related issues identified through the Public 
Involvement Program. 

6.1 ADVANCE (AN) NOTIFICATION PROCESS  

The FDOT, through the Advance Notification (AN) Process, informed a number of 
federal, State, regional, and local agencies of the SR-20 PD&E Study.  The FDOT 
initiated early project coordination in August 1999 by distribution of an Advance 
Notification package.   Table 6-1 lists the agencies that received the packages.  An 
asterisk (*) indicates those agencies that responded to the package.  Summaries of 
comments received by the FDOT and the appropriate response are provided after the 
list.  All comments received from agencies are contained in Appendix A of the 2005 EA 
(located on the included DVD).   
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Table 6-1: List of Agencies  

FEDERAL 

Environmental Protection Agency ‐  

Region IV* 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Federal Emergency Management Agency ‐ 
Natural Hazards Branch 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

STATE 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission * 

 

REGIONAL 

Northeast Florida Regional Planning Council*    

LOCAL 

Alachua County Commission  Putnam County Engineer 

Putnam County Commission  City of Hawthorne Commission 

Town of Interlachen Council  Alachua County Public Works 

Alachua County Environmental Protection 
Department 

 

*   = Responses and comments received. 

** = Responses received.  No comment to the State Clearinghouse. 

 
 

6.1.1 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (OCTOBER 1, 1999) 
COMMENT: The proposed widening provides an opportunity to restore both natural and 

human communities that were fragmented by the original SR-20 construction.  

The bypass [alternative] should bridge wildlife crossings and wetlands and 

provide bike and pedestrian crossings.  There is a potential that a southern or 

northern bypass around Interlachen would...impact area wetlands and lakes.  

The E.A...should also evaluate the potential secondary and cumulative impacts 

to land uses within the project area and east of the project’s terminus in 

Interlachen. 

 

RESPONSE: The bypass alternative has been dismissed as a potential alternative, due in part  

to the potential environmental impacts.  Secondary and cumulative impacts are 

analyzed as part of this document   

6.1.2 FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION (SEPTEMBER 13, 1999) 
COMMENT: The project will result in the loss of habitat for many species associated with the 

sandhill vegetation type.  This sensitive upland community is fast disappearing in 
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Florida due to its high development potential.  Many species supported by this 

vegetation type are listed because of reduced population levels due to long-term 

habitat loss.  In addition, the roadway will create a formidable barrier to wildlife 

movement, and the increased vehicular traffic and speeds will result in higher 

road kill numbers.  Additionally, the water quality of the sandhill lakes could be 

degraded due to pollutants contained in roadside runoff.  We recommend that the 

following points be addressed during the [PD&E] Study in order to reduce 

impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 

 

 The study should include a complete accounting, by acres, of all upland 

and wetland habitats impacted as a result of road expansion.  An 

assessment should be made of potential impacts to species listed by our 

agency as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern.  The 

mitigation plan should include measures to avoid or minimize impacts to 

listed species, and include compensatory action to mitigate for lost or 

degraded habitat, including uplands. 

 Requirements for permits from our agency for relocation or incidental take 

of the gopher tortoise should be evaluated, and our office should be 

contacted for further coordination 

 Sites within the project area slated for drainage retention areas, borrow 

pits, and equipment staging areas should be identified and surveyed for 

the presence of listed species, and impacts should be evaluated and 

addressed. 

 Potential impacts to the black bear should be evaluated in terms of the 

road acting as a regional barrier to movement, or creating conditions for 

increased road kills. 

 Provisions should be made to maintain habitat connectivity for species 

using the adjacent wetland and upland habitat systems.  Bridges in the 

project area should be designed to span the stream, floodplain wetlands, 

and an appropriate area of the adjoining uplands in order to maintain 

hydrological functions, and also provide and uninterrupted travel corridor 

for the movement of wildlife species which utilize riparian systems. 
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RESPONSE: In addition to the E.A. document itself, the following documents were prepared 

which identify the project’s impact to species and habitat:  Wildlife and Habitat 

Impact Evaluation, Endangered Species Biological Assessment, and Wetlands 

Evaluation Report, all dated October 2000.  Additionally, an Eastern Indigo 

Snake and Gopher Tortoise Protection Plan is contained within the Wildlife and 

Habitat Impact Evaluation. 

 

During the field surveys, a total of 11 active and inactive gopher tortoise burrows 

were located in four distinct areas, totaling 2.95 acres of habitat within the 

proposed right-of-way.  Provisions will be included in the construction contract to 

advise the contractor of the potential presence of species associated with these 

burrows, their protection status, and avoidance measures.  Adherence to this 

protection plan (contained in section 9 of the project’s Endangered Species 

Biological Assessment, October 2000) in the construction contract should avert 

any impact or involvement with the gopher tortoise, indigo snake, Florida pine 

snake, gopher frog, or Florida mouse species. 

 

6.1.3 DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES (OCTOBER 14, 1999) 
COMMENT: Conditioned upon the FDOT undertaking a cultural resource survey, and 

appropriately avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating project impacts to any identified 

significant archaeological or historic sites, the proposed project will have no 

effect on historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register, 

or otherwise of historical or architectural value.  If these conditions are met, the 

project will also be consistent with the historic preservation aspects of Florida’s 

Coastal Management Program. 

 

RESPONSE: On September 21, 2004 a meeting was held at the offices of the Florida Division 

of Historical Resources (FDHR), Room 307, 500 South Bronough Street, R.A. 

Grey Building, Tallahassee, Florida.  Representatives from the FDOT, FHWA 

and DHR discussed the options and potential effects for the State Road 20 

improvements from Hawthorne to Interlachen.  Two roadway alternatives in the 

vicinity of the Interlachen Historic District were discussed.   
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The narrow alternative (Option 1 Right) would impact portions of the rear 

properties of four houses and would take one house completely.  Because of the 

narrow width and steep slopes along this area, a retaining wall would be required 

between the roadway and the right of way line, thereby limiting landscaping, 

changing vistas and increasing noise. 

 
The wide alternative (Option 4) would take all five historic houses and move the 

highway slightly south away from Lake Chipco.  This alternative would allow for 

landscaping and the vacant unused property would serve as a buffer to the 

existing linear park and remaining historic community.  The wide alternative was 

actually developed based on comments from the citizens of Interlachen and 

individuals of the historic council. 

 
FDOT can build either alternative; engineering and cost considerations are 

similar.  Through continued public input and consultation, both alignments will be 

presented in the Environmental Assessment and at the public hearing.  

Comments and input will then be evaluated to determine which alternative best 

suits the needs of the citizens and the potential historic. 

 
FDOT will complete the Environmental Assessment report for submittal to 

FHWA.  The report will include both alternatives in Interlachen that will impact the 

Interlachen Historic District.  The report will be circulated for comments and a 

public meeting will be held identifying both alternatives.  Results will then be used 

as a Case Report for Section 106 requirements and development of a Section 4F 

evaluation.   

6.1.4 NORTHEAST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL (OCTOBER 22, 1999) 
COMMENT: Based on the information contained in the Project Description and after a review 

of the Comprehensive Regional Policy Plan goals and policies, the staff finds the 

proposal to be consistent with the regional policy. 

RESPONSE: None required. 

6.1.5 NORTH CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL (SEPTEMBER 24, 1999) 
COMMENT: We find the project consistent with the Future Traffic Circulation Element of the 

Alachua County Comprehensive Plan: 1991 to 2011. 

RESPONSE: None required. 
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6.1.6 CONTINUING AGENCY COORDINATION 
The original SR-20 EA was approved by FHWA in November 2005.  After the EA was 
approved and the public hearings were held on May 9 and 11, 2006.  Funding for the 
project was deferred and therefore a FONSI was never circulated.  FDOT decided that 
since the project was still a priority to the local residents, to continue coordinating with 
the agencies regarding the primary issues associated with the project.  The primary 
issues were the Section 106 Consultation and the coordination with the proposed Little 
Orange Creek Nature Park.  The continuous coordination that occurred after the 2005 
EA was signed to date is documented below: 
 

Section 106 Consultation Coordination: 
FDOT staff met with staff from FHWA and the SHPO on September 20, 2006.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the impacts and benefits associated with Option 
1 Right and Option 4 and to provide a general overview of the project.  On October 23, 
2006, SHPO mailed a letter stating their preferences regarding what needed to be 
accomplished for them to support the locally preferred Option 4 alternative.  On August 
24, 2007, SHPO provided a letter stating that they would need additional information 
before they could enter into an agreement prior to entering into a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA).  In a letter dated April 9, 2010, SHPO concurred with the findings of 
the Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment Survey.  FDOT sent a letter on February 28, 
2011 to FHWA/SHPO to approve the approach for the development of the MOA.  SHPO 
and FHWA both approved the approach from the February 28, 2011 FDOT letter.  
FDOT presented the MOA to the Town of Interlachen on August 9, 2011.  The town 
provided a letter in support of the MOA on August 10, 2011.  FDOT prepared the final 
MOA and it was approved on November 8, 2011.  
  
Little Orange Creek Nature Park Coordination: 
In 2006 the newly formed PLC, working with the Alachua Conservation Trust, and the 
City of Hawthorne began the plan for land acquisition and park development. The City 
met with the PLC and FDOT on December 20, 2006 to present the plan and request 
FDOT’s participation.  FDOT’s potential role in facilitating the proposed elements of the 
park, as part of the roadway improvements was discussed.  Three subsequent meetings 
(June 30, 2009, March 7, 2011, and October 12, 2011) were held to further define viable 
solutions that would enhance the park and allow the future widening of SR-20.  
Representatives from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission and St. 
Johns River Water Management District participated in these meetings.  On April 24, 
2012 the City of Hawthorne provided FDOT a letter documenting the FDOT 
commitments and the city’s willingness to provide ROW for the SR-20 widening.  A 
meeting was held July 26, 2012 with the PLC and Florida Lake Watch staff regarding 
their concerns with the proposed widening of SR-20.  Additional commitments were 
made based on their concerns and are documented in the EA. 
Additional Agency Coordination: 

 On April 14, 2009, FDOT staff provided the Interlachen Town Council an update 
on the project.  

 On March 29, 2012 met with FHWA and provided an update on the project and 
the on-going coordination with the stakeholders.  
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 On December 8, 2011 FDOT held a public workshop to update the stakeholders 
on the status of the project and to present the changes that have taken place 
since the public hearings in 2006.  

 FDOT submitted the Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) to U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on May 24, 2012.  USFWS concurred with 
the ESBA on June 20, 2012.  

6.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

6.2.1 PUBLIC MEETINGS 
Since March of 1999, eight public meetings have been held for this project.  All 
meetings were advertised in local newspapers and a mailing list was utilized to inform 
interested parties of all public meetings.  All meetings were held in Hawthorne or 
Interlachen and averaged from 65 to 375 participants.  The following is a summary of 
these meetings 
 

March 30, 1999 (Hawthorne):  The FDOT presented the results of the PLEMO study and 
described the aspects of the up-coming PD&E study. 

April 20, 1999 (Interlachen):    The FDOT presented the results of the PLEMO study and 
described the aspects of the up-coming PD&E study 

May 2, 2000 (Interlachen):    The FDOT presented the findings of its study related to by-
passing Interlachen and took comments from the public. 

August 22, 2000 (Interlachen):   An alternatives meeting was held which presented build 
alternatives for the entire 12 mile project.  It was also 
announced that by-passing Interlachen was no longer 
under consideration. 

August 24, 2000 (Hawthorne):   An alternatives meeting was held which presented build 
alternatives for the entire 12 mile project. 

May 9, 2006 (Hawthorne):  A public hearing was held which presented the 2005 EA 
Build Alternative. 

May 11, 2006 (Interlachen):  A public hearing was held which presented the 2005 EA 
Build Alternative. 

December 8, 2011 (Interlachen): A public workshop was held by FDOT that presented the 
Revised Build Alternative.  

September 12, 2013 (Interlachen): A public hearing was held by FDOT that presented the 
Revised Build Alternative.  

6.2.2 ELECTED OFFICIAL, AGENCY, AND ORGANIZED GROUP MEETINGS 
In addition to the public meetings listed above, the FDOT also attended numerous 
meetings with elected officials, agencies, organized groups, and individuals throughout 
this study effort.  The following is a list of this coordination effort followed by 
identification of the participants/attendees. 
 

May 31, 2000:   Interlachen - Interested Citizens 
June 11, 2000:  Interlachen - Town Council 
July 11, 2000:   Putnam County Chamber of Commerce - open meeting 
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August 1, 2000:  Hawthorne - Town Council 
September 13, 2000:    Interlachen - Interested Citizens, SHPO, SJRWMD 
December 7, 2000:  Tallahassee - Section 106, SHPO, FHWA, Interested Citizens 
April 5, 2001:   Interlachen - FHWA, Interested Citizens 
July 25, 2001:   Putnam County Commission - Alachua County MPO 
October 2, 2001:  Interlachen - Interested Citizens 
July 2, 2002:   Interlachen Interested Citizens 
December 6, 2006:  Hawthorne - City of Hawthorne and Putnam Land Conservancy 
April 14, 2009:   Interlachen – Town Council 
June 30, 2009:  Hawthorne - City of Hawthorne and Putnam Land Conservancy 
September 29, 2011:  Interlachen – Town staff 
March 7, 2011:  Hawthorne - City of Hawthorne and Putnam Land Conservancy 
August 9, 2011:  Interlachen – Town Council 
October 12, 2011:  Hawthorne - City of Hawthorne and Putnam Land Conservancy 
July 26, 2012:   Hawthorne – Putnam Land Conservancy  

6.2.3 PUBLIC HEARING 
A subsequent public hearing was held on September 12, 2013 to provide the public with 
information about the project, the results of the environmental assessment of 
alternatives under consideration, project scheduling, the status of the study, and to 
solicit comments from the public.  Notices of the public hearing were mailed to all 
property owners within 300 feet of the project centerline.  In addition, the public hearing 
was advertised in the Palatka Daily News on August 21 and September 3, 2013, 
Gainesville Sun on August 21 and September 2, 2013, and on the Florida 
Administrative Register website on August 21, 2013.  The hearing was held at the 
Seventh Day Adventist Southeast Conference Center 1771 SR-20 Hawthorne, Fl and 
143 participants attended.  The doors were opened at 4:30 for the open house.  A 
formal presentation and a public comment period were held at 6:30 to receive input on 
the project.   
 
There were eleven speakers that spoke at the hearing.  Their primary concerns were 
the schedule, Fowler’s Prairie, and the proximity of the proposed widening to the Zion 
Hill Seventh Day Adventist Church.  Based on input received at the public hearing, 
FDOT will further investigate ways to improve the hydrology of the Fowler’s Prairie 
drainage structure to improve the ecosystem for the pitcher plants in the bog located 
south of SR-20 during the design phase.  The public hearing transcript is included on 
the attached DVD.  

6.3 PUBLIC COMMENTS  

6.3.1 THE HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF INTERLACHEN, FLORIDA, INC. (OCTOBER 4, 2001) 
The Historical Society has gone on record endorsing Option 4.  In their letter (refer to 
Appendix E of the 2005 EA) the Society recommends that FDOT develop a green space 
with trees and grass as a compatible buffer between SR-20 and the Interlachen Historic 
District.  They expressed concern that should the four contributing homes be left in their 
current location (as is proposed under Option 1-Right), the reduction in their property 
size will lead to deterioration or demolition by homeowners.  By relocating these 
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resources, the Society feels the historic character of these resources will be maintained 
and the overall character of the district preserved.  

6.3.2 CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE - TOWN OF INTERLACHEN (OCTOBER 5, 2001) 
In their letter to FDOT (Appendix E of the 2005 EA), the Advisory Committee favors 
Option 4 if the five impacted historic homes are relocated elsewhere in the or near the 
Interlachen Historic District, and if there is a full taking of the land between Prospect and 
CR-315 north of Atlantic Avenue and said land be planted with trees and vegetation to 
become the northern boundary of the Interlachen Historic District.  They would also like 
the removal of the commuter parking lot west of CR-315.  

6.3.3 TOWN OF INTERLACHEN (OCTOBER 24, 2001) 
Through correspondence (Appendix E of the 2005 EA), the Town of Interlachen 
requested FDOT to consider Option 4 with several recommendations.  First, relocate in 
or adjacent to the Interlachen Historic District, the homes between Prospect Avenue 
and CR-315, and arrange for the acquired property to be used as parkland in perpetuity.  
Second, create an entrance to Robert Henry Jenkins, Jr. Memorial Park that is 
landscaped to ensure the Town’s beauty at the corner of CR-315 South and SR-20. 

6.3.4 TOWN OF INTERLACHEN (AUGUST 10, 2011) 
In their letter to FDOT (Appendix D), the Town of Interlachen approved the proposed 
donation of property by FDOT as part of the MOA.  The property referred to is, the 
unused portion of property parcels acquired for the expansion of State Road 20, south 
of the proposed new road right of way and adjacent and north of the Robert Henry 
Jenkins, Jr., Memorial Parkway.  The town committed to accepting the unused property 
for the expansion of the park for public use.  

6.3.5 CITY OF HAWTHORNE (APRIL 24, 2012) 
In their letter to FDOT (Appendix B), the City of Hawthorne stated FDOT’s commitments 
to construct a bridge over Little Orange Creek to provide pedestrian, equestrian, and 
canoe/kayak access underneath SR-20 to connect the northern and southern portions 
of the Nature Park.  The bridge will also serve as a wildlife crossing.  The letter also 
documents prior coordination with the city that has been ongoing since 2006.  Details of 
the coordination efforts between FDOT and the City of Hawthorne are in Section D.  
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SECTION	7: COMMITMENTS	AND	RECOMMEDATIONS	
In order to minimize impacts of the proposed project on the human and natural 
environment, the FDOT is committed to the following measures:  
 

 Wetland impacts that will result from the construction of the project will be 
mitigated to satisfy all mitigation requirements pursuant to Section 373.4137, 
F.S., of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C 1344).  

 To assure the protection of the Eastern indigo snake during construction, FDOT 
will incorporate the guideline “Standard Protection Protocols for the Eastern 
Indigo Snake” into the final project design and will require that the construction 
contractor abide strictly to the guidelines during construction.  

 In accordance with the FDOTs Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction, all Best Management Practices for erosion control and water 
quality considerations will be adhered to during the construction phase of the 
project. 

 FDOT will obtain a Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit from the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission for this project.  

 During the design phase, FDOT will further investigate ways to improve the 
hydrology of the Fowler’s Prairie drainage structure to improve the ecosystem for 
the pitcher plants in the bog located south of SR-20.   

 
As part of this project, FDOT made commitments for the Interlachen Historic District and 
also the Little Orange Creek Nature Park.  Coordination between FDOT and the City of 
Hawthorne has been ongoing since 2006 and is documented in Section 0.  
Commitments for the Little Orange Creek Nature Park are part of an ongoing joint 
planning effort between the FDOT and the City of Hawthorne.   
 
Commitments made for the Little Orange Creek Nature Park: 

 FDOT shall construct a bridge over Little Orange Creek for the Little Orange 
Creek Nature Park.  The bridge will provide pedestrian, equestrian, and 
canoe/kayak access underneath SR-20, connecting the northern and southern 
portions of the Nature Park.  

 FDOT is committed to constructing a driveway (south of the existing driveway) for 
the Little Orange Creek Nature Park and constructing a right turn lane into this 
driveway.  

 FDOT shall construct any proposed pond that requires right-of-way from the Little 
Orange Creek Nature Park with a more natural appearance through design, 
vegetative planting (type and location to be determined later, the Putnam Land 
Conservancy would have input), and ensuring that the ponds do not require a 
fence around the exterior.  
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Commitments made for the Interlachen Historic District as defined in the MOA 
(included in Appendix C): 

 As part of the Project, the Department shall acquire the historic house located 
within the Town of Interlachen at 440 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1301) in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter 73, Florida Statues (2011), and other applicable 
law.  The Department shall relocate the house to an as yet undetermined 
location, preferably within the Interlachen Historic District, and thereafter, restore 
the exterior of the home.  The house shall be encumbered with a preservation 
covenant (prepared by the Department) and offered for sale to the former owner 
after relocation and restoration are complete.  If the former owner does not 
purchase the home, the Department will offer the home for sale to the Town and 
thereafter to the general public.  Before the house is moved, the FHWA shall 
document the condition of the house in its existing setting and context by 
updating the house’s Florida Master Site File Form (8PU1301) and submitting no 
less than ten (10), and no more than twenty (20), black and white digital 
photographs of the house and associated property.  Copies of all such 
photographs shall be provided to the Department.  The house shall be moved in 
accordance with the applicable approaches/recommendations in Moving Historic 
Buildings (John Obed Curtis 1991 reprint) by an experienced professional mover 
who is capable of moving historic structures.  The Department and FHWA shall 
ensure that the house is properly secured from the date the Department takes 
physical possession of the house until such time as ownership of the house is 
transferred from the Department.  

  As part of the project, the Department shall acquire the four (4) houses located 
within the Town at 1172 SR 20 (8PU1297), 418 Atlantic Ave (8PU1298), 426 
Atlantic Avenue (8PU1299) and 432 Atlantic Avenue (8PU1300). Each of the 
homes shall be encumbered with a preservation covenant (prepared by the 
Department) and thereafter offered for sale to the former owners. Homes not 
purchased by the respective former owners shall be offered for sale to the 
general public, subject to terms and conditions acceptable to the Department.  
The Department shall implement a marketing plan which may include listing the 
houses in area newspapers; posting flyers at local community centers such as 
churches and historical societies; informing local civic and religious leaders about 
the houses; and informing local, regional, and state-wide preservation groups for 
posting on their website or list-server.  The houses will be offered as individual 
houses or as a collection.  The Department shall market the houses for a period 
of six (6) months from the date of acquisition of the last house.  Each of these 
houses shall be relocated by the acquiring party to an as yet undetermined 
location, preferably within the Interlachen Historic District. The Department may 
demolish any house not purchased within the six-month marketing period and, in 
such case, the Department shall not be required to perform any further 
mitigation.  

 In consultation with FHWA and the SHPO, the Department will ensure efforts to 
avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to any discoveries of significant 
archaeological resources during the Project shall be addressed according to 36 
CFR 800.13(b). All records resulting from archaeological discoveries shall be 
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submitted to the SHPO.  Should unmarked human remains be encountered 
during construction of the Project, the Department will ensure that they are 
treated in accordance with the applicable provisions of Chapter 872, Florida 
Statutes. 

 No later than October 1 of each year following the execution of the MOA, until it 
expires or is terminated, the Department shall provide the parties to the MOA a 
summary report detailing work undertaken pursuant to its terms.  Such report 
shall also include any scheduling changes proposed, any problems encountered, 
and any disputes and objections received in the Department’s efforts to carry out 
the terms of the MOA.  The Department shall ensure that its annual report is 
made available for public inspection, that potentially interested members of the 
public are made aware of its availability, and the interested members of the 
public are invited to provide comments to the signatories to this Agreement.  The 
signatories to the MOA shall review the annual report and provide comments to 
the Department.  Non-signatories to the MOA may review and comment on the 
annual report at their discretion.  At the time the request of any signatory to the 
MOA, the Department shall ensure that a meeting or meetings are held to 
facilitate review and comment, to resolve questions, or to resolve adverse 
comments.  Based on this review, the signatories to the MOA shall determine 
whether the MOA shall continue in force, be amended, or be terminated.  Failure 
to provide such summary report may be considered noncompliance with the 
terms of the MOA. 

 The Department has or will acquire additional right of way in order to construct 
the Project.  To the extent permissible under applicable law, the Department shall 
transfer, and the Town shall accept, such portions of the additionally acquired 
right of way that are not eventually used or necessary for the Project, if any, to 
the Town.  Any such excess right of way transferred to the Town shall be utilized 
by the Town solely for the public purpose of expanding the existing linear park 
located along SR 20 within the Town (“park”).    

 After completion of the project, the Department will install basic landscaping in 
the area between SR 20 and the boundary of the proposed expansion of the 
Park.  Maintenance of the landscaping within the Department’s right of way will 
be performed by the Department during its regularly scheduled maintenance of 
those portions of SR 20 lying within the Town.  Maintenance of the landscaping 
outside the Department’s right of way will be performed by the Town. 

 After completion of the Project, in consultation with the Town, the Department will 
install basic landscaping in the proposed expansion area of the Park.  The 
landscaping shall be maintained by the Town.   
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